
Zoning Board of Adjustment

Regular Meeting Minutes

April 27, 2016
The Regular meeting of The Borough of Florham Park Board of Adjustment was called to order on Wednesday evening April 27 , 2016  at 7:00p.m., in the Municipal Building, 111 Ridgedale Avenue, Florham Park, New Jersey.
Members Present:

Mr. Michael Cannilla, Chairman
Mr. Jeffrey Noss, Vice Chairman

Mr. John Novalis 
Mr. Martin Chiarolanzio
Mr. Rick Zeien 
Mr. Brian O’Connor

Mr. Ron DeRose (1st alt)
Members Absent:
Mr. James Gallina

Also Present:
Mr. Kurt Senesky, Esq., Board Attorney
Mr. Michael Sgaramella, Engineer
Mr. Robert Michaels, Planner

Call to Order:
Mr. Cannilla, Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Statement of Adequate Notice:

Mr. Cannilla issued the following statement:

“I hereby announce and state that adequate notice of this meeting was provided by the Secretary of this Board by preparing a notice, specifying the time, date and place of this meeting; posting such notice on the bulletin of the Municipal Building; filing said notice with the Clerk of the Borough, forwarding the notice to the Florham Park Eagle, and forwarding, by mail and fax, the said notice to all persons on the request list, and that said notice will be included in the minutes of this meeting.  This action is in accordance with the N.J.S.A. 10:4-6, et sec., “Open Public Meetings Act.”

Approval of Minutes:
1.
Approval of Minutes from April 6, 2016 Meeting.

Mr. Noss made a motion to approve the minutes, second by Mr.Zeien.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the minutes.
Resolution of Approval:
2.
Anthony Abruzzo




Application # BOA15-21

20 Woods End Road



excess building coverage, rear yard setback


Block 3502, Lot 2




side yard and front yard setback

Applicant is seeking approval for setback deficiencies and excess building coverage in connection with the construction of multiple additions.

Mr. Noss made a motion to approve the resolution, second by Mr.Zeien.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the resolution.

C Variance:

3.
Elizabeth & Chris Ledoux



Application # BOA16-2

16 Puddingstone Way



excess lot coverage


Block 3703, Lot 20

Applicant is seeking approval for excessive lot coverage in connection with the construction of a deck, patio, and in-ground pool.


Carried from the April 6, 2016 meeting without further notice.

Mr. and Mrs. Ledoux thanked the Board for their feedback at the last meeting.  They worked with their engineer and looked at other designs in order to develop an alternate plan that would require less relief.  

They have revised their plan to still include the deck, although it is slightly reduced to 12 ft x 32 ft.  They eliminated all of the pavers that surrounded the pool as well as an existing paver area, raised garden, and paver walks that will be removed.  The result is a reduction of 6% from the original plan.  The increase in improved lot coverage is now down to 5% more than when they purchased the home.  They also relocated the deck steps as suggested by the Board.
Mr. Cannilla stated that this particular residential neighborhood is a little different  and is more like an R-15 zone rather than the R-25 zone of which it is designated as.  He noted that pools do mitigate water and that accounts for 4.5% of the request.  He said that the revised plan is quite different that the original and appreciates the design changes.
Mr. Noss agreed and added that because it was originally designed as a cluster zone, there is common space in the development  that will always remain as open space and that must be considered.  There is also no building coverage issue associated with this project.
Mr. Novalis said the adjustments in the plans resulted in a good design.  The other board members all agreed that the applicants did a great job with the revisions.
The meeting was opened to the public.  Seeing no questions or comments, Mr. Cannilla called for a motion.

Mr. Zeien made a motion to approve the revised application, second by Mr. Noss.

Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the application.

D-Variance:
4.
2 Hanover Road, LLC



Application # BOA15-18

2 Hanover Road




non-conforming use


Block 905, Lot 30.02

Applicant is seeking approval to construct residential townhomes. 

Steven Azzolini, Esq. represented the applicant.  The property has an address of  2B Hanover Road.  John Vincenti, Engineer, David Minno, Architect, and Jason Tronko, Landscape Architect, were all sworn in.

Mr. Azzolini gave a brief history of the property.  It is the site of the former Afton Restaurant.  It was eventually sold and in 2005, HSBC Bank received approval for the Phase 1 development of the site.  In 2007, Phase 2 received approval for the development of a 2 story commercial office building on the remaining section of the site.  Because it is a land condominium, there can be different owners of the parcels.

The 15000 square feet building  and 60 parking spaces were sold to 2 Hanover Road, LLC for a medical arts building.  In 2008, an approval was granted  for the project to include a basement.  All approvals were granted by the Planning Board.  Since then the property went dormant.
The owners have since decided to pursue a residential development for the site.  The owners felt that a residential use would lessen the impact on traffic, and municipal infrastructure. The proposal went through several iterations, and now includes 18 unit townhome development.  They had an informal meeting with some neighbors on Midwood Drive and are under the impression that the group was comfortable with the idea  at the time and actually preferred a residential use for the parcel as opposed to an office building.
The developer believes that this proposal is a better fit.  The proximity to the downtown makes it attractive and they will contribute to the affordable housing obligation that the town has. In addition, the tax revenue would be better for Florham Park.

Mr. Azzolini noted that the approvals for an office building development are intact until June 2017, and they are able to move forward with that plan.
A-1:
colored rendering of landscape plan dated 2.11.16

A-2:
site concept plan with the superimposed landscape plan on an aerial photo
A-3:
copy of approved site plan (11.27.06) for approved office building
Mr. Cannilla reviewed the process of the review for the public.  He advised the public that there will be a time for questions only after each expert witness.  Any comments must be held until the completion of the application.  Mr. Azzolini requested that public identify whether they are within 200 feet of the project.
John Vincenti, PE began testimony.

Exhibit A-1 depicts the site layout.  There are 18 townhouse dwellings.  Building A will have 4 market rate units and 2 affordable units.  Buildings B & C each have 6 market rate units.  The market rate units will have 3 bedrooms, 2 car garage and a two car driveway.  There will be one 2 bedroom unit and one 3 bedroom affordable unit, each with a one car garage and a one car driveway.  They will likely be rental units.
The main driveway into the complex is 24 feet wide and the turning template works within the hammerhead turnaround.
There are eight visitor parking spaces on site to the left as upon entering.  The total parking spaces as per RSIS is 44 spaces and they are providing  68.  Driveways will be at least 20 feet long.  Driveway parking is counted in this number.
Exhibit A-3 is the is approved site plan for the medical arts building that will have 60 parking spaces.

Site circulation by the bank area is the same on each plan and will not change.  The bank project is 100% complete and all site improvements have been done.
The lots are as follows:  30.01 is the bank, 30.02 is the condominium unit, 30.03 is the common driveway.  The site that is the subject of this application is approximately 2.6 acres.
Exhibit A-2 depicts the general area with office buildings along Columbia Turnpike that the development will be build behind.   Midwood Drive is in the rear of Building A.  There will be a sidewalk installed that will lead to Hanover Road.  There will be new signage at the entry of Road A.    Water will be captured in recharge facilities and drainage facilities.  It is subject to local and County site plan approval.  Water and sewer will be relocated to the new roadway.  Two hydrants will be installed.  Utilities will be sub-surface. There will be a landscape berm to the rear to further buffer the neighbors.

The street lighting will be 12 foot high with 150 watt acorn lanterns and will match the bank. Coach lighting will be installed on the buildings.

Traffic impacts are as follows:  During the morning and evening peak hours, a medical office use will have 45 vehicles compared to the townhome use which will have 15 vehicles.  The total daily trips for the townhome use would be 105 compared to 477 trips for the medical office building.  Borough traffic engineer Gordon Meth concurs with this evaluation and reached similar numbers.
There is a use variance requested  for a non-permitted use.  A single family home would be permitted in the PB-2 zone but not a multifamily.    There is also a height variance for a 50ft.6 “ to the top of the chimney and also for 3 stories.  The limit is 35 feet in the zone.

The bulk variances needed are a side yard variance for building B and C.  The requirement is 15 feet and they are asking for 13 feet for every other deck in these buildings.  Also buffer areas in the visitor parking space and sidewalk area of 9.3 feet where 30 feet is required. This is similar to what was granted to the medical office use.  The ordinance requires 150 foot  building setback area and they are asking for 32.8 feet the closest point.  The variance relief granted for the medical use was 106 feet. (44 feet). 

In response to the Engineer report, they will upgrade the pavement markings and all the comments.  They have a road name chosen, and as long as the family permits it, it will be known as “Brian Burns Way”  The gas and electric are external.  They will add building mounted coach lights for compliance.  The will enhance the landscape package and save the mature trees.  They will provide a rendering and plan.  They will also provide a truck turning template to the Engineer.
They will comply with all fire department comments.  The storm water review and comments they will comply.  

They reviewed Bob Michaels’ memo.  The parking all complies and there will be a  condo association formed as part of the sale. The meters will be screened.  The landscape will be improved.
Bob Michaels asked if the affordable units will be rentals.  Mr. Azzolini stated that they are to be rentals and the planner will speak to that.  It is not known whether the units will be low or moderate income.  The applicant will retain ownership of the units.

Bob Michaels stated that rentals will be better for more affordable housing credit.  He recommended one low and one moderate income unit.
Mr. Vincenti stated that Gordon Meth, Florham Park traffic engineer stated in his review that 2.4 spaces per unit is the RSIS standard.  They are offering 3.5 units and exceed the requirement.  They are exceeding the requirement and also adding 8 stand alone visitor parking spaces.  Their opinion is that they meet the RSIS standard since there is a 4th space in each driveway.  They will add one more visitor space if the Board requires it.  They also have an agreement with the bank to share spaces and they will provide that.

Mr. Cannilla said that he wants to see a layout with the standards to help him understand the project.  He wants to compare it with one of our multi-family zones.  This seems to be a high unit count.  He wants to evaluate it against an established townhome development.

Bob Michaels agreed and stated that the planner should comment about it as well.
Mr. Vincenti stated that he will provide that information at the next meeting.

Marty Chiarolanzio stated that he sees a difference in improved coverage between the plan that includes the office building and this plan.
Mr. Vincenti said that  the maximum improved coverage is 56.4% on the office plan which includes the bank, and 58.7% on the townhouse plan which also includes the bank.  The building coverage on the  bank is the same (17.6%) on each plan, but the office space adds 8.8% and the townhome plan adds 23.35%.

Mr. Noss said that he would like to see a comparison of the density of the plan to Avalon and also Brooklake Park.

Mr. Cannilla asked about the garage driveway feet.  It says 20 feet but he is seeing only 19 feet.  Mr. Vincenti said that one foot is recessed as part of the garage design.  He will look at it again.
The trash will be housed in individual totes and stored in each garage to be wheeled outside on trash pickup days.

John Novalis asked if this is age restricted.  Mr. Vincenti said that they are only age targeted, typically empty nesters.  The price point is around $900,000.  The Planner will speak to the marketing of the affordable units.

Mr. Novalis asked if they could do two stories to lower the overall height.  They could not do stories because the units are narrow and the 2 car garage limits space.

Mr. Cannilla understands  the planner will validate the variance.  But he is interested in how this project came to be.  He observed that this design is very different from what exists in Florham Park.
Mr. Azzolini said that the attic is an architectural design.  It is different for Florham Park, but not a bad thing.  It is an architecturally historic element design that they consider unique.  Some of the neighbors that came to their informal meeting liked it, and we considered what they had to say.  They did not take this lightly.

Mr. Zeien asked the square footage for each unit.  Mr. Noss noted that the plan states that it is 2500 square feet of heated area.  

The meeting was opened to the public for questions of this witness.

Mr. Azzolini requested that they identify where they live and if they were within the 200 feet and were noticed.
Amy Reed, 10 Midwood Dr.  She was notified.   She is a two year resident and wants responsible development.  She is especially concerned with Building “A”.  It is too close and too tall.  She lives on Midwood, and there is no crosswalk to cross Hanover Road.  You said it is a unique area.  Can you comment on the uniqueness?

Mr. Cannilla reminded the public that this open portion is for questions only.  There will be time for comments at the conclusion of the application.

Mr. Novalis stated that there are crosswalks in the area already.

Mr. Azzolini said that their planner will respond to the uniqueness of the property.
Dan Reed, 10 Midwood Dr.   He asked how close the buffer zone is.  How many homes are behind Building “A”?  How far is it from the property line?  How high is it?  Are you proposing decks?  His chief concern is the height.  . You will be looking down on residential back yards.  It is not fair. The meeting you speak about was only with a few neighbors.
A-4:
Key map

Mr. Vincenti stated that there are 2 homes behind Building “A”.  They are proposing decks/balcony.  The property line is 32 ½ feet from the closest point which is to the corner of a balcony.  The height is 50.9 feet to the top of the chimney.  The last two units on Building “A” are 35 feet high.  
Mr. Senesky reminded the public to please refrain from commenting and only ask questions at this time. 

Mr. Azzolini added that the reason that people should comply with that is that can then  cross examine persons who are commenting.

Mr. Senesky asked if there is existing vegetation that will be preserved.

Mr. Vincenti  said that they will attempt to maintain the  mature trees.  The architect has a landscape rendering and he will discuss the rear view.
Dan Reed:  Is there a reason why you are proposing 31 feet?  Is it to get the one building in there?
Mr. Vincenti said that it is how the site lays out because it is an angled property line.  If it was a business adjacent to residential, an intense and larger buffer would be necessary.  But this is residential to residential.  We are maintaining a 30 feet buffer in that area.  There is less of a buffer that is required.  We have maintained the 30 foot buffer that is required.
Dan Reed: There are split level homes on Midwood  The height is a concern because your townhomes are three stories.  Is this in keeping with that residential look?   Are you looking for a zone change?

Mr. Senesky said  that they are asking for a variance, not a zone change. The zone designation will stay the same and the variance, if granted, will allow certain requirements of the zone not to be adhered to.

Mr. Cannilla verified that it is the one corner of one deck that is 30 feet away from the property line.  
Michael Conway, 8 Hopping Lane, outside of the 200 feet radius.  I am concerned with water treatment.  Do you have studies and facts on the traffic generation?  Or is this just an estimated?  Will you do a study on this intersection?
Mr. Vincenti said that they use the ITE Trip Generation manual which is the recognized standard.  The standard has not changed during the application.  It is an estimate.  We will not be performing an additional study.

Mr. Azzolini stated that the Board traffic engineer has reviewed this and concurs that the proposal will have minimal impact on the area.  It is really more of a benefit as opposed to the office building.
Diane Lucas, 2 Midwood Dr.  You said that you met with the residents, how many did you meet with?  I don’t know anyone who got this.  Did it come certified?  She claims she did not get a letter.
Mr. Azzolini said that everyone on the 200 foot list received an invitation to the meeting. The meeting date was July 29, 2015.   He said  that there were 4 residents in attendance.  They did not get mailed certified.
Diane Lucas.  Do you need Building “A”?  I don’t like the 3 or 4 stories that is being proposed.  
Mr. Azzolini said that the planner would answer those questions.

Diane Lucas.  How many mature trees are coming down?

Diane Lucas.   Can you put in patios instead of decks?

Mr. Vincenti said that the answer is no because  the primary living space is elevated and that is where you would like the outdoor deck.

Mr. Vincenti said that the tree removal plan shows 24 trees to be removed.

Diane Lucas.  What kind of buffer will screen a 50 foot building?  How does the tree removal affect the drainage?

Mr. Vincenti said the tree removal will not affect drainage.  The landscaping plan and soil erosion plan and is all designed to mitigate any offsite impacts.  The drainage collection system is designed to reduce the runoff rate. That is a requirement of any plan.

Walter Cummings, 6 Hanover Road.  He asked if this will either be a medical building or residential condos.  Is there more traffic with medical?  What about the lighting?  What about tax income?
Mr. Vincenti said that medical use would generate more traffic.  Also lighting for a 60 car parking lot  associated with a medical use would be more intense as it is commercial requirements.  A residential use would have more modest lighting requirements, and sensitive to the residents and neighbors..
Mr. Azzolini added that residential use would generate more tax revenue.
Mr. Cannilla said that this use has not been approved yet so technically there is only a medical use for the property.  The board must decide if this alternative use is appropriate.

James Franchino, 132 Columbia Turnpike.  Verified the location of a home.  He asked about the deck and the wall..
Mr. Vincenti said the deck is 13 feet from the setback and they are seeking relief of the 15 feet requirement. The retaining wall will be reconstructed.
Kevin Zaleski, 2 Midwood.  He said he was at the meeting, but does not remember a setback of 30 feet. Was that talked about?  He asked if there is lighting on the side of Building “A”.
Mr. Vincenti said that the same exhibit was shown at that meeting as now.  Lighting is on the front of the building, but not the rear.  There is a lantern with a shield that is on a timer.  The other building lights are controlled by the owners.  The decks will comply with the 30 foot setback on Building A.  Building B & C will need variance relief for the decks.  The affordable units have patios and not decks.
Kevin Zaleski.  Are you targeting empty nesters with multi level units?  Do they have elevators?

Mr. Vincenti said “yes”.

Mr. Cannilla said that the walkway and roadway will be lit to residential standards.

Peter Kelly, 10 Hanover Road.  What is the plan for lighting and what is the distribution of the lighting?  How will you light the area?  How many variances are needed for this project?  How long will this application take?
Mr. Vincenti said that all the lighting details are in the plan set. They will have pole lights or they may seek a waiver. They need 8 variances and the application will not be done tonight.

Maureen Mulligan, 9 Kice Road.  She is not on the 200 foot list.  She said that she was on the Planning Board for 10 years and 4 years on this Board. How many major variances?  Why aren’t the variances discussed first?
Mr. Vincenti said the D variances are building height and use.
Mr. Senesky said that they can put the witnesses on in any order that they choose to.  The applicant has chosen to have the engineer testify first.  The planner will testify to the variances. 
Maureen Mulligan.  The variances are the key issue. The Board should give consideration to the loss in property values for the neighbors.
Jeff Noss said that this not a proven fact.  It may be worse with a commercial office building. The land can be developed.  
Break.

David Minno, Architect, was sworn in.
He stated that this is a unique location in that it is a transitional zone between office and residential.  Empty nesters  want to live in town and they have responded to this type of living.  These are vertical townhomes with elevators.  Similar projects have been built in  Morristown and Chatham and have been well received.

He described Building “A”.  He said that the first two units (affordable) are 35 feet high.  The other units are 50 feet high.  Those units are 40 feet to the property line and 160 feet to the closest home.  The market rate units are2546 square feet and  450 square feet of garage.  The 2nd floor is the main living space with an open floor plan and a deck.  The bedrooms are on the 3rd floor.

A-5:
Building “A” front elevation facing road “A”.

Mr. Minno stated that Florham Park seems to like the colonial/federal type design and this mimics that style.  The heights seems high but one reason is that it must be measured to the top of the chimney, as per the FP code.  The attic has windows but is not living space.

They developed a high quality product.  However, a residential development now must have an affordable component to it.  The affordable units are two and three bedrooms.  There is a grade level patio.

A-6:
Building “A” rear elevation, colorized.

The height of the balcony deck is 11 feet off the ground.  There are structural posts supporting it.  The buildings are sided with brick and fiber cement siding (Hardie plank).
A-7:
Building “A” end elevation right and left.

A-8:
Building “B” elevation, colorized.

Mr. Minnow stated that there are 9 foot ceilings which is typical of this product.  

John Novalis said that the Morristown Georgetown project had height restrictions and one project was lowered. The peaks of these buildings are  at 48 feet.  He confirmed that there is no walkway to the attic.  They did not know if the units would have sprinklers because there are several options. 

Bob Michaels verified that the patios under the decks would not extend past the decks above.  He also confirmed that the plants that are show are at planting height and not at mature height.  Existing trees are not depicted.
Mike Cannilla noted that the distance measured was to the homes behind and not the building envelope .  He also asked to see pictures of the other developments he mentioned;  Moore Estate, De Hart, and Chatham.

Mike Cannilla asked if there was any attempt made to get close to the standards of the ordinance.

Mr. Minno said that the development was designed for this transitional location and they did not look at other multi-family developments.  They designed what they thought was appropriate for the location. The developer’s input was influential in the decision. The density is also about economics and they needed to consider affordable housing requirements.
Mike Cannilla said that buildings are not this high in Florham Park.  Can you lower the height and still get what you want?

Mr. Minno said that they thought they were fairly well buffered from the adjacent properties.  They will look at it to see if there is something that can be done to lower the height.
Mr. Noss wondered whether they were marketed for a 4th floor for storage.  He suggested a mansard roof.

Mr. Novalis thought that they could lower the ridge and maybe get the same look. 

Mr. Cannilla said that he is not so sure how unique this location is.  He was surprised that they did not consider the standards in the design process.  He wondered if they could have less units.

The meeting was opened to the public for questions.

 Amy Keegan.  Morristown and Chatham are different than Florham Park and they are walkable.  Is this really a walkable town?  It is disjointed downtown.  People don’t walk to downtown here.
Mr. Minno responded that there is a desire to be in a walkable town center.  It is a national trend that people want to be in town.
Amy Keegan.  This is a transitional zone.  The building at 128 Columbia Turnpike is 160 feet from our property line.  This is a tighter density.  Does this fit into our Master Plan?  They are very tall and different than anything in the area.  The trees are small, how long will it take to grow?
Mr. Minno said that the project is sufficiently buffered. It is a residential bordering a residential. The landscape architect will comment on the trees and how fast they will grow.
Maureen Mulligan.  Georgetown project in Morristown fits is well in that neighborhood,  but this is not enhancing the neighborhood in my opinion.  I want to invite you to go for a walk to the downtown.  It is not safe to walk.  What is the depth of the balcony?  Is it weight bearing for use?  What type of trees are in the front?

Mr. Minno.  The depth of the balcony is 8 feet.  It is weight bearing in that they are designed for people to be on the deck. The trees are deciduous.

Diane Lucas.  Asked the names of the other projects Mr. Minno mentioned.  Asked where the Chatham one is located.
Mr. Minno.  The Chatham is on Passaic Avenue near the train station.  The others are:  De Hart, Georgetown, Moore Estate, The Chatham.

Kevin Zaleski, 8 Midwood Drive.  Are there berms?  Are you saying that we won’t see it?

David Minno.  There are berms.  I am not saying that you will not see it, but that is not a bad thing.  But they will not be looming.

Mr. Cannilla asked why they used a ratio that is lower than what the municipality has when determining the number of affordable housing units.
Steve Azzolini said that COAH is no longer in existence so the rules are murky.  But they will address this.

Mr. Cannilla stated that due to the late time, the meeting must be carried to another date.
Mr. Azzolini requested that the application be carried to the June 1, 2016 meeting due to scheduling conflicts with his professionals.  He also agreed to an extension of time for the application.

Mr. Novalis made a motion to carry the application to the June 1, 2016 without further notice, second by Mr. Zeien.
Roll:  On a roll call vote, all members present and eligible voted to carry the application.
On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at  10:45 p.m.
Marlene Rawson






April 27, 2016
Board Secretary
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