
Zoning Board of Adjustment

Regular Meeting Minutes

May 7, 2014
The Regular meeting of The Borough of Florham Park Board of Adjustment was called to order on Wednesday evening, May 7, 2014 at 7:30p.m., in the Municipal Building, 111 Ridgedale Avenue, Florham Park, New Jersey.
Members Present:

Mr. Michael Cannilla, Chairman

Mr. Jeffrey Noss, Vice Chairman
Mr. James Gallina

Mr. Mark Iantosca

Mr. Martin Chiarolanzio (1st Alternate)

Mr. John Novalis (2nd Alternate)

Members Absent:

Mr. Lambert Tamin

Mr. Russ Corrao 

Mr. Matthew DeAngelis 

Also Present:

Mr. Steven Geffner, Esq., Board Attorney
Call to Order:

Mr. Cannilla, Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:30p.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:

Approval of Minutes from the April 16, 2014 Meeting.
Mr.  Gallina made a motion to approve the minutes, second by Mr. Novalis.

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

Resolution of Approval:
Paul Fiorello




Application #BOA13-14

201 Brooklake Road



excessive lot coverage
Block 2101, Lot 6





Mr. Noss made a motion to approve the resolution, second by Mr. Iantosca.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the resolution.
C – Variance:
Martin & Josette Valenti


Application #BOA13-11

20 Elmwood Road



excessive lot coverage, excessive

Block 4004, Lot 11



building coverage, side yard 








setback 









Applicant is seeking approval for a shed, patio, and walkways.

Carried from April 16, 2014 without further notice

Mr. Valenti and Mr. Jalil were reminded that they are still under oath.

Mr. Valenti stated that the new plan set incorporates the reduction in lot coverage by eliminating the walkway from the front to the back of the house and then eventually to the patio, reducing the patio size to 16ft X 14ft. and eliminating the walkway from the back of the house to the patio.  A paver pad will remain on the side of the house for trash cans.
The shed will be sided to match the house.  A waiver of the need for a potential variance for surface grading was granted by the Borough Engineer, Michael Sgaramella.  The fence will be made fully compliant.

The current coverage numbers proposed are as follows:

Building coverage – 23.1%

Lot coverage – 43.4% 
Jeff Noss asked what the coverage numbers were from the previous meeting and what is new for this meeting.
Mr. Valenti stated that these numbers represented a 3.1% reduction of lot coverage which was discussed at the previous meeting.  However, the Board wanted new plans submitted with the changes incorporated.  In addition, the coverage numbers prior to any work being done are also listed on the plan.

Mr. Cannilla asked about the necessity of the tree paver pits.  Mr. Valenti stated that one holds the barbeque grill and the other is alongside the mud room door.

Mr. Cannilla stated that storm water is a huge issue in Florham Park and there is still lots of coverage connected to this application.  There is almost 200 sq. ft. of pavers on the side of the house that appear to be landings to doors.
Mr. Cannilla opened the meeting to the public for questions.

Paul Chase, owner of 22 Elmwood Road.  He was concerned with the concrete wall and the waiver of a variance requirement by the engineer.  Why was this waived?

Mr. Cannilla replied that it is the Engineer’s prerogative to waive the requirement for a variance.  Mr. Sgaramella waived this requirement because he was satisfied with the mitigation that was undertaken.

Mr. Chase did not understand why the Engineer has the ability to waive variances. He asked what the specific reasons were?
Mr. Cannilla stated that the Engineer has that ability to determine if a variance is appropriate.
Mr. Chase said that the believes that it all could have been eliminated if Mr. Valenti terraced the backyard.

Mr. Cannilla replied that Mr. Valenti elected not to do that and the Engineer does not take exception to that.

Mr. Chase asked if he can assume that the Engineer will guarantee that the block wall won’t fail and fall apart into his yard.

Mr. Cannilla said that there is no inspection requirement for walls under 4 feet and no guarantees come with that either.

Mr. Chiarolanzio asked Mr. Chase if he inspected the property after the heavy rain storms last week for water erosion.

Mr. Chase said that he did not check.
Mr. Valenti said that he did check and there was no water on Mr. Chase’s property.  Mr. Valenti’s property captured all the water and it drained into the drywell system.
Mr. Chase stated that he does not agree that mitigation of storm water negates the need for a variance for raising the grade with a wall  by the Engineer.

Mr. Cannilla explained that both land use boards rely on the Engineer for technical advice.  The situation has been made no worse for either Mr. Chase or the applicant.
Mr. Novalis said that it even looks like it benefits Mr. Chase as far as runoff is concerned.
Mr. Novalis commented that Mr. Valenti created a tough situation because the project is already built.  Mr. Valenti has been before the Board before, so he knew that he needed a variance.  Mr. Novalis is not comfortable with the shed so close to the property line.  If the neighbor did the same thing, there would be very little room between the homes.  There is an alternative which is the shed can be relocated to the back yard.
Mr. Valenti said the shed is in an area of unusable dead space where no grass grows and that is why he put it there.  If he put it in the back yard and respected the setbacks, it would have to be located in the middle of his back yard.  He noted that precedent has been set because there are additions on homes in the area that are built as close or closer to the side property line. 
Mr. Cannilla reminded him that all applications involve different circumstances and that each one stands on its own merit.  He said that there was no precedent set.
Mr. Valenti stated that he studied at the plans many times and he has reduced the project as much as he can.

Mr. Novalis added that many people use their garage for a shed and that is also an option.

Mr. Valenti replied that most people in his neighborhood have sheds either where his is, or right on the property line.  All someone has to do is look up and down the back yards and rows of sheds sitting on the property line will be seen.
Mr. Novalis said that it may true but the difference is that he is now in front of the Board and we have to deal with that.
Chairman Cannilla said that this application has run its course and at this juncture he wants to poll the board members for their feelings on the application.

Mr. Gallina felt that there is just too much lot coverage and he is not comfortable with the shed problem, although it is a small property.

Mr. Noss had no further comment.

Mr. Chiarolanzio said that he appreciates the downsizing of coverage. He is also happy that the water has been managed properly. But he does not understand why Mr. Valenti performed all this work knowing he was over on coverage.
Mr. Iantosca said that he understands the difficulty that the Beechcrest residents are faced with.  He once lived in the Beechcrest section and is well aware of the small space issues.  No matter what someone does on those properties, they are over on lot coverage.  They are over before they even start a project and he is sympathetic to that.
Mr. Novalis said that he has seen the work and  Mr. Valenti did a great job on the improvements.  In his opinion, that is not the issue. The Board’s job is to manage the coverage.  Personally speaking, Mr. Novalis said that he can live with the excessive coverage, but only if the shed is eliminated.  It also would show that Mr. Valenti removed something that he really did not think that he could live without.
Mr. Chiarolanzio agreed with Mr. Novalis.

Mr. Valenti stated that he will eliminate the shed if that is what will do it.

Mr. Cannilla added that removing the shed will eliminate the side yard setback variance and the building coverage variance and also reduce the lot coverage by 1%.  This lessens the request.
Mr. Cannilla verified with Mr. Valenti and Mr. Jalil that the new proposal is now 42.5% of lot coverage.

Mr. Jalil also commented that the storm water system that was installed captures all the runoff and has actually made the conditions better.  

Chairman Cannilla opened the meeting to the public.  Seeing no final comments, he returned it to the Board and called for a motion, asking the board members to mention the reason for their decision.

Mr.  Iantosca made a motion to approve the application as it now stands, with the removal of the shed, keeping the lot coverage number to no more than 42.5%,  and all else in conformance with the  submitted plans, second by Mr. Novalis. 
Roll Call:  Iantosca, yes;  Novalis, appreciates the efforts made, yes;  Cannilla, applicant made sacrifices to the application, yes;  Noss, too much coverage, does not see hardship, no; Gallina, happy with removal of the shed, yes;  Chiarolanzio, also glad storm water system worked successfully, yes.
On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
Marlene Rawson
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