
Zoning Board of Adjustment

Regular Meeting Minutes

July 17, 2013 
The Regular meeting of The Borough of Florham Park Board of Adjustment was called to order on Wednesday evening, July 17, 2013 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. Russ Corrao 
Mr. Mark Iantosca

Mr. Matthew DeAngelis 
Mr. Martin Chiarolanzio (1st Alternate)

Mr. John Novalis (2nd Alternate)

Members Absent:

Mr. Lambert Tamin

Mr. James Gallina
Also Present:

Mr. Kurt Senesky, Esq., Board Attorney
Call to Order:

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

Approval of Minutes from the June 5, 2013 Meeting.
Mr. Noss made a motion to approve the minutes, second by Mr. Iantosca.

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

C – Variance:

1.
George & Laura Renzi

Application #BOA13-7


26 Orchard Road


non-conforming front, side, rear setbacks

Block 2902, Lot 14

Applicant seeking approval to construct multiple additions.

George and Laura Renzi were sworn in by the Board Attorney.  David DelDonne, who is the architect for the applicants, was also sworn in and accepted as an expert.

Mr. DelDonne stated that the applicants are seeking relief from the inside, rear, and street side setbacks.  The home is a split level situated on a corner property.  They are seeking to construct several additions, including a garage addition, however, there is no way add on to the home without encroaching into the setback limits.

The rear first floor family room addition seeks the most relief.  It is encroaching into the inside setback and would be 3 feet from the property line at the outermost point.  The minimum setback requirement is 10 feet and there is already a pre-existing condition of 8 feet at that location.  The relief is sought for an additional 5 feet falling away to 3 feet.  It also worsens the rear yard setback.
Mr. DelDonne described the interior of the proposed new additions and the architectural features.  It is part of a new open floor plan that includes a family room and study.  The applicants have a growing family and they need additional living space.  The addition includes a new second story and new front porch that are code compliant.
The proposed garage also exacerbates rear yard setback condition.

The maximum building coverage complies and the lot coverage complies.  However, the orientation of the home limits how much expansion can be done without the need for a variance.

Mike Cannilla wants an updated survey to be submitted as part of this package.  Mr. Renzi stated that they bought the home in 2004 and the survey was acceptable at that time.  He did not understand why the Mr. Cannilla wanted an new survey.
Mr. Novalis stated that he is very concerned with the inside setback relief sought.  He said that 3 feet from the property line is too much of an encroachment.

Mr. DelDonne said that a tree line separates their property from the neighbor’s property.  There is only a one story addition on that side so it is not too imposing.

When asked by the Board, Mr. DelDonne said that they looked at other options in order to lessen the inside setback encroachment, including sliding the addition to the other side where there is more room.  However, this option would compromise the continuity that the homeowners what to achieve.  They emphasized that they do not want to relocate the addition to the other side.
The Board members suggested other options, including reconfiguring the family room to lessen the variance or moving the addition.  Both Mr. DelDonne and Mr. Renzi stated that moving this addition would negatively impact the second floor.  They also do not to remove any of the second story windows.
Mr. Cannilla stated that he does not want to redesign the addition, but they should explore other options that would meet their objectives.  He said that he does not see any hardship here.  Many homes on corner lots have been expanded without this amount of encroachment.  Any encroachment should impact neighboring homeowners the least.  He added that 3feet from the property line is extremely challenging.
Mr. DelDonne asked if the Board be comfortable if plan only called for expanding on the existing condition of the 8 foot setback.  Mr. Cannilla replied that while he cannot speak for the other board members, the applicants should consider what can be done to stay close to the existing conditions.

Mr. Chiarolanzio added that any building that is within 5 feet  will impact the need for fire rated construction.

Mr. Cannilla opened the meeting to the public for questions and comments.

Jim and Kristen Zipper, 28 Orchard Road.  They explained that they are the neighbors who would be most impacted by the inside setback request.  They stated that they like the applicants very much but were very surprised when they viewed the plans and saw how close the addition came to the property line.

They said that they may plan their own addition someday on that side of their home and that it would make the proximity much more noticeable.    They were also concerned that the 3 feet if granted, would negatively impact a future sale of their home.

Board Attorney Kurt Senesky explained the options that the applicant has at this juncture.  He stated that they can ask the Board to vote on the application as it now stands, or they can choose to carry the application to a future meeting.  

If they carry the application, they would not need to re-notice.  They could use this time to reconsider their design.

Break.

After conferring with the homeowners, Mr. DelDonne stated that they would like to  reconsider the plan and see if they can design something that is more acceptable to the Board that also meets their needs.

Mr. DelDonne asked if the Board has any concerns with the rear yard variance request for the new garage.  
Mr. Cannilla stated that he should investigate options and provide information on whether they work or do not work.  The ordinance regarding rear yard setbacks was changed after the applicants bought the home and the Board tends to be more understanding in that regard.

Mr. Noss commented that the plan is a nice addition and reasonable in a lot of ways.  But it is a difficult and unfortunate situation to be in, especially as it pertains to the inside setback.
Mr. Cannilla appreciated the fact that the applicants want to maintain the fabric of the community by trying to improve the original home, rather than selling it to a builder and having it torn down.

Mr. Renzi stated that they had considered tearing the home down and building a new home, but would prefer not to do that.  But he said that it in some ways it may be easier than to try to work with the existing home because of all the setback limitations.

Seeing no other questions or comments, Chairman Cannilla closed the meeting and called for a motion.

Mr. Noss made a motion to carry the application to the August 21, 2013 meeting without further notice, second by Mr.Chiarolanzio .

Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to carry the application.
D Variance
2.
Florham Park Exxon


Application #BOA13-8

151 Columbia Turnpike

expansion of pre-existing non-conforming use

Block 1902, Lot 4

Applicant is seeking approval to construct a canopy over the gas pumps, and widen the lane between the gas pump islands.

Applicant has requested an adjournment until the August 21, 2013 meeting.
Mr. Iantosca made a motion to adjourn the application to the August 21, 2013 meeting without further notice, second by Mr. Corrao.

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

3.
Board Attorney letter re:  Zoning Ordinance Interpretation

Board Attorney Kurt Senesky asked the Board to review the draft of a letter that will be sent to the Governing Body regarding ordinance interpretation.  The Board had requested that he write a letter recommending changes to certain definitional issues in the current zoning ordinance.  There has been conflicting interpretations of language in the current code by the Building Department and the Zoning Board of Adjustment.  It is in everyone’s best interest if the definitions are clear and understandable so there is consistency.
The Board concurred with the letter and directed the Secretary to forward the final copy to the Governing Body.
On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
Marlene Rawson






July 17, 2013
Board Secretary
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