
Zoning Board of Adjustment

Regular Meeting Minutes

September 7, 2016
The Regular meeting of The Borough of Florham Park Board of Adjustment was called to order on Wednesday evening  September 7, 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. James Gallina

Mr. Ron DeRose (1st alt)
Members Absent:
Mr. Rick Zeien 
Mr. Brian O’Connor

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

Mr. Cannilla, Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00p.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 August 17, 2016 Meeting.

Mr. Gallina made a motion to approve the minutes, second by Mr.Noss
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the minutes.
C-Variance:
6.
Robert & Beth Brabston


Application # BOA16-7


34 Riverside Drive


front yard setback


Block 3301, Lot 20

Applicant is seeking approval for the construction of a  portico over an existing front stair platform.

The application is for a covered portico over the existing front steps.  The structure is preexisting and into the front yard setback.  It is also a slightly larger landing than what is permitted in the code.

Mr. and Mrs. Brabston were sworn in and explained that they need protection from the weather that this portico will offer.  It will also be visually appealing and fit into the character of the neighborhood.
Mr. Cannilla stated that the Governing Body recognized the need for porticos several years ago as many homes in Florham Park were built without them.  They amended the code to permit porticos up to 5ft x 6 ft.  This portico is slightly larger at 5ft x 8 ft in order to fit over the existing landing, and an attempt to make it smaller would have a poor result.

Board members agreed that the request is minimal and there is no detriment.  There were no questions or comments from the public

Mr. Cannilla called for a motion.

Mr. Gallina made a motion to approve the application, second by Mr. Noss
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the application.
7.
Russ Corrao



Application #BOA16-6


43 Woodbine Road


lot coverage, building coverage, rear yard setback


Block 3701, Lot 21

Applicant is seeking approval for the construction of a roof dormer and covered porch.  Pre-existing, non conforming conditions.

Douglas Miller, Architect, and Russ Corrao were sworn in.  Mr. Miller stated that Russ Corrao has recently moved back into the home that was his childhood home.  He and his wife want to update the home and improve the curb appeal.  The proposed changes to the exterior are part of a larger project that includes a renovation of the interior of the home and changing the dated esthetic on the exterior.
The need variances are for an intensification of existing lot and building coverage and will be a de minimus increase those coverage numbers.  The roof dormer and covered porch will be over existing construction.  There is a rear yard setback deficiency which is existing non-conforming  because the lot being undersized for the zone.
Mr. Miller explained that the since this neighborhood was developed , he believes that the ordinances have changed, and most if not all of the lots are significantly undersized.

Consequently, this home has many pre-existing, non-conforming conditions that cannot be changed and there is no opportunity to improve the home without variances.
A-1:
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Mr. Miller described the neighborhood.  He stated that the rear dormer is as far away from the neighbors as possible.  There is only a small triangular corner of the dormer that is in the setback.  It faces the lake in the rear and is not visible from any angle and will have no impact on adjacent homes.  The front portico treatment will add protection from the elements and add safety to persons entering the home.  It will unify the facade and provide the needed curb appeal.
The resulting overall increase is 118 square feet of building coverage and 33 square feet of lot coverage.

Mr. Cannilla explained that this neighborhood was originally developed as a cluster zone known as R-25D where the common areas of the neighborhood were included in the coverage numbers.  The result was that the majority of the homes are oversized for the lots that they are on.
Mr. Senesky and Mr. Cannilla thought that this application not only has some C-1 hardship criteria but is also suited to fit the C-2 variance criteria where the overall benefit of the project advances the purposes of zoning .   
Mr. Cannilla agreed that the benefits of this project outweigh any possible detriment.  He does not see a detriment at all.  The improved esthetic will be a benefit to the neighborhood and also the community.  The request fits the criteria of a C-1 and C-2 variance in that it provides an element of safety and protection and also will advance the purposes of zoning by providing a desirable visual environment.  It will improve the housing stock and the value of all homes.  

Mr. Chiarolanzio agreed that it is a very improved and attractive appearance.

The meeting was opened to the public.

Bill Zuckerman, 12 Keyes Street.  He commented that the Borough owns 10 feet of lakefront that abuts his rear property.  Will this impede on the Borough’s property?
Mr. Cannilla stated that the improvements are not going over what exists today so there is no impact.

Seeing no other questions, he called for a motion.
Mr. Chiarolanzio made a motion to approve the application, second by Mr.DeRose
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the application.
8.
Armando DiRienzo


Application # BOA16-10

17 Roosevelt Blvd.


side yard setback


Block 2804, Lot 26

Applicant is seeking approval for a second floor addition (vertical expansion of an existing structure)

Mr. Chiarolanzio recused himself from the application.

Mr. and Mrs. DiRienzo were sworn in.  They explained that they wish to construct a second floor addition over the existing first floor space to create more bedroom space.  The existing side yard setback is 9.7 feet where 10 feet is required so there is a 5 inch deficiency in the setback.  This results in an intensification of a non-confirming condition.  
The addition will be the same height as the existing home.  The small peak of the dormer is slightly taller than what is existing and also the chimney will be raised by a foot for code purposes, however, it is still well under the 35ft limit.  It is the same distance from the side yard.  

There is no increase in the building footprint.  They are well below on building coverage and lot coverage.  This home was reconstructed at some point but on the original footprint, making this a pre-existing, non-conforming condition..
The side yard setback cannot be changed.  If the proposed addition was stepped in 5 inches, it would not have a attractive appearance.

Mr. Cannilla stated that this is a reasonable project and modest request, and the Board agreed that there is no negative impact to the neighborhood.

There were no other questions or comments.  Mr. Cannilla called for a motion.
Mr. Gallina made a motion to approve the application, second by Mr. DeRose
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the application 
(Chiarolanzio recused)

9.
Gene Eng



Application #BOA16-11


8 Indian Lane



rear yard setback, lot coverage, building coverage


Block 2103, Lot 5

Applicant is seeking approval to reconstruct a pool house that collapsed.

Mr. Eng was sworn in.  He said he is not the original owner, and bought the home largely because it is unique in that it had an indoor pool that he used frequently because he loves to swim.  However, 2 years ago, the pool house collapsed during a storm. His request is to reconstruct the pool house on the original foundation.
Mr. Cannilla gave a brief history of what he knows about this home.  He stated that the property was the subject of a previous variance that was granted in 1991 for building coverage.  The pool house structure failed two years ago.  There is an existing variance resolution that authorizes a 30ft x 50ft addition from 1991.   However, records indicate that this addition, when originally constructed, was built to be 31ft x 55ft which is slightly larger than what was approved.
Mr. Cannilla said that Mr. Eng can rightfully rebuild the pool house to the 30ft x 50 ft dimensions that are approved and granted in the 1991 resolution, and this Board will re-issue that existing variance.  Or, the Board can hear this as a new application if  Mr. Eng requests  to reconstruct the pool house on the footprint of 31.9 ft x 55.2 ft, which is longer and wider than what it was approved for.  Mr. Cannilla asked if Mr. Eng can abide by the original resolution.

Mr. Eng stated that the structure collapsed because of faulty construction that would never be allowed by the current code.  He fully intends to provide additional support to the roof.  But he believes that if he cannot rebuild on the existing foundation, it may require relocating the support system of the structure.
Mr. Eng now realizes that the structure somehow got built larger than what was approved but this is how he bought it.  He has had three separate surveys performed and the dimensions are accurate.  He said that it is difficult to cut back from the original design.

Mr. Eng said that he wants to fix this.  His neighbors are mad at him and his property value has decreased.  Mr. Eng said that he is an engineer, but he is not a structural engineer.  He will try reduce the size as best he can.  However, he needs to consult with a structural engineer for guidance because he does not know if this can be reduced at all.

Mr. Senesky suggested that he bring something in writing from his structural engineer stating what the options are.

Mr. Cannilla agreed that it would be in Mr. Eng’s best interest  if he has a consultation with a structural engineer before making any commitment on size.  He opened the meeting to the public.
Jonathan DiLauri, 7 Cherokee Trail. He stated that he lives behind Mr. Eng. He said that he supports Mr. Eng and that he should be able to enjoy his pool.  Mr. DiLauri said that he does not care about the extra couple of feet that this is.  However, he does care in that he wants the structure fixed right away and correctly.  It is an eyesore and has been for some time.  

Mr. Eng stated that he is guilty of letting this drag on for this long and feels badly about it.  He does not want to continue to upset his neighbors.  He stated that he now has the funding in place and has a contractor ready to start.  He is ready to move forward to rebuild it.
Mr. DiLauri stated that he wants to see a time limit imposed on completion.  Mr. Senesky said that the Board can impose a condition and a deadline for it to be completed, given the circumstances.
The Board agreed that Mr. Eng’s contractor should provide him with a time frame that the project will take to complete.
Mr. Cannilla recommended carrying the application to the September 22, 2016 meeting in order to allow Mr. Eng to meet with his engineer and decide on what course of action will be taken.  Mr. Eng agreed to that.

Mr. Chiarolanzio made a motion to carry the application to the September 22, 2016 meeting without further notice, second by Mr. Novalis
Roll Call:  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   8:30p.m.
Marlene Rawson






September 7, 2016
Board Secretary
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