Zoning Board of Adjustment

Regular Meeting Minutes

March 7, 2012
The Regular meeting of The Borough of Florham Park Board of Adjustment was called to order on Wednesday evening, March 7, 2012 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. Lambert Tamin

Mr. Russ Corrao 
Mr. Mark Iantosca

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

Members Absent:

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 February 1, 2012 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.
Tanuja Tharani


Application # BOA12-1

6 Country Club Lane

C Variance


Block 3601, Lot 22

Applicant is seeking approval for installation of a 6 foot fence

Ms. Roseanne Beer, property manager for the applicant, was sworn in.  

Mr. Cannilla asked Ms. Beer to explain the application.  Ms. Beer testified that the property owners would like to install a 6 foot fence across the front yard for security purposes.  They are business owners who often work late, and they have an elderly mother who lives in the home.  They would be more comfortable with heightened security that they feel a 6 foot fence would provide.  The dogs would be able to be in the front yard as well.
Mr. Cannilla asked what line of business the homeowners are involved in and if the type of business is what is generating the concern.  Ms. Beer stated that they are in the clothing business but there was not a concern regarding that which she is aware of.

Mr. Cannilla explained that the benefit to granting the variance must outweigh the detriment to the homeowner and also community at large. 
Mr. Senesky stated that the applicant must prove the hardship that would warrant that type of relief, and show the negative criteria meaning the granting of the ordinance would not be adverse to property owners or a disadvantage to the ordinance itself.
Mr. Noss asked if there were any incidents on the property that would be a cause for concern.  

Mr. Cannilla asked if there were any threats made, or thefts, and if there are any police reports to substantiate the need for a 6 foot fence.
Ms. Beer stated that there was nothing that she has been made aware of.  Ms. Beer stated that there is a hedge row along the front of the home near the property line that would conceal the fence.  She brought photos of the home with the hedge row.  The driveway has a security gate.

Ms. Beer stated that there is an area in the rear of the property that is fenced near and around the pool. 

Mr Cannilla explained to the board that it appears that the northeast side surrounding the pool is fenced but much of the back yard is unfenced. He asked why the need for security in the front but not in the back.  

Ms. Beer stated that the rear of the home is bordered by the golf course and a large pond that would make it difficult for an intruder to access the property.
Mr. Cannilla explained that the Board would really need more information that what is now being presented.  There is no overwhelming evidence of hardship, such as documented police reports, threats, intruders, or security issues.
Mr. Senesky explained the variance process and that once a variance is granted, it runs with the land, and it never expires which is why the Board is so sensitive and careful about granting variances.

Mr. Noss showed Ms. Beer where a 6 foot fence would be allowed on the property.  It would be along the back and the sides to the front of the garage which is a good deal of their property.  
Mr. Noss suggested that they install a four foot fence at the other part with motion detector and alarm.  No variance would be required for that.
Kevin Beer was sworn in.  He stated that he will consider that suggestion and speak to the homeowner. 
Mr. Noss stated that if the homeowner wanted to appear and share more information that would help substantiate this application, the application could be extended to another hearing date without any additional fees.

 Both Mr. Senesky and Mr. Cannilla reminded Mr. and Mrs. Beer that the burden of proof must be satisfied and the reasons must be equitable for everyone.
Mr. Beer asked that the application be carried to the April 4,, 2012 meeting.
Mr. Noss made a motion to carry the application to the April 4, 2012 meeting without further notice, second by Mr. Corrao.

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 8:10 p.m.
Marlene Rawson
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