Zoning Board of Adjustment

Regular Meeting Minutes

August 3, 2011
The Regular meeting of The Borough of Florham Park Board of Adjustment was called to order on Wednesday evening, August 3, 2011 at 7:30p.m., in the Municipal Building, 111 Ridgedale Avenue, Florham Park, New Jersey.
Members Present:

Mr. Michael Cannilla, Chairman
Mr. Mark Iantosca

Mr. Jeffrey Noss, Vice Chairman
Mr. Lambert Tamin

Mr. Russ Corrao 
Mr. James Gallina
Mr. Matthew DeAngelis (1st Alternate)

Mr. Martin Chiarolanzio (2nd Alternate)

Members Absent:

Mr. Joe Filippone 

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 July 20, 2011 Meeting.
Mr. Iantosca made a motion to approve the minutes, second by Mr. Gallina.

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

Resolution of Approval:

Kenneth & Susan Petro



Application # BOA11-10

85 Edgewood Dr.




C Variance 


Block 2504, Lot 10

Applicant is seeking approval for rear yard setback and lot coverage

Mr. Iantosca made a motion to approve the Resolution, second by Mr. Tamin.

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

C – Variance Continued:


Donna & Felice DeFrancesco


Application # BOA11-7

77 Roosevelt Blvd.




C Variance


Block 3303, Lot 1

Applicant is seeking coverage for excessive building coverage. Carried from the May 18, 2011, June 1, 2011, June 15, 2011 and July 20, 2011 meetings without further notice.

Mr. Senesky reminded the DeFrancesco’s and Mr. Coleman that they have been previously sworn in.
Mr. Cannilla asked Mr. Coleman to explain the changes in the application.

Mr. Coleman entered an exhibit showing the changes to the plans.

	A-1
	revised plans not submitted  8/3/11


Mr. Coleman said they have moved the proposed door to exit to the rear of the site thus eliminating the side yard variance.  He said the fixture over the door is a dark sky fixture that forces the light to shine on the steps and not anywhere else.

The second change is the rear deck.  They have removed 4ft and angled the corners so now it projects 3 or 4 ft instead of the 8 ft.  He said that is about 200 sq feet that has been reduced.

The 3rd is the pool house that has been reduced in size.  Originally the rear wall was 22.5 feet wide with 2 changing rooms.  The storage area has been reduced to 14.9ft wide and 10.5 ft long saving 154 sq ft for that area.

Mr. Coleman said these changes are indicated on the exhibit and not on the plans submitted. Mr. Cannilla said he will give the public a chance to see this exhibit later on.

Mr. Cannilla reviewed what Mr. Coleman said.  Mr. Coleman said they were originally asking for a 13.2% increase and now they have reduced it to 12.3%.  Mr. Senesky said 10.5% is permitted.

Mr. Cannilla asked what the upper deck is made of.  Mr. Coleman said a fiberglass material and they will be able to catch the water runoff and divert it to a detention basin.  Mr. Cannilla asked if there is an existing basin on the site.  Mr. Coleman said he did not know but they can build one.
Mr. Cannilla asked Mr. Coleman if he was a planner.  Mr. Coleman said no.  Mr. Cannilla explained that the applicant needs to show what they are asking for is a benefit and out ways any detriment to the community.
Mr. DeFrancesco said they are proposing to remove the 600 sq ft garage.  He said there was some confusion regarding building and improved coverage for the detached garage.  He said now that they are removing the garage and constructing a 200 sq ft pool house.  He said the garage is a big ugly building and can be seen from the street.  He said with the pool and patio that is 775sq ft it is not much over the 600 sq ft garage being removed.  He said the cover over the patio will help with the water runoff.  He said they listened to the neighbors and have re-located the side door so it doesn’t face Mrs. Hupsey’s property.
Mr. Cannilla said he understands the frustration regarding the building coverage and there seems to be some difference in definition between the Board and
 the Construction department.
Mr. Noss confirmed that the Construction department classifies a garage as improved coverage and not building coverage.

Mr. Cannilla asked if they propose to remove the garage.  Mr. Coleman said yes as it will be better for the neighborhood by opening up the rear yard which the owners will landscape nicely.

Mr. Cannilla confirmed that without the patio and garage the coverage would be 10.5% and conforming.

Mr. Senesky asked if the house is built.  Mr. DeFrancesco said yes they are living there with a temporary CO.

Mr. Cannilla asked about a foundation wall in the rear and what was its purpose.  Mr. DeFrancesco said he did not know why the builder built it.  Mr. Coleman said he has not seen any recent building drawings and did not know what that wall is for.

Mr. Cannilla suggested that if that wall was used as a support for the covering over the patio it would reduce the size of the deck and reduce the coverage.

Mr. DeFrancesco said they have already reduced the covering so they can see out the windows but the sliders and French doors are blocked by the covering.

Mr. Cannilla said he is looking for a balance between the needs of the applicant and the community and he said this is a large covering.  Mr. DeFrancesco said the covering is wide but not deep.
Mr. Noss suggested if there is no covering then no variance is needed.

Mrs. DeFrancesco said he cannot understand how the patio cover is a detriment to the community.  He said they have solved the problem of the runoff and she is asking what else they need to do.

Mr. Cannilla said the Board cannot tell them what to do but he does understand their dilemma but the Board has never granted a 2% over coverage before.  If granted to them then everyone would want it so they might as well change the ordinance.  He said it is a benefit that they are removing the garage as it does not match the house.  He said they have solved the side door issue and the neighbors appreciate that.

Mr. Noss explained that this lot is oversized and cannot be considered a hardship as some of the smaller lots have been.

Mr. DeFrancesco said they will not make any more changes to these plans.

Mr. Chiarolanzio asked if the total roof areas of the building have been counted in the building coverage and lot coverage.  Mr. Cannilla said it is not cumulative.  Mr. Chiarolanzio said he liked what they have done.

Mr. DeAngelis asked if not approved will they leave the existing 2 car detached garage.  Mr. DeFrancesco said they would.

Mr. Senesky said the fact that the garage is going away is a plus and for that reason it is a benefit to the community and meets the criteria of a C-2 variance.

Mr. Cannilla opened the meeting to the public for comments.
Mrs. Mary Hupsey, 61 Riverside Drive said she wants to thank the DeFrancesco’s for moving the side door and now it will not impact her mother-in-law who lives next door.  She also thanked them for considering the neighbors.

Mr. Novalis, 75 Roosevelt Blvd. said he agrees and if the garage is removed it will be a benefit to the neighborhood.  He said the covered patio does not affect him as much as the garage. He said he appreciates their effort to revise the plans and would like the Board to consider that.

Seeing no one else wishing to speak, the meeting was closed to the public.

Mr. Cannilla asked if they ever intend to close in the patio with windows or screening.  Mrs. DeFrancesco said no.  Mr. Cannilla asked if they had any objection to that being a condition in the resolution.  Mrs. DeFrancesco said no.

Mr. Cannilla called for a motion.

Mr. Tamin said he likes what they are proposing and would move to approve.

Mr. Senesky listed the conditions as he will ask the architect to revise the plans and numbers so a complete set is with the file; stipulate that no side walk will be to the side /rear door but pavers only; no enclosure of the patio; dry well to collect the run off; the garage will be eliminated before final CO and the light on the rear/side door light fixture to be approved by the Borough engineer.

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

On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 8:15p.m.
Sharon Tunis 






August 3, 2011
Board Secretary
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