
A  RESOLUTION OF THE ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OF THE BOROUGH OF 
HADDONFIELD GRANTING VARIANCE APPROVAL TO 

CHRISTOPHER DERIVAUX 
ZBA #2015-19 

  
 
A public hearing on this matter was conducted by the Board on September 15, 2015. 
 
 
APPLICATION NUMBER:  ZBA#2015-19 
 
PROPERTY ADDRESS:  422 Washington Avenue 
     Block 68, Lot 15 on the Tax Map 
 
NAME OF APPLICANT:  Christopher Derivaux 
 
OWNER OF PROPERTY:  Christopher Derivaux 
    
DATE OF HEARING:  September 15, 2015 
 
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT 
AND VOTING:   Linda Kuritzkes, Chair 
     Kevin Burns, Vice-Chair  
     Susan Baltake 
     Robert Grady 
     Brian Mulholland 
     Jeff Arnold 
     Wayne Partenheimer 
 
ALSO PRESENT:   Edmund Baum (Alternate I) 
     Matt Weko (Alternate II) 

Brian Pukenas (Alternate III) 
     Dominic Fahey (Alternate IV) 
        
APPEARANCES:   Matthew Madden, Esquire, Attorney for Applicant 
     Thomas Wagner, Architect for Applicant 
     Christopher Derivaux, Applicant 
     Stephanie Heim, Zoning Officer & Board Secretary 
     Francis X. Ryan, Esquire, Board Solicitor 
 
 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
 
ZONING DISTRICT:  R-6 
 
LOT DIMENSIONS:   80’ x 165’ 
 
LOT AREA:     13,200 square feet +/- 
 
STREET FRONTAGE:    80’ 



 
STRUCTURES LOCATED  
ON LOT:    Single family residence 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 
 

 1. Construction of a one-story 495 square foot addition to the rear of the existing 
home. 
 

VARIANCES REQUESTED 
 
1. A variance from Section 135-31D(4)(a) which permits maximum building 

coverage of 22% and 25.5% is proposed. 
  

SUBMISSIONS 

 Application and supporting documents. 
 
   

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE 
 
 An opening statement was provided on behalf of the Applicant by his attorney.  
Counsel outlined the proposed development and identified the bulk variance requested: an 
increase in building coverage from the existing 22.7% to 25.5%.  Counsel contended that 
strict application of the ordinance restrictions would create an exceptional and undue 
hardship which would entitle them to relief under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c)(1).  However, he also 
contended that the Applicant was entitled to relief under Section c(2) because the benefits 
resulting therefrom would substantially outweigh any detriment.  He further contended that 
the proposed addition would help promote the general welfare by promoting a desirable 
visual environment.  He also contended that the Borough Master Plan encourages the 
maintenance of visual attractiveness in the community and the preservation of the historic 
character of the community.   
 
 Applicant’s architect then described the plan.  The basic plan was for the creation of a 
one-story addition off the back of the existing home.  When the final architectural plan was 
developed it was determined that the plan would require a variance.  Upon further 
investigation, it was determined that if the existing two car garage was torn down and 
replaced by a single car garage that all bulk requirements would be met and no variance 
would be required.  The architect testified that the garage was probably built sometime after 
the house.  He testified that the garage probably dated to the late 1920s.  It represented an 
example of “fluted block” construction as well as sliding door hardware that are no longer 
available today.  He felt that from an architectural standpoint and from a historic preservation 
standpoint that it would be beneficial to maintain the existing garage.  Thus, the real thrust of 
the application was that granting the variance on the house to permit the addition was really a 
means of preserving the garage.   
 
 Jay Hotaling of 252 West Summit Avenue questioned the necessity of the addition and 
whether the applicant had established a hardship that justified the granting of the variance.  
He asserted that there was no hardship and there was no justification for the variance.  John 



Tarditi of 412 Washington Avenue also testified.  He indicated his belief that the house was 
probably built around 1910 and confirmed that the garage was probably built in the 1920s.  
He expressed the opinion that maintaining the existing garage was beneficial and that the 
allowance of the addition would not create any change in the appearance of the property as 
part of the streetscape on Washington Avenue and felt that the variance should be granted. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

 1.  The property in question is located in the R-6 residential zone.   
 
 2. The existing structure currently complies with all bulk and area requirements.  In 
fact, the property is oversized in that the minimum lot size in the zone is 6,000 square feet 
and the lot size is 13,200 square feet. 
 
 3. The addition will be built in an area that is currently partially occupied by an 
existing covered porch.  Therefore, although the proposed addition is 495 square feet +/-, the 
net increase in building coverage is less than that.   
 
 4. After completion of the proposed addition the property will still meet the 
impervious coverage limitations.   
 
 5. The garage in question, although not in the historic district or specifically 
recognized as a historic artifact, is consistent with the character of the area surrounding the 
property.  Its architectural style is reflective of the period in which it was built and could not be 
replicated.  By maintaining the existing garage the project will maintain the same placement 
of the garage and avoid possibly moving it closer to the street.  By maintaining the existing 
garage placement the streetscape is maintained. 
 
 6. Strict application of the provisions of the Land Development Ordinance (LDO) 
would result in peculiar and exceptional difficulties which justify the granting of the requested 
variance(s). 
 
 7. The relief requested can be granted without violating the spirit and intent of the 
zoning ordinance, the zone plan and the Master Plan. 
 
 8. The relief requested can be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good. 
 
 9. Due notice has been given in accordance with the Municipal Land Use Law 
(N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1 et. seq.) and the rules of the Board of Adjustment. 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the 
Borough of Haddonfield, that subject to the conditions noted below, a variance be granted, 
pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) to allow the proposed development. 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
1. The development approved by this resolution must comply with the plans and 



specifications submitted with this application. 
 
2. Applicant must comply with all other applicable ordinances and codes including but not 

limited to Shade Tree Ordinance, and all water management requirements. 
 
 
Motion by: Baltake; seconded by Kuritzkes               
 
Board members voting to grant the requested variance: Kuritzkes, Baltake, Mulholland, and 
Partenheimer. 
 
Board members voting to deny the requested variance:  Burns, Grady and Arnold 
 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, accurate, and complete copy of the 
resolution of memorialization adopted by the Zoning Board at its regular monthly meeting on 
October 20, 2015, memorializing action taken by the Zoning Board on September 15, 2015. 
 
 
       
Stephanie Heim, Board Secretary 


