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

ROBERT DiSTANISLAO 
ZBA #2014-24 

  
 
A public hearing on this matter was conducted by the Board on January 20, 2015. 
 
 
APPLICATION NUMBER:  ZBA#2014-24 
 
PROPERTY ADDRESS:  112 Chestnut Street 
     Block 37, Lot 6 on the Tax Map 
 
NAME OF APPLICANT:  Robert DiStanislao 
 
OWNER OF PROPERTY:  Joseph and Joan Dunn 
    
DATE OF HEARING:  January 20, 2015 
 
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT 
AND VOTING:   Robert Grady, Chairman 
     Linda Kuritzkes, Vice Chairperson  
     Kevin Burns 
     Susan Baltake 
     Brian Mulholland 
     Jeff Arnold 
     Christin Deacon 
      
 
ALSO PRESENT:   Wayne Partenheimer (Alternate I) 

Bryan Pukenas (Alternate IV) 
        
APPEARANCES:   Robert P. DiStanislao, Applicant 
     Matthew P. Madden, Esquire, Attorney 
        for Applicant 
     Thomas Wagner, Architect for Applicant 
     P.J. Ward, Applicant’s Builder 

Todd M. Day, P.E., Borough Engineer 
Stephanie Gee, Board Secretary 
Toni Bennette, HPC Representative 

     Francis X. Ryan, Esquire, Board Solicitor 
 
 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
 
ZONING DISTRICT:  R-7 
 
LOT DIMENSIONS:   50’ x 200’ 
 



LOT AREA:     10,000 square feet 
 
STREET FRONTAGE:    50’ 
 
STRUCTURES LOCATED  
ON LOT:    Quad-plex (4 rental unit structure) 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 
 

 1. Partial demolition and removal of two small additions on rear of existing 
structure. 
 
 2. Construction of a new two-story addition on the rear of the existing main 
structure. 
 

VARIANCES REQUESTED 
 
1. A use variance to allow the expansion of the non-conforming use. 
 
2. A variance from Section 135-32(D)(2)(b) which requires a minimum single side 

yard of 10’ and 8.33’ and 9.33’ feet are existing. 
 
3. A variance from Section 135-32(D)(2)(c) which requires a combined side yard 

of 20’ and 17.66’ is existing and proposed. 
 

SUBMISSIONS 

 Application and supporting documents. 
  
 Photographs, Public 1-3 
  

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE 
 
Counsel for the Applicant made an opening statement setting forth an overview of the 

application and his arguments as to how the proposal satisfied the statutory requirements for 
relief.  The Board also had the benefit of the testimony that was provided during the hearing 
on the application for a Certificate of Appropriateness.   

 
The Applicant indicated that the existing structure on the property contains four 

individual rental units.  The proposal would reduce the number of separate rental units from 
four to two, although the combined size of the new rental units would be larger than the 
existing four units since the physical structure was being increased in size.  Because of the 
reduction in the number of units, it was contended that the project met the positive criteria 
because there were “special reasons” for granting the variance; specifically, to help develop 
appropriate population density and also for preservation of the environment.  With regard to 
the negative criteria it was contended that the proposal represented no detriment whatsoever 
to the public good and a fortiori did not result in any substantial detriment to the public good.  
By reducing the property from a quadplex to a duplex it was brought closer to conformity with 



the existing zoning in the district, which is for single-family homes.  
 

 With regard to the bulk variances, those existing conditions on the main portion of the 
house were not going to be disturbed.  The proposed addition to the rear of the house would 
comply with the side yard setback requirements.  In fact, all bulk requirements – building 
coverage, total impervious coverage, rear yard setback and accessory building setbacks 
were satisfied by the proposed addition. 
 
 Aimee Ludwig of 116 Chestnut Street appeared and testified.  She indicated that she 
was generally in favor of the proposed conversion, but had specific concerns with regard to 
the driveway.  It was noted that the existing driveway is 8.03’ in width which is a very tight 
squeeze.  She indicates that occupants of the property have driven onto her property which 
has caused ruts and the like in the ground, and also damage to their fence.  She expressed 
concern that the new driveway would be paved and would exacerbate that situation.  She 
also expressed concern about drainage issues.  The Board explained to her that drainage 
issues would be addressed during the construction permitting process.  She also offered into 
evidence three photographs of the driveway in question.   
 
 Joshua Drew and Nancy Potts of 108 Chestnut Street also appeared and testified.  
They spoke in opposition to the application.  Their first point was that permitting this 
development to go forward would eliminate any possibility of this building ever being 
converted back to a single family home which is the use permitted in the zone.  He used as 
an example Mrs. Barr’s property at 125 that was converted from a duplex to a single family.  
With the obvious expense involved in this project it would be unlikely that the property would 
ever be restored to a single family use.   His next concern was with regard to the future use of 
the property and who would live there.  He noted that the Applicant had indicated that his 
mother and sister would be the initial occupants, but it was readily conceded that if the 
development was approved there would be no restriction on who could occupy the property.  
His third concern was that the application did not specifically request any bulk variances.  In 
response to that comment, the application was reviewed and it was noted that the request for 
a  “C” variance was not checked, but that the bottom of the form did indicate variances which 
were needed including the bulk variances. 
 
 Alfred Ludwig of 116 Chestnut Street testified and he again raised the drainage issues 
which were responded to by the Applicant’s contractor.  
 
 Maryann Barr also made a final comment on the application. 

 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

 1.  The property in question is located in the R-7 residential zone.   
 
 2. The existing structure is currently in violation of the single side yard and 
combined yard set back requirements.   
 
 3. The existing use as a quadplex is in violation of the use restriction in the zone 
which only allows for single-family homes. 
 
 4. The proposed new structure to the rear of the existing main structure will meet 



all bulk and yard requirements.  
 
 5. The overall property will meet all yard and bulk requirements except for the 
existing side yard violations of the existing structure.   
 
 6. The proposed development will be within both building coverage and total 
impervious coverage limitations.  
 
 7. The reduction in usage from a quadplex to a duplex is an improvement, which 
reduces the intensity of the non-conforming use, even though the duplex is likewise a non-
conforming use. 
 
 8. An expansion of the duplex use is particularly suited to the current site since the 
property is already being used for a more non-conforming use. 
 
 9. 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). 
 
 10. The relief requested can be granted without violating the spirit and intent of the 
zoning ordinance, the zone plan and the Master Plan. 
 
 11. The relief requested can be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good. 
 
 12. 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. 
 
3. Compliance with all conditions imposed in connection with the issuance of a Certificate 

of Appropriateness which was granted by the Board at the same hearing. 
 
 
Motion by: Kuritzkes; seconded by Deacon               
 
Board members voting to grant the requested variance: Grady, Kuritzkes, Burns, Baltake, 
Mulholland, and Deacon. 



 
Board members voting to deny the requested variance:  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 
February 17, 2015, memorializing action taken by the Zoning Board on January 20, 2015. 
 
 
       
Stephanie Gee, Board Secretary 


