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          Florence, New Jersey 08518-2323 

        October 7, 2024 
 

The Regular meeting of the Florence Township Board of Adjustment was held on the above 

date at the Municipal Complex, 711 Broad Street, Florence, NJ.  Chairman Puccio called the 

meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. followed by a salute to the flag. 
 

Secretary Sullivan read the following statement: “I would like to announce that this meeting is 

being held in accordance with the provisions of the Open Public Meetings Act.  Adequate notice 

has been provided to the official newspapers and posted in the main hall of the Municipal 

Complex.” 
 

Upon roll call the following members were found to be present: 

 

Brett Buddenbaum  James Fevola 

Anant Patel    Charles Wible  

Dennis Puccio   Lou Sovak 

Daniel Studzinksi  Gina Sullivan    

    

 
 

Absent:  Planner Edward Fox (Excused) 

   Kevin Minton (Excused) 

       
 

Also Present:  Solicitor David Frank 

   Engineer Hugh Dougherty 

    
       

 

MINUTES 

It was the Motion of Mr. Patel, seconded by Mr. Buddenbaum to adopt the minutes from the 

regular meeting that was held on September 5, 2024.  Motion unanimously approved by all 

members present.   

 
 

CORRESPONDENCE 

There was no correspondence 

 

RESOLUTIONS 

There were no resolutions 
 

 

APPLICATIONS 

A. ZB#2024-12: Application from Robert Martini 306 East Fifth St, Block 70 Lot 5 for 

Bulk Variance for impervious coverage to add a driveway 

 

Mr. Martini was sworn in by Solicitor Frank. When asked about the project, Mr. Martini said 

that he bought the house about five years ago and there was no driveway or patio.  He is looking 

at making the property look better by adding the driveway. Mr. Martini confirmed he received 

the report from Engineer Dougherty.  He said that the Google Earth image is outdated because 

the train tracks are no longer there. Engineer Dougherty said that the code allows for 20% 
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impervious coverage for the house, and 5% for decks/patios. When he added the patio and 

walkway, it was still under 25%. However once the driveway is added, it will put the total over 

the allowed 25%. The driveway will bring the total to 35%. The road was recently changed 

from a dead-end to a through street and the township put a driveway apron in the front of Mr. 

Martini’s house while working on the curbs and sidewalk. Currently the driveway area is grass 

and some gravel. The cars sink into the ground if it is very wet so a driveway is needed in this 

area. 

 

Engineer Dougherty said this is a corner lot which means there are two frontages. Mr. Martini 

confirmed that the neighboring homes mostly have driveways and similar amenities. He has 

only residential vehicles and a work van that he parks there. He would like to keep the work 

van close to the house where it can be monitored by cameras. The driveway will be pavers. Mr. 

Martini confirmed that the drainage travels down the driveway and into the nearest inlet. And 

since the road was recently paved, the drainage is even better.  

 

A Motion was made by Mr. Buddenbaum and seconded by Mr. Patel to open the application to 

public comment.  Motion unanimously approved by all members present.  

 

Seeing no one wishing to comment, a Motion was made by Mr. Wible, seconded by Mr. 

Studzinski to close public comment. Motion unanimously approved by all members present.  

 

Solicitor Frank said this application can be approached under either the hardship/exceptional 

practical difficulties or under C2 approach where an amenity that is typical of the neighborhood 

and without some relief, wouldn’t be possible.  

 

A Motion was made by Mr. Wible and seconded by Mr. Patel to approve Application ZB#2024-

12.  

 

Upon roll call the board voted as follows: 

YES: Wible, Patel, Buddenbaum, Sovak, Studzinski, Sullivan, Wible, Chairman Puccio 

NO: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

 

B. Application ZB#2024-11: Application from Rene Nadeau 563 Monmouth Ave, Spring 

Lake Heights for bulk variance for setbacks to construct a single-family home located 

at 243 West Front Street, Block 46, Lot 2 

 

Mr. Nadeau was sworn in by Solicitor Frank. Mr. Nadeau is in the process of purchasing the lot 

with the understanding that a variance is needed. Mr. Nadeau’s architect and 

engineer/environmental expert are also in attendance via Zoom.  

 

Engineer Dougherty said the lot is oversized at 21,000sf, where the requirement is 10,000sf. 

The issue is that the minimum width required is 100ft and the existing width is 80ft. A variance 

is required for anything to be built on this lot. Engineer Dougherty said that there is also a 

minimum rear yard set back of 35ft and the plans show less than 35ft which also requires a 

variance. 

 

Engineer Dougherty requested compliance with the requirement of the minimum 40ft diameter 

“constraint free circle”. The constraint free circle is a circle located entirely within the building 
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envelope that is free from the following constraints: freshwater wetlands, required freshwater 

wetland transition areas, existing and/or proposed easements, stormwater detention/retention 

basins, areas with slopes is 25% or more, flood hazard areas or state open waters. This 

constraint-free circle information and topographic information should be provided as condition 

of approval.  

 

Solicitor Frank said that the applicant exhibits the willingness to move the house to a location 

that conforms to the rear yard setback requirement. Engineer Dougherty said that based on the 

size of the house, it’s unclear if it will be able to be move the location unless the house is 

narrower. Since the lot is on a corner, there are two front yards and one rear yard. Since the rear 

yard set back is 35feet, it needs to be clear that the rear yard, on the river, has enough space for 

typical amenities like space for a patio, grill…etc. It isn’t clear if there will be room since 

Engineer Dougherty hasn’t seen a topographical map to see if there are steep slopes within the 

35 foot rear yard setback. 

 

Mr. Nadeau’s architect, John Poillucci, is sworn in by Solicitor Frank. Mr. Poillucci is a licensed 

architect in the State of NJ. He practices mostly residential architecture and graduated from 

Boston Architectural College in Boston, MA. Chairman Puccio accepted Mr. Poillucci as the 

expert witness.  

 

Mr. Poillucci said that he has been working with Mr. Nadeau and also spoke to the township 

construction office.  The front of the home will be facing Front Street and the rear of the house 

will be facing the Delaware River where there will be yard space. There is a 15ft setback to the 

proposed deck. Solicitor Frank asked if Mr. Poillucci has been to the site to see the contours 

and the topographic features on the property. Mr. Poillucci said that he and Mr. Nadeau have 

been working together on the actual plans, including the flood plain information and the floor 

elevations. Once the data is looked at, it will inform the home’s distance from the river.  

 

Mr. Poillucci confirmed that the address will be on Front Street and not Summer Street, then 

Engineer Doughtery confirmed that the rear yard would require a variance. Mr. Sovak said that 

since there is 160’ from Front Street to the house, it seems like there will be plenty of room to 

move the home where it would be best once all the topographical information is gathered.  

 

Solicitor Frank said there are two bulk variances related to the existing lot configuration—the 

minimum lot width and the rear yard because it is a narrow lot located on a corner. Chairman 

Puccio asked if there are any storm drains on Summer Street that drain into the river.  The 

survey shows manholes in Summer, but they could be sanitary sewer manholes. The architect 

will be looking at the grading and the slopes in the area. The grading plan will be submitted to 

Engineer Dougherty as a condition of approval to confirm that it complies.  

 

A Motion was made by Mr. Buddenbaum, seconded by Ms. Sullivan to open the application to 

public comment. Motion unanimously approved by all members present. Seeing no one wishing 

to comment, a Motion was made by Mr. Studzinski, seconded by Mr. Fevola to close public 

comment.  

 

Solicitor Frank said the application is for a lot width variance as well as a side yard variance. 

This is a C1 hardship variance because it is an existing lot.  
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A Motion was made by Mr. Patel, seconded by Mr. Studzinski, to approve application 

ZB#2024-11.  

 

Upon Roll Call the board voted as follows: 

YES: Patel, Buddenbaum, Sovak, Studzinski, Sullivan, Wible, Chairman Puccio 

NO: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

 

 

C. Application ZB#2024-13: Application from Marc & Julie Beaver 404 Szypulski Lane, 

Florence, Block 156.07, Lot 4 for Bulk Variance for impervious coverage to add a hot 

tub 

 

Solicitor Frank swore in Marc Beaver. Mr. Beaver explained that he would like to add a 

7.5’x7.5’ hot tub to his backyard. He has already gone over the allowed 25% impervious 

coverage on his property. There will be a 10’x10’ paver patio installed under the hot tub. There 

will be some rock and grass between the new pavers and the existing pavers.  

 

Engineer Dougherty said that the impervious coverage will go up to 33% once the hot tub is 

added. Mr. Beaver confirmed that the neighbors have similar amenities in their yards like pools 

and hot tubs. There is an existing drain under the deck and runs out to the space between his 

house and the neighbors, and out to the street. Behind the hot tub, there is a drainage system in 

the open field that runs to the basin. The area has a trampoline on it currently with stone 

underneath. The trampoline will be sold and the pavers will go where the stone is now.  

 

There is no public in attendance. 

 

Solicitor Frank said that this is a C2 variance for a typical amenity. There is no reason to believe 

that there will be any issue with runoff from rainwater.  

 

A Motion was made by Mr. Buddenbaum, seconded by Mr. Wible to approve application 

ZB#2024-13.   

 

Upon Roll Call the board voted as follows: 

YES: Buddenbaum, Wible, Patel, Sovak, Studzinski, Sullivan, Puccio 

NO: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

 

CORRESPONDENCE 

A. Letter from Parker McCay requesting indefinite stay of Application ZB#2024-02 61 

Cathy Lane, Blue Stone Cathy Lane  

 

The letter states that the applicant and Mr. Gillespie have been working with the administration 

and the Zoning Officer on a Redevelopment Plan. Chairman Puccio gave some background on 

this ongoing application. The application was first heard in May 2024 and there were questions 

left unanswered. In the meantime, they asked for an extension and selected the July meeting 

date. Prior to the July meeting, Mr. Gillespie asked for an extension to the August meeting, 

subsequently, another request was received to extend to the September meeting because the 

Redevelopment Plan is being worked on with the administration. Prior to the September 
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meeting another request was received requesting an extension to the October meeting. The letter 

dated September 19 requests and indefinite stay of the application pending the outcome of the 

Redevelopment Plan.  

 

Chairman Puccio proposes that the Board not give another extension to this application for an 

indefinite period of time.  Instead, he suggests that that Board require that they come for the 

November 7 meeting. This also means they will have to re-notice the neighbors and the 

newspaper.  

 

Mr. Studzinski asked if the business is still operating like they were before while trying to get 

the Redevelopment Plan. Chairman Puccio and Solicitor Frank said they have the understanding 

that they are still operating. In the letter, it is also mentioned that a Redevelopment Plan may 

be addressed by Council in November with a potential adoption in December. There is no 

definite plan, however, so it could run into 2025. 

 

Solicitor Frank said the options are to adjourn the application for one month or to comply with 

the applicant requesting the indefinite stay. There is also another option that if they don’t come 

back in, dismiss the application without prejudice. If they do come back in November, and we 

get informed by Council that they are introducing an ordinance for a Redevelopment Plan, 

maybe we don’t need to dismiss. 

 

Chairman Puccio wants to offer the applicant to come back in November, and if they do not 

show up, then the Board will dismiss the application without prejudice.  

 

A Motion was made by Mr. Studzinski, seconded by Mr. Wible, to adjourn the application to 

November with the caveat that if they do not show up, then it will likely be dismissed without 

prejudice. Motion unanimously approved by all members present.  

 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Solicitor Frank had some updated regarding the ongoing Loundsberry litigation. It is currently 

in the appellate division which is appealing the Judge’s decision upholding the Board’s decision 

denying the height variance. Solicitor Frank and Mr. Gillespie agreed on a joint appendix. Mr. 

Gillespie’s office filed the joint appendix. Mr. Gillespie also filed his brief. Solicitor Frank filed 

the reply brief at the end of September. In about 2 weeks, there will be a reply brief filed by Mr. 

Gillespie’s office which is limited to commenting on Solicitor Frank’s brief.  

 

The core argument in the appellate brief was that markets and industry changed, and regulations 

should change too which leads to a hardship which would cause the Zoning Board to grant 

relief. Oral arguments will be around Summer 2025 and Solicitor Frank thinks the Loundsberry 

and Wainwright cases will be heard back-to-back on the same day by the same panel.  
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ADJOURNMENT 

It was the Motion of Mr. Buddenbaum, seconded by Chairman Puccio to adjourn the meeting 

at 8:40PM. Motion unanimously approved by all members present. 

 

  

  

            

       Gina Sullivan, Secretary 

GS/amh 


