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         App. #2012-27 

 

BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

 

RESOLUTION 

 

 WHEREAS, Bruce and Regina Hill are the owners of 11 Willow Street, New 

Providence, New Jersey (the "Applicants"), and have applied to the Zoning Board of Adjustment 

of the Borough of New Providence (the "Board") for a variance relief pursuant to N.J.S.A. 

40:55D-70(c) and (d) for relief from the Borough's zoning ordinance to permit the construction 

of an addition.  The proposed combined total side yard setback to the addition is 21.97 feet whereas 30 

feet is the minimum required.  The floor area ratio is .35 whereas .260 is the maximum allowed.  The 

existing front yard is 31.41 feet to the existing house.  The existing rear yard is 34 feet to the existing 

deck; and.  

WHEREAS, the proposed floor area ratio is .35, whereas .260 is the minimum required.  

The property is designated as Block 125, Lot 12 on the Borough Tax Map, and lies in the R-1 

Single Family Residential Zone; and 

 WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed the application, testimony and exhibits presented 

by the Applicants at the hearing conducted on January 14, 2013; and 

 WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact and drawn the following 

conclusions of law: 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 1. The Applicants, Bruce and Regina Hill, are the owners of 11 Willow Street, New 

Providence, New Jersey.  The property is designated as Block 125, Lot 12 on the Borough Tax 

Map, and lies in the R-1 Single Family Residential District. 



 2 

 2. The Applicants intend to construct an addition which is in violation of the 

limitations set forth at Chapter 310, Article IV, Schedules II and III. The proposed combined 

total side yard setback to the addition is 21.97 feet whereas 30 feet is the minimum required.  

The floor area ratio is .35 whereas .260 is the maximum allowed.  The existing front yard is 

31.41 feet to the existing house.  The existing rear yard is 34 feet to the existing deck.  

 3. Bruce and Regina Hill and their architect, Timothy Klesse, were sworn in.  The 

Applicants would like to remove their detached two-car garage built in the 1930s and build an 

attached two-car garage with a mudroom connecting the garage to the house and an in-law suite 

above the garage.  The Applicants plan to put a pool where the detached garage is now.  Their 

three children and grandchildren live nearby and they expect that they will be responsible for 

caring for their two mothers at some point hence the bathroom, bedroom and closet above the 

garage.  The Hills came before the Board in 1994 for a family room and master bedroom 

addition. 

 4. Mr. Klesse described the location of the house that backs up to school property.  

The area to the left and behind the property is wooded and undeveloped.  The height of the 

addition will be 24 feet and has been recessed (52 feet off the property line) to minimize the 

visual impact.  Mr. Klesse reviewed the size of the existing house and the proposed FAR at the 

request of the Board:  The proposed floor area for the first and second floors is 1,692 and 1,698 

square feet, respectively, for a total of 3,390 square feet. The proposed garage is 528 square feet.   

 5. A photograph of front of the house showing the left side of the property where the 

addition is proposed was marked as Exhibit A-1.  A photograph of the side view of the existing 

garage was marked as Exhibit A-2.  A photograph of the driveway and front of the existing 

garage was marked as Exhibit A-3.   Mr. Klesse reviewed the existing non-conformances with 
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the zoning standards and the new variances requested.  The existing non-conformances are not 

increasing.  The requested variances for minimum side yard setback and FAR are required 

because of the undersized lot.  The Applicants are mitigating the proposed FAR of .353 by 

recessing the proposed garage and addition from the front of the house.  The impact of the FAR 

is also mitigated by the fact that the property to the left and rear is wooded and is not going to be 

developed.  In addition, the height of the addition has been scaled down from the existing house.   

 6. Mr. Klesse responded to questions from the Board.  The addition is stepped down 

to get to grade.  The Applicants looked at installing an elevator to make the in-law suite more 

accessible but it was too expensive: The staircase is wide enough to accommodate a lift.  The in-

law suite will not have a separate entrance or a kitchen.  Mr. Hill said the addition is intended to 

give them a more accessible garage that would be large enough so they can park their cars in the 

garage rather than in the driveway.  Mr. Hill added that he will have less snow to remove with 

the shorter driveway.  The Applicants plan to fence the property even if the Board does not 

approve the application.  The pool must be fenced and locked.  The fence between the neighbors 

will be solid and landscaped, but the Applicants are not sure what kind of fence it will install in 

the back.  

7. No one appeared to testify in favor of or in opposition to the application. 

 8. The public hearing was closed and the Board discussed the variances being 

requested.    
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 1. The addition as proposed does not comply with the requirements for this lot as 

established by Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedules II and III.  The request to 

permit the construction of the addition requires the granting of “c” and “d” variances pursuant to 

N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) and (d). 

 2. Through the testimony and exhibits presented, the Applicants have established 

that the application: 

  (a) relates to a specific piece of property, namely the Applicants' premises; 

  (b) that the purposes of the Municipal Land Use Law would be advanced by a 

deviation from the zoning ordinance requirements, namely the promotion of the public health, 

safety, morals and general welfare and the preservation of neighborhood character and 

conservation of neighborhood values; 

  (c) that the variance can be granted without substantial detriment to the public 

good; 

  (d) that the benefits of the deviation would substantially outweigh any 

detriment and  that the variances will not substantially impair the intent and purpose of the zone 

plan and ordinance. 

 3. The Board further found that the proposed addition will not affect the neighbors’ 

quality of life, and the proposed improvement will increase the owners’ quality of life and utility 

of the property and will not be detrimental to the neighborhood or to the zone plan. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, on this 14th day of January, 2013, that Bruce and 

Regina Hill's application for "c" and “d” variances be and hereby is GRANTED, subject to the 

following conditions: 
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 1. The addition must be constructed strictly in accordance with the plans and 

testimony presented to the Board; and 

 2. The Applicants must obtain a building permit and commence construction within 

twelve (12) months from the date of its issuance and complete construction within twenty-four 

(24) months thereafter; and 

 3. The approval is subject to all other governmental approvals, including but not 

limited to compliance with the Borough’s lot grading ordinance; and 

 4. The variances granted herein shall not constitute authority to engage in any 

construction which is not authorized by the Zoning Ordinance of the Borough of New 

Providence, except as expressly stated herein. 

ROLL CALL VOTE 

Those in Favor: 

Those Opposed: 

 The foregoing is a Resolution duly adopted by the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the 

Borough of New Providence at its meeting on February 4, 2013. 

ATTEST: 

__________________________   ___________________________ 

Secretary, Board of Adjustment   Chairman, Board of Adjustment 


