
MINUTES OF THE ZONING BOARD FROM FEBRUARY 17, 2015 

The meeting was called to order by the Chairwoman, Linda Kuritzkes. Ms. Kuritzkes stated the 

meeting was being held in accordance with the Sunshine Laws of the State of New Jersey, 

Chapter 145, by Mayor and Council and the Zoning Board for Official Notices. Notice of this 

meeting was posted on the Borough bulletin board for that purpose.  

 

Present: Linda Kuritzkes, Brian Mulholland, Wayne Partenheimer, Edmund Baum, Matt Weko 

 

Absent: Robert Grady, Kevin Burns, Susan Baltake, Jeff Arnold, Bryan Pukenas, Christin 

Deacon, Todd Day, Engineer 

 

Also Present: Frank Ryan, Solicitor, Stephanie Gee, Zoning Officer/Board Secretary 

 

Minutes:  

Motion was made to approve the minutes from January 20, 2015     Motion carried. 

  

Resolutions:  

ZBA#2014-24  Joseph & Joan Dunn-Property Owners 

Robert DiStanislao-Applicant  

112 Chestnut Avenue- B-37; L-6  

Application for Non-Conforming Use Certification & Variance 

 

Business:  

 

ZBA#2014-19 Eric & Lindsey Vest 

919 Washington Avenue 

Installation of a five (5) foot tall fence in a portion of the front yard.    

 

Testimony was presented by the applicant, Lindsay Vest.  She explained that when she and her 

husband purchased the property there was an existing fence made of wood and wire that was 

in the front yard as indicated on the plans submitted as part of the application package.  That 

fence was removed due to its dilapidated condition.  In the interim, they have employed a 

temporary fence immediately around their in ground pool to provide protection against entry 

into the pool by children or others.  Because their children have gotten older they seek to put in 

a more traditional fence around the pool and yard.   

 

 It is noted that the property in question is a corner lot so it is deemed to have two front 

yards.  Because of the configuration of the lot the rear yard is much smaller than the side yard to 

the north of the residence.  That area functions as the more traditional rear yard as it is the 

location of the pool and flagstone patio.  If the sole front yard of the property was considered 

that fronting on Colonial Ridge the area to be fenced in would constitute the rear yard.  

However, under the Ordinance it is a front yard and that is why a variance is requested.   

 



 Because of the existence of the pool, a four foot fence, in order to meet the pool 

requirements would need to be the “double picket” design identified on the specification sheet 

submitted with the application.  Applicant indicated that such a double picket configuration 

would be more opaque and be a more intrusive design than the proposed fence.  The proposed 

fence would have pickets placed at 3 and 13/16 inches apart.  The proposed fence would also 

have a crossbar at the 48” height and then a second crossbar seven (7”) inches above with a five 

(5”) inches finial extending above that.  That fence would be less opaque and not as visible. 

 

 Carol Elizabeth Tourtellotte Curtis of 50 Gill Road testified.  She challenged the 

applicant’s reliance upon the existing fences at 129 Gill, 45 Chews Landing and 104 Treaty Elms 

Lane because Ms. Tourtellotte Curtis believed that no variances had been obtained for any of 

those fences or at least two of those fences and that they may therefore be illegal.  She also 

testified that the existing stockade fence that runs along the north property line of the 

applicant’s property line is illegal in that the supports for the fence face away from the 

applicant’s property.  Ms. Tourtellotte Curtis also emphasized that the area where applicant 

intends to install the fence is clearly the front yard and since she is approximately 5’ tall the 

fence would be as tall as her and would be an eyesore.  She also complained about the 

placement of a play set in the front yard setback.  She also complained about odors emanating 

from the property when they use their grill and also noise from the applicant’s children when 

they are playing in the yard.  The Board responded by indicating that many of the issues which 

Ms. Tourtellotte Curtis raised were not germane to the specific application. 

 

The development approved by this resolution must comply with the plans and specifications 

submitted with this application.  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: Partenheimer; seconded by Baum               

 

Board members voting to grant the requested variance: Kuritzkes, Mulholland, Partenheimer, 

Baum and Weko. 

 

Board members voting to deny the requested variance:  None 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  

Motions to adjourn at 8:37pm, All Board members were in favor. Motion carried. 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted,  

Stephanie Gee  

Planning Board Secretary 


