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

ERIC and LINDSAY VEST 
ZBA #2014-24 

  
 
A public hearing on this matter was conducted by the Board on February 17, 2015. 
 
 
APPLICATION NUMBER:  ZBA#2014-24 
 
PROPERTY ADDRESS:  919 Washington Avenue 
     Block 64.08, Lot 1.10 on the Tax Map 
 
NAME OF APPLICANT:  Eric and Lindsay Vest 
 
OWNER OF PROPERTY:  Eric and Lindsay Vest 
    
DATE OF HEARING:  February 17, 2015 
 
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT 
AND VOTING:   Linda Kuritzkes, Chairperson  
     Brian Mulholland 
     Wayne Partenheimer (Alternate I) 
     Edmund Baum (Alternate II) 
     Matt Weko (Alternate III) 
          
APPEARANCES:   Lindsay Vest, Applicant 
     Stephanie Gee, Zoning Officer & Board Secretary 
     Francis X. Ryan, Esquire, Board Solicitor 
 
 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
 
ZONING DISTRICT:  R-5 
 
LOT DIMENSIONS:   190.91’ x 136.98’ x 188.42’ x 120.64’ (irregular) 
 
LOT AREA:     24,123 square feet +/- 
 
STREET FRONTAGE:    190.91 (Washington); 120.64 (Colonial Ridge) 
 
STRUCTURES LOCATED  
ON LOT:    Single family residence 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 
 

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



VARIANCES REQUESTED 
 
1. A variance from Section 135-96(B) which limits the height of front yard fences to 

four (4) feet. 
 
  

SUBMISSIONS 

 Application and supporting documents. 
  
  

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE 
 

 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 inground 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 playset 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. 



 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

 1.  The property in question is located in the R-5 residential zone.   
 
 2. The lot in question is a corner lot which means it has two front yards and is also 
irregular in shape. 
 
 3. The proposed fence would comply with the ordinance if the area of its 
placement was an actual back yard rather than the front yard.  
 
 4. In order to meet pool fencing requirements with a four (4’) foot fence (which 
would comply with the front yard limitations), the fence would need to be of a “double picket” 
design with a flat crossbar along the top.  On the other hand, the five (5’) foot fence could be 
“single spaced” with wider openings between the pickets and finials placed along the top 
cross-piece, all of which would make the fence less opaque which would provide a better 
appearance along Washington Avenue. 
 
 5. The current configuration of the property with a pool that extends into a portion 
of the front yard supports some adjustment of the fence height limitation. 
 
 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: 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 
 
 

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 
March 17, 2015, memorializing action taken by the Zoning Board on February 17, 2015. 
 
 
       
Stephanie Gee, Board Secretary 


