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MINUTES 

SPECIAL MEETING OF THE  

PLANNING BOARD 

BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 18, 2011 

 

 

A. CALL TO ORDER 8:00 p.m.   

 

B. PUBLIC NOTICE: This is a Public Meeting of the Planning Board of the Borough of   

  New Providence, County of Union, State of New Jersey. Adequate  

  notice of this meeting has been given in accordance with Public  

   Law 1975, Chapter 231, in that an Annual Notice or Revision was  

  made in conformance with Section 13 of the Act. 

 

C. ROLL CALL:  Present: Chairman Lesnewich, Nadine Geoffroy, Mayor     

  Hern, Gary Kapner, John Keane, Robert Sartorius, Philip Treventi  

                                          and Vince Vyzas.  Absent: Dan Henn.  Also present:  Keith  Lynch, 

    Director of  Planning & Development; Paul Niehoff, Maser             

   Consulting; San Chavan, Birdsall Services Group; William             

    Robertson, Planning Board Attorney; and, Margaret Koontz,           

    Secretary. 

  

D. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

E. PUBLIC HEARING 

 

New Providence Global Realty, LLC, Block 150, Lots 15 & 16, Central Commercial District, 

1292 & 1294 Springfield Avenue, 8 & 12 South Street – change of commercial usage from a 

hardware store to a Chinese restaurant, yogurt store, a bagel and deli store and a spa. 

 

John Delaney from Lindabury, McCormick, Estabrooke & Cooper, attorney for the applicant, 

New Providence Global Realty, stated that this is a continuation of the October 11, 2011, at 

which the Board will finish hearing the testimony of Mr. Wang, owner of the spa, and hear 

the testimony of the traffic and planning expert.   

 

In the absence of Mr. Wang, the Board agreed to hear the testimony of the traffic and 

planning expert.  Mr. Staigar, president of Staigar & Peregoy LLC, an engineering and 

planning firm, was sworn in and presented his credentials as a professional traffic engineer 

and licensed professional planner.  The Board accepted Mr. Staigar as an expert witness in 

both traffic and planning.  
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Mr. Wang, owner of the spa, appeared.  Mr. Delaney asked the Board if it would like to hear 

Mr. Staigar’s testimony or continue Mr. Wang’s testimony from last week.  The Board agreed 

to finish hearing Mr. Wang’s testimony first.   

 

Mr. Wang, who was sworn in as a witness on October 11, appeared with his attorney, Mr. 

Oliver Zhou.  Mr. Zhou, a licensed attorney in the state of New Jersey for 15 years, was 

sworn in.  Mr. Zhou stated that he is not a professional interpreter but has interpreted many 

times and would be able to translate word for word without bias for Mr. Wang.  The Board 

expressed concern about the translation of last week’s testimony and whether Mr. Zhou 

would be able to translate without his interpretation given his role as advocate for the 

witness.  Mr. Robertson suggested that Mr. Li, who interpreted for Mr. Wang last week, 

continue as the interpreter with Mr. Zhou available to make any corrections to the 

interpretation.  The Board agreed to this approach with the condition that it could ask Mr. Li 

and Mr. Zhou to stop interpreting if this approach didn’t work since neither was sworn in and 

accepted as expert interpreters.  Mr. Li, who was sworn in last week, acknowledged that he 

was still under oath.  Mr. Wang also acknowledged that he understood that he was still under 

oath.   

 

Ms. Walter, who was sworn in as an expert witness on October 4, 2011, presented a new 

drawing of the tenant’s space.  This is an overlay of the building’s plan (Exhibit A-1) with 

the tenant’s architect’s plan (Exhibit A-2) that Ms. Walter did to combine the toilet, shower 

and spa/treatment rooms on one plan.  The overlay, dated October 18, 2011, was marked as 

Exhibit A-5. 

 

The Board continued with its questions for Mr. Wang.  Mr. Wang stated that he has two 

stores in the same building in Freehold:  Aqua Massage and Relax.  He could give driving 

directions but not the address.   The Board asked Mr. Wang for the total number of spas that 

he operates.  Mr. Wang answered that he has two stores in Manhattan and used to have a spa 

in Freehold.  The spas in Manhattan are U Spa and Relax.  The Board asked Mr. Wang if he 

had entered into a settlement with the state of New York for any type of massage business or 

if he had entered into any type of agreement with a U.S. government entity for any business.  

Mr. Wang answered negatively to both questions.  Mr. Wang stated that in March 2009 the 

mall in Freehold gave him two stalls, but he ceased operations of the first store, Relax, in 

June 2009 and the second one, Aqua Massage, in January 2010.  There was another massage 

spa in the mall that was competing with him.  The owner of that massage spa had a longer 

business relationship with the mall and was paying more rent so the mall closed Mr. Wang’s 

stores.  The mall broke his lease.  He was not compensated for this but did not pursue legal 

action. 

 

The layout of the proposed spa is different from Mr. Wang’s other spas.  Mr. Niehoff 

answered the Board’s question from last week stating that the toilet and shower have to be 

ADA compliant.  Mr. Wang said that he does not know the dimensions of the shower.   He 

doesn’t know how the architect designed the space and did not meet with the architect.  Mr. 
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Katz, of Jeffery Realty who was sworn in on October 4, 2011, stated that there are two 

architects because the owner is responsible for the shower and toilet facilities while the 

landlord  is responsible for the walls.  Mr. Katz stated that Ms. Walter’s firm did the plan that 

shows the shower and toilet and rough-in plumbing.  The Mylan Architectural Group 

prepared the plan for the tenant.  This plan does not show the shower.  Mr. Katz stated that 

this is a preliminary plan:  Things can be removed and he will work with the Borough’s 

construction officials to be in compliance.   

 

Mr. Wang stated that the spa will be open from 10:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. seven days a week.  

Initially the spa will have two employees who are massage therapists.  He said it is difficult 

for him to estimate the number of customers in this economy, but there could be two or three 

customers at one time.  The length of a massage depends on the customer but they are 

generally 20 to 30 minutes and can be up to 60 minutes.  He will take appointments as well as 

walk-ins and expects that half the customers will call to make appointments.  He may hire a 

receptionist.  Mr. Wang picked the location because he believes New Providence has high-

quality residents that have money.   

 

The trash will be minimal.  Mr. Wang will be onsite two to three times a week.  He has not 

hired any of the massage therapists yet but is looking for experienced licensed massage 

therapists.  He stated again that he chose New Providence because it has high qualities.  He 

signed a ten-year lease and is determined to be successful with the spa and to provide a 

relaxing environment for customers.  Mr. Wang said that he will comply with the health 

code, town laws, building code and lease.   

 

Mr. Wang will not turn away customers if the massage therapists are busy.  He will make 

them comfortable in the reception area where there will be a sofa, TV and drinks.  He is 

applying for a license as a massage therapist and responded to the Board’s questions about 

the requirements for licensing.  He is going to school in Atlantic City and knows that he has 

to take CPR and first aid classes, get fingerprinted and pass the test in New Jersey.  He 

currently works for someone part time in Atlantic City where he said he is not required to 

have a license.  He will be one of the two owners of the spa and will manage the spa.  Mr. 

Wang has a partner who runs the two spas in New York which is why he can be at the spa in 

New Providence.  His name is on the licenses for the New York spas.  These spas have been 

open for two years and are similar to what he is proposing for the spa in New Providence.  

They have the same operating hours as proposed for New Providence and each spa has two 

employees.  The peak hours for the proposed spa will be from 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.  

 

Mr. Wang will own 50% of the business with Ms. Yu Sui Su.  Ms. Su was sworn in.  Mr. Li 

interpreted for Ms. Su.  Ms. Su stated that she will be onsite six to seven days a week 

managing the spa.  She is a licensed massage therapist.  She and Mr. Wang will be 

responsible for different aspects of the business.  Mr. Wang will bring in supplies and 

provide transportation for the employees.  Ms. Su does not own any other businesses in New 
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Jersey or New York and has only been an employer and not an owner.  Ms. Su stated that the 

spa will probably have an English-speaking receptionist.   

 

Ms. Su will park in the lot.  Mr. Engel, the property manager for New Providence Global 

Realty who was sworn in on October 4, 2011, said that the leases require reasonable parking 

arrangements for tenants and owners.  These are not prime parking spaces and are in the 

southeast corner of the parking lot.  Ms. Su stated that the employees may require one or two 

parking spaces.   

 

Ms. Su has worked in a spa with a similar layout to the proposed spa with a shower.  It does 

not take long to change and clean the spa/treatment rooms.  Based on her experience in 

Miami, she estimates that 50% of the customers will use the shower.  She anticipates that the 

spa may have many customers during the peak time and not so many at other times and 

estimated that the spa will have ten or less customers per day.  The average cost for a 30-

minute massage is $30.   

 

The meeting was opened to the public to ask questions of Mr. Wang and Ms. Su.   

 

Marla Carleen of 120 Pine Way asked what the storefront will look like.  Ms. Walter 

summarized her earlier testimony describing the changes to the storefront.  Ms. Carleen also 

asked if the spa will have male and female massage therapists and if there is an age 

requirement to have a massage.  Ms. Su responded that there will be two female massage 

therapists but once Mr. Wang is licensed, he will also be there.  Ms. Su stated that if there are 

rules or regulations regarding age requirements, the spa will comply with them.  Mr. Delaney 

is not sure if there is an age limitation for massages.  Ms. Carleen stated that the witnesses are 

unprepared for questioning, and she does not understand what the business will be/is.   

 

Amy Flavin, 26 Pittsford Way, asked if Mr. Wang and Ms. Su had done any market research 

on opening a spa, what the viability of such a business is given that there is another spa in 

New Providence and what the state licensure is and if the witnesses know what the State 

Board of Consumer Affairs requirements are.  Ms. Su responded that she did some online 

research about the town but she did not research spas in town or the viability of opening a 

new spa.  She is a licensed massage therapist in California and New Jersey and has been 

working in New Jersey for a year.  She was fingerprinted in February 2011. Her New Jersey 

license is valid from September 29, 2011, to November 30, 2012.  Ms. Flavin stated that the 

business needs to be licensed and that the massage therapists must also be licensed.  Ms. Su 

responded that she did not read all of the licensing requirements but will follow all of the 

rules.  Mr. Delaney stated that knowledge of the rules of a licensed business could be a 

condition imposed by the Board.  Mr. Lynch stated that a certificate of occupancy (CO) 

which covers the safety of the building for occupancy, not its use, is required first.  Then the 

witnesses can get a license for their business. Ms. Flavin expressed concern that Ms. Su and 

Mr. Wang do not know the state requirements for operating a business and the discrepancies 
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in the times stated in Ms. Su’s testimony regarding how long she has been working in New 

Jersey, when she was fingerprinted and when she was licensed.   

 

Mike Flavin, 26 Pittsford Way, asked Mr. Wang why he is going to drive the employees, the 

name of the store and how young is too young for a massage.  Mr. Li responded that he will 

be driving employees because they don’t have cars.  Ms. Su said she is working on the 

paperwork for the name.  Mr. Zhou stated that the name of incorporation is Litchie Massage 

Corporation, but there is no name for the store yet.  The Board asked what the relationship is 

between Litchie Massage Corporation and Dynasty Health, Inc., the name on the architect’s 

plans.  Mr. Wang responded that Dynasty Health Inc. is the name previously used for the spa 

in the Freehold mall and is the name he used when he talked to the landlord and signed the 

lease.  Mr. Engel stated that Mr. Wang and Ms. Su personally signed the lease in their own 

names.  Mr. Wang said that he will find out if there are any age restrictions for the spa.  Mr. 

Delaney stated that the Board could add a condition that the spa not service anyone under the 

age of 18 without a parent.     

 

Christine Kohut, 40 Colchester Road, asked if the spa’s application has to be approved before 

the other tenants can open and whether the Board can table the discussion of the spa and re-

introduce it later to give the spa owners time to develop their business plan.  Mr. Delaney 

responded that once the Board hears the testimony of the traffic and planning witness, the 

Board could vote on all four tenants or bifurcate the tenants.   

 

Donna Arace, 99 Colchester Road, thanked the Board and stated her concern that the 

witnesses do not have an answer to the question about age requirements for a massage.  

Chairman Lesnewich reminded the public of the protocol for a hearing and that this is an 

opportunity to question the witnesses not to comment on the application. 

 

Pilar Boyle, 150 Colchester Road, asked if the Borough would have to communicate with the 

tenants, and if so, if the Borough would incur the cost of hiring an interpreter.  Mr. Engle, the 

property manager, would be responsible for communicating with the tenant.  Ms. Boyle asked 

if the witnesses are legal residents.  Mr. Delaney directed the witnesses not to answer the 

question.   

 

There were no further questions for Mr. Wang and Ms. Su from the public.    

 

Mr. Staigar presented his testimony as a traffic expert.  Mr. Staigar did an analysis of the 

traffic flow and parking comparing the new uses versus the previous use.  Previously, the 

parking was used by customers of one tenant, McGrath’s Hardware.  The parking lot will 

now operate more as shared parking with the five tenants each having its own peak traffic 

flow and parking needs that are not coincidental.  China Fan’s peak business is in the evening 

between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m.; the bagel/deli’s peak is from 6 a.m. and 9 a.m.; and, the yogurt 

store’s peak is after school and in the evening.  The nail salon, Verizon store, jeweler and spa 

have more uniform business patterns without specific peaks.  With multiple tenants, there 
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will be a higher number of users with a more uniform peak of flow and traffic.   Mr. Staigar 

stated that the mix of high- and low-intensity users is a good thing and is more beneficial than 

a single user. While the parking lot has 57 spaces, it is not an island and is influenced by the 

larger parking lot at the Village Shopping Center with customers’ sharing trips/parking across 

the shops and businesses in the central downtown area.  Mr. Staigar told the Board that more 

and different tenants with different peaks will have a beneficial effect and falls in line with 

the Borough’s shared parking study in 2007 that showed that even though there is no formal 

shared parking in New Providence, users have created shared parking in the town center. 

 

Parking requirements in the Central Commercial District were reduced in 2005 requiring one 

parking space for every 250 square feet regardless of use.  The 57 spaces in the applicant’s 

parking lot meet the parking requirements.  Mr. Staigar’s firm surveyed the 57 spaces in the 

parking lot and the spaces within 100 feet.  The survey encompassed 111 parking spaces 

which included the 57 parking spaces in the applicant’s lot, 33 spaces in the Village 

Shopping Center, 8 spaces in Colorado Ski Shop’s lot, 10 spaces on both sides of South 

Street and 3 spaces on Springfield Avenue during the peak parking time between 11:30 a.m. 

and 2:00 p.m.  The firm also surveyed at dinner time between 5:00 p.m. and 7:30 p.m.  The 

survey was done on a Thursday (September 29, 2011) when all businesses were open.  

During lunch, the average minimum of vacant spaces was 58, 31 of which were in the 

applicant’s lot.  The average minimum of vacant spaces during dinner was 73.  Mr. Staigar 

stated that he believes there will be sufficient parking for the uses proposed.   

 

Mr. Staigar responded to the Board’s questions.  One parking space for 250 square feet is the 

norm and one space for every three seats is the norm for restaurant use which includes 

employees of the restaurant.  The Board questioned if there would be enough parking to 

accommodate staff parking and the increased number of seats in China Fan from 111 to 138 

which would account for 46 spaces if fully occupied.  Mr. Staigar responded that there will be 

an overflow of parking with the other tenants if China Fan is fully occupied; however, not all 

30 employees of the four tenants will be there at the same time taking up parking spaces.  The 

Board expressed concern about the adequacy of parking if another restaurant were to lease 

the vacant space.  Mr. Staigar agreed that parking would be an issue if the vacant space were 

rented to another restaurant with the same peak times, but his experience is that most 

shopping centers do not have one type of entity with the same peak times.  Mr. Robertson 

stated that it would be reasonable to put a condition in the resolution limiting the percentage 

of square footage for restaurants or other high-parking demand uses.  Mr. Staigar is not sure 

that such a condition is necessary:  It would depend on the type of restaurant and could be 

restrictive for a new tenant if the restaurants’ peak times are different.  Mr. Delaney told the 

Board it could require the applicant to come back before the Board for approval of the tenant 

in the vacant space.  Mr. Staigar stated that another approach would be to gauge the parking 

needs of the four new tenants before the new tenant comes in to see if restrictions about usage 

are needed for the vacant space. 
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Mr. Staigar responded to additional parking questions stating that an agreement with N 

Providence LLC regarding shared access with the applicant’s parking lot would provide an 

insurance policy that the applicant’s lot does not become an island especially if a fence were 

erected between the properties.  The dumpster is easily accessed by foot.  Although trash 

removal may require the use of two parking spaces, this occurs before 6:00 a.m. when the 

only business open is the bagel/deli shop so this should not be a problem.  Deliveries are tied 

to off-peak hours and the tenants are in control of the delivery times so this should not be an 

issue.  Also, the delivery trucks are box trucks or step vans no longer than 20 feet.  Even 

though there is no designated loading zone, the driveway is wide enough to permit access 

when a truck is there.  During off peak times, trucks can double front to back in the parking 

lot if necessary.  Deliveries should not be affected if Providence LLC were to erect a fence 

between the properties because there is already an existing enter/exit traffic pattern in the 

applicant’s lot that delivery trucks could use.   

 

The Board asked if the parking requirements would change on weekends.  Mr. Staigar’s study 

was done on a Thursday, however, an earlier parking study that his firm did in 2005 on a 

Thursday and Saturday when McGrath’s was the sole tenant showed an increase in parking 

on Saturday at lunch time.  He estimated that there may be a 20% increase in parking on 

weekends.  The Board discussed the parking needs for the yogurt store in the evening when 

there could be 20 customers in the store at one time requiring 10 to 11 parking spaces and 

what impact this would have given China Fan’s parking requirements of 46 spaces if fully 

occupied (based on 148 seats) plus spaces for picking up take-out orders.  Mr. Staigar does 

not recommend restricted parking (15 minutes) at this time because it could result in wasted 

spaces stating that it would be better to have shared parking and shared access.  Mr. Engel 

reported that his engineer could not figure out how to re-stripe the parking lot to allow shared 

access without losing spaces.  He cannot agree to shared access with N Providence LLC until 

he sees a plan, but he is willing to work with the owner of the shopping center.  He also 

stated that he cannot restrict rental of the vacant space to a business that isn’t a restaurant in 

this market.   

 

The Board discussed restricting the seating at China Fan to reduce parking needs.  Mr. Lynch 

stated that140 people in China Fan is plausible for the space and meets the fire code. 

 

Mr. Staigar did not review the resolution for N Providence LLC and does not know how the 

number of parking spaces was calculated in the N Providence LLC parking analysis or if it 

anticipated shared parking.  Mr. Staigar does not know if customers from the Village 

Shopping Center or Colorado Ski Shop are using the applicant’s lot.  If customers can’t use 

parking in the Village Shopping Center, Mr. Staigar stated that there is probably not enough 

parking in the applicant’s lot for nine tenants especially if the vacant space were to be rented 

to a restaurant.  Mr. Staigar believes that liming the number of seats in China Fan and setting 

limitations on the future use of the vacant space for a restaurant are prudent and reasonable 

conditions. 
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There were no questions for Mr. Staigar from the public. 

 

Mr. Staigar presented testimony as a licensed planner.  The applicant is proposing multi-use, 

multiple tenants in a commercial building that will have beneficial traffic flow.  The tenants’ 

uses are consistent with the zoning of the area, the Borough’s zone plan, the goals and 

objectives of the Master Plan and character of the area with different uses and services.  All 

uses are permitted in the Central Commercial District.   

 

The goals of the Master Plan are an important factor and the applicant meets the intents and 

purposes of the plan to create a balanced pattern of development of different land use; the 

establishment of well-defined commercial, laboratory and light industry to encourage new 

economic growth and strengthen the tax base; preserve the existing character and economic 

balance of the Borough while providing for orderly change and redevelopment; and, 

encourage and provide for re-use of the existing downtown commercial district through 

balanced public/private partnerships.  The applicant is also consistent with the land use 

element of the Master Plan to maintain the central business district at Springfield Avenue and 

South Street for retail shopping and office use and encourage the rehabilitation and upgrade 

of older buildings.  The use change application is also consistent with the 2008 re-

examination of the 2003 Master Plan to strengthen the viability of the existing central 

districts and encourage adaptive re-use of existing commercial facilities.  Mr. Staigar stated 

that the change in uses will not detrimentally impact the district and that the issues with the 

vacant space can be mitigated with conditions to approval.  

 

The change in use will have an overall beneficial impact creating a more efficient and 

effective use of the building and parking area.  It will also contribute to the economic 

viability of the area. 

 

Mr. Staigar addressed the Board’s questions about the specific variances requested.  The size 

of the existing parking spaces meets industry standards even though they do not meet the 

Borough’s standards.  It is an existing parking lot that has worked fine.  The testimony of the 

tenants indicates that the parking lot functions as a loading area as long as deliveries are 

made off peak.  The parking lot distance from the right of way is an existing non-

conformance that will not be exacerbated by the new tenants.   

 

Mr. Staigar responded to the Board’s comments about the uniformity of the façade, lighting 

and signage.  Mr. Staigar recommends some level of uniformity of  buildings and also 

supports use of the Borough’s lot for the dumpster and shared access between the applicant’s 

and N Providence LLC’s parking lots.  He agreed that if all the spaces in the building were to 

become food establishments, this could have a negative impact on parking.  

 

The public had no questions on planning issues for Mr. Staigar.  
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Mr. Delaney summarized the proposed use change from a hardware store to four different 

uses and recapped the testimony of the witnesses.  The applicant has agreed to the requests of 

Bill Woods, property manager of N Providence LLC, for snow removal and cooperation 

between the applicant and N Providence LLC regarding shared access between the properties. 

The traffic and planning testimony indicates that the use change works and makes sense.  Mr. 

Engel, the applicant’s property manager, will watch the tenants.  Mr. Delaney asked for the 

Board’s serious consideration to approve the application. 

 

Mr. Engel stated that the space is unusual and he worked hard to attract tenants in a difficult 

market.  The applicant wants to be a good corporate citizen and hopes that the Board looks at 

the entire application for its merits.  

 

The Board discussed the application.  Chairman Lesnewich summarized the issues discussed 

during the hearing and the items that the Board might consider incorporating into the 

resolution including a shared access agreement between the applicant and N Providence LLC; 

existing parking and future parking needs; limiting the seating in China Fan to what’s in the 

plan; the vacant space and restaurant uses especially in the future; outside lighting 

consistency; regulations for the spa; and snow removal.   

 

Mayor Hern expressed concern about the inconsistencies in and veracity of the testimony of 

the owners of the spa stating that it makes it difficult to determine the impact on the parking 

and, therefore, to support approval of the application because of the spa.  Mayor Hern would 

rather see the application split.  Mr. Treventi agreed with Mayor Hern about splitting the 

application.   

 

Mr. Vyzas stated his concern about the testimony of the spa owners.  In addition, he 

expressed concern about future use of the existing spaces and the impact on parking if all of 

the tenant spaces were to become restaurants with the same peak hours.  He would like to see 

uniformity in the façade, lighting and signage.  The Board discussed restricting the 

percentage of the building space that could be used by a restaurant and requiring that the 

tenant of the vacant space come back to the Board for approval. 

 

Mr. Delaney asked the Board to separate the spa from the application and leave it as a 

pending obligation.  Mayor Hern suggested that the application be split in two and the Board 

vote on both.  Mr. Delaney responded that he prefers not to vote on the spa tonight and to 

leave it as a pending obligation.  Mr. Robertson stated that it is tricky to separate out the spa 

and that the applicant is looking for a continuance not a withdrawal:  The hearing would 

remain open and there would have to be a reasonable time frame to conclude it.  Mr. 

Robertson cautioned the board about splitting the application into two votes.  The Board 

discussed three options:  Voting on all four tenants; voting on the Chinese restaurant, 

bagel/deli and yogurt store and separating out the spa for a continuance; and, splitting the 

application in two with one vote on the Chinese restaurant, bagel/deli and yogurt store and a 

separate vote on the spa.  Mr. Robertson told the Board that it could formulate a motion to 
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vote in a certain way on three of the use changes and vote another way on the remaining use 

change.  The Board agreed with this approach.  

 

Mr. Treventi moved to approve the application for the bagel/deli shop, expanded Chinese 

restaurant and yogurt store given the following conditions: 

 

• Limited seating at China Fan to 111 

• Shared access between the applicant’s and N Providence LLC’s parking lots 

• Snow removal by the applicant 

• Unification of design – signs, light and façade 

• No additional restaurants without coming back to the Board 

• Approval of the variances for the size of the parking spaces, loading zone and       

      distance of the right of way 

• Installation of a bike rack 

• No fences 

• Deed of merger from the previous resolution, and  

 

 to deny the change of use application for the spa for reasons stated on the record. 

 

Mr. Vyzas seconded the motion.  All voted in favor.        

 

F. ADJOURNMENT 

 

A motion was made to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Vyzas seconded the motion, and the 

meeting was adjourned at 1:30 a.m. 

  

Respectfully submitted, 

Margaret Koontz 

Planning Board Secretary 


