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MINUTES 

PLANNING BOARD 

BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 10, 2012 

 

 

A. CALL TO ORDER BY SECRETARY:  8:07 p.m.   

 

B. PUBLIC NOTICE BY SECRETARY:  

 

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 BY SECRETARY:   Present:  Armand Galluccio, Nadine Geoffroy, Dan Henn, 

Gary Kapner, John Keane, Robert Lesnewich and Robert Sartorius.  Absent:  Mayor Hern 

and Philip Treventi.  Also present:  Jeff Janota, Borough Planner; Keith Lynch, Director of 

Planning & Development; Paul Niehoff, Maser Consulting, substitute engineer; William 

Robertson, Planning Board Attorney; and, Margaret Koontz, Secretary   

  

D. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

E. PRESENTATION OF CREDENTIALS OF APPOINTED & RE-APPOINTED BOARD 

MEMBERS 

 

The Secretary was advised by the Borough Clerk that the following people were reappointed 

and/or appointed to the Planning Board, by the Borough Council, at their annual meeting held 

in Council Chambers on January 3, 2012: 
 

Robert Lesnewich as a Class IV Member re-appointed for a 4-year term expiring 12/31/2015. 

Armand Galluccio as a Class III Member appointed for a 1-year term expiring 12/31/2012.  

Dan Henn as a Class II Member appointed for a 1-term expiring 12/31/12.   

Gary Kapner as 2
nd
 Alternate  re-appointed for a 2-year term expiring on 12/31/2013. 

 

The current status of other members is as follows: 

 

Robert Sartorius, Class IV Member, whose term expires on 12/31/2014 

John Keane, Class IV Member, whose term expires on 12/31/2013 

Philip Treventi, Class IV Member, whose term expires on 12/31/2012, and 

Nadine Geoffroy, 1st Alternate Member, whose term expires on 12/31/2012.  
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F. NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS 

 

ELECTION OF CHAIRPERSON 

 

The Secretary asked for nominations for Chairperson.  John Keane nominated Robert 

Lesnewich for Chairman, and Robert Sartorius seconded this nomination.  Mr. Galluccio 

moved that nominations be closed.  Gary Kapner seconded same.  The Secretary cast one 

unanimous vote for Robert Lesnewich as Chairman of the Planning Board. 

 

ELECTION OF VICE CHAIRPERSON  

 

The Chairman asked for nominations Vice Chairman.  Gary Kapner nominated John Keane 

for Vice Chairman, and Nadine Geoffroy seconded same.  Armand Galluccio moved that 

nominations be closed and Robert Sartorius seconded same.  The Secretary cast one 

unanimous vote for Mr. Keane as Vice Chairman of the Planning Board. 

 

SELECTION OF ATTORNEY TO THE BOARD 

 

The Chairman asked for nominations for Attorney to the Board.  Mr. Kapner nominated and 

Mr. Keane seconded the nomination of William P. Robertson, Esq., as attorney to the 

Planning Board.  Mr. Galluccio moved that nominations be closed and Mr. Sartorius 

seconded this motion.  The Secretary cast one unanimous vote for Mr. Robertson as Attorney 

to the Planning Board.  

 

ELECTION OF SECRETARY TO THE BOARD 

 

The Chairman asked for nominations for Secretary to the Board.  Mr. Lesnewich nominated 

Margaret Koontz as Secretary, and Mr. Galluccio seconded this.  Ms. Geoffroy moved that 

nominations be closed and Mr. Kapner seconded the motion.  One unanimous vote was cast 

for Margaret Koontz as Secretary to the Planning Board.  

 

G. REVIEW OF CALENDAR RESOLUTION FOR 2012 & JANUARY 2013 

 

The Board reviewed the calendar of meetings for 2012 and the Resolution was acceptable.  

Mr. Sartorius moved to approve the Resolution and Mr. Kapner seconded same.  All voted in 

favor. 

 

H. REVIEW OF RESOLUTION FOR ATTORNEY SERVICES 

 

The Board reviewed the Resolution for Attorney Services.  In the absence of the contract 

amounts from Council, this will be carried to another meeting date.   
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I. RESOLUTION 

 

N. Providence, LLC, Block 150, Lots 21, 22, Central Commercial District,  

1252-1260 and 1266 Springfield Avenue  

Amended Site Plan Approval 

 

Mr. Robertson distributed the resolution to the Board several weeks ago and revised it based 

on input from the Board.  Mr. Lynch asked about including a timeframe for the applicant to 

complete the façade modifications and site improvements.  The Board discussed a timeframe 

for compliance with the conditions in the resolution and agreed that the applicant should 

complete the modifications and site improvements within a year of the date of the resolution. 

Mr. Robertson will add a seventh condition of approval to the resolution requiring such.   

 

Ms. Geoffroy moved to adopt the resolution as modified.  The motion was seconded.  Those 

in favor:  Ms. Geoffroy, Mr. Kapner, Mr. Keane and Mr. Sartorius. 

 

J. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

Riverbend, Block 234, Lots 15, 17, 19, 20 & 27, A-2 Zone, Marion Ave & South Street  

Revised Site Plan – 4 buildings 22 units. 

 

Messrs. Lesnewich and Henn listened to the tapes of the December 6, 2011, hearing so that 

they could participate in the hearing.  Mr. Robertson stated that if the Board does not vote on 

the application at this meeting, Mr. Galluccio can vote on the application if he listens to the 

December 6
th
 tapes even though he was not a member of the Board in December.  

 

Mr. Bartholomew A. Sheehan, Jr., of Dempsey, Dempsey and Sheehan, attorney for the 

applicant, JAM Realty Corp - Riverbend at New Providence, called Mr. Murphy of Murphy 

and Hollows to testify to two issues raised at the previous hearing:  Headlight seepage on lot 

18 and grading.  Thomas Murphy, a civil engineer with Murphy & Hollows who was 

previously sworn in, reviewed the recalculation of the grades for each building using the 

average existing grade as requested by Mr. Lynch in a letter to the applicant dated December 

20, 2011.  The correspondence from Mr. Murphy with the new calculations was marked as 

Exhibit A-3.  The revision to sheet 10 of 13 of the site plan was marked at Exhibit A-4.  Mr. 

Murphy stated that the average grade around the buildings was recalculated using the existing 

grade.  In three cases the grade is lower than previously calculated and in one case it is 

higher.  The lower grades have no impact the building heights according to Mr. Murphy.   

 

The Board had no questions regarding the grade calculations.  Mr. Lynch stated that he asked 

for the clarification of the grade because he believes the site plan is being raised two feet.  He 

will look at the new grades to see if the building heights comply.  The revised sheet (sheet 

10) will be submitted for review to the Borough professionals in advance of the submission 
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of other changes to the site plan. 

  

Mr. Murphy then described the applicant’s proposal to block headlight seepage onto lot 18.  

The applicant proposes to build a wall between the applicant’s property and lot 18.  Sheet 1 

of 1, dated December 21, 2011, showing the wall sections was marked as Exhibit A-5.  Three 

sections of the wall (Sections A, B and C on Exhibit A-5) would shield lot 18 from 

headlights in the applicant’s parking lot.  The wall will be made of decorative stone or 

concrete and will be 3’6” high from the curb on the applicant’s side to block the headlights 

and 4’ high on lot 18 with landscaping between the wall and lot 18.  The landscaping and 

wall will be on the applicant’s property.      

 

To address the Carrasco’s concern about water on the southwest corner of their property, lot 

18, the applicant proposes to relocate the pipe from Marion Avenue so that it would go out to 

the ditch which flows out to Salt Brook as shown on Exhibit A-5, Section D.   The pipe 

would run under the storm sewer detention system that goes out to Marion Avenue.  This 

works from an engineering perspective and is a better solution for the drainage.   

 

The Board questioned the witness.  Mr. Lynch asked about the steep slopes behind the wall 

facing lot 18.  The wall is 8’ high before the bottom half is buried.  Mr. Murphy responded 

that purpose of the slope is to cover the wall and that it slopes three to one from the wall to 

the property line and, at worst, slopes 2.5 to 1.  The wall creates a solid buffer with 

landscaping behind it and is 10’ from the property line.  The purpose of the slope is to cover 

half of the wall and will be landscaped.  The filled slope would also provide a safety measure 

so that if a child sitting on the top of the wall were to fall off the wall, the fall would not be as 

far.    

 

Mr. Niehoff asked why the applicant needed to raise the site.  Mr. Murphy responded the road 

had to be raised for the storage and retention system.  Mr. Niehoff said that there is still some 

concern with the pipe draining lot 18 and that there will be ponding on the lot as water tries 

to get into the pipe when there is a heavy rain.  He suggested that the Borough could work 

with the engineer to make this more efficient possibly using a sump.  Mr. Murphy stated that 

he could lower the pipe with a sump at the end but added that there should be less water on 

lot 18 since the applicant will be collecting water that currently flows to lot 18 on its 

property.  Mr. Niehoff suggested that the applicant prepare a calculation to show the volume 

of water under different storm events that would go to the pipe to show before and after 

scenarios.  The proposed pipe will be at the bottom of the retaining wall and is a 12” 

reinforced concrete pipe.  The Board asked about the pipe getting clogged.  Mr. Murphy does 

not think the pipe will get clogged but a screen, grate or cage over the drain would prevent 

this.  Mr. Niehoff stated that the pipe will be on the applicant’s property and it will be the 

applicant’s responsibility to maintain it.  He added that a 12” pipe is not supposed to clog, but 

there’s no guarantee and a small animal could get stuck in the pipe and clog it.  He will talk 

to Andy Hipolit about this.  Chairman Lesnewich recommended grating the pipe on both 

sides. 
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Mr. Sartorius asked about the waste water on Marion Avenue backing up.  Mr. Murphy 

responded that the applicant has been in contact with the engineers at the waste water 

treatment plant which is doing various projects in town.  The applicant is going to replace the 

pipe between the two manholes on Marion Avenue.  The applicant needs to work with the 

Borough on the pipe replacement to ensure that it will sign the application to the Department 

of Environmental Protection agency for sewer connections.  Mr. Niehoff said there is a re-

lining campaign under way to lessen the impact of a rain event that causes the waste water 

problem.  There is a TWA (Treatment Works Approval) process that Tony Carnavale will 

have to sign off for the pipe to indicate there is enough conveyance capacity.  Mr. Murphy 

stated that the applicant met with Mr. Carnavale regarding the sewer but did not get a definite 

answer from him about the capacity and a second meeting never occurred.  Mr. Niehoff 

explained the TWA process in which the applicant meets with the local engineer and sewer 

official regarding the conveyance capacity.  Once the local officials sign off that there is 

sufficient conveyance capacity, the application goes to the treatment facility to determine if it 

has capacity to handle the additional volume.  Then the application goes to the state.  Mr. 

Niehoff continued that it might be wise for an applicant to complete the TWA process before 

submitting its plan since the plan could be approved only to find out that there isn’t enough 

capacity, but it’s the applicant’s call when to file the application.  Mr. Sheehan believes that 

with the sewer re-lining, there is enough conveyance capacity.  

 

Mr. Murphy responded to questions from the public.  Brian Coniglio, 48 Marion Avenue, 

asked Mr. Murphy what measures the applicant is going to take regarding the sewer problem 

given his experience during Hurricane Irene.  Mr. Carnavale came to check on his property 

and tried to shut off the sewer line because it was over capacity.   Mr. Murphy stated that the 

applicant is going to replace the line between the manholes and the rest is up to the Borough 

and the re-lining initiative.  Mr. Kapner asked about taking the pipe all the way out to South 

Street.  Mr. Niehoff added that while the new pipe the applicant is installing is helpful, it will 

not eliminate the problem and it would be better if the new pipe went out to South Street.  

Mr. Sheehan asked where Mr. Conigilo lives.  Mr. Coniglio’s property is slightly up from the 

applicant’s and the water runs downhill to the applicant’s property.  Mr. Niehoff stated that 

the water comes right up into Mr. Coniglio’s house when the sewer is full:  Water gets into 

the waste system from sump pumps that are tied into the sewer and the sewer can’t handle 

additional storm water.  Mr. Sheehan said the applicant is only obligated to do its fair share in 

terms of the sewer, but the applicant may be willing to fund more of the sewer re-lining.    

 

Robert Rosa, lot 26 (46 Columbus Avenue), stated that the applicant will be responsible for 

85% of the water already in the existing system and there is no way the sewer will be able to 

handle this although re-lining may help.  He added that taking the pipe to South Street would 

help especially with the new building at the corner of South Street and Marion Avenue which 

will be adding volume.  Mr. Niehoff is not sure how Mr. Rosa did his calculation but 

responded that the lines won’t be flowing full.  Mr. Rosa said that the back pressure of the 

grading will impact his property and the neighboring homes.  Mr. Janota stated that the 
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detention system will hold the water which should help.  Mr. Rosa believes that the 

applicant’s detention system will create pressure and even more water on his property 

especially since the applicant will be digging virgin soil.  Mr. Murphy responded that the 

detention system is 5’ in the ground and a couple of feet above ground, is self contained and 

is not going to be a problem as the water will be stored in the pipes.   

 

Dr. Margarita Carrasco, lot 18, wants the project to go forward because it will be better than 

what is there now but she doesn’t want the applicant to build something that destroys other 

properties.  She is concerned about the safety of the pipe and the drainage since her property 

is lower than the applicant’s.  The tenants on her property reported water in the house after 

Hurricane Irene.  Mr. Niehoff responded that Hurricane Irene was an epic event and it isn’t 

possible to design for 1,000-year events; however, the Borough is concerned about the water 

on her lot and is not yet satisfied with how this is being addressed.  Chairman Lesnewich 

added that it is the Board’s intent to lessen the water on her property.  Dr. Carrasco asked the 

Board to look at the safety of the pipe going out to the ditch. 

 

Brian Coniglio, 48 Marion Avenue, said there were two water main breaks on Marion 

Avenue in the second half of 2011 and asked if there are any other older pipes on Marion 

Avenue that need to be replaced as a preventive measure before any construction occurs.  Mr. 

Niehoff responded that water pipes get old and brittle, but the Borough does not have any 

jurisdiction over the water pipes.  He added that the storm drain systems are in good 

condition.  Mr. Murphy stated that pipe is solid and is self-contained and doesn’t rely on 

infiltration from the ground.  The water will be released at a controlled rate on Marion 

Avenue. 

 

Mr. Murphy responded to Dr. Carrasco’s question about the setbacks stating that they meet 

the requirements.  Dr. Carrasco asked about the buffer between her property and the 

applicant’s parking lot.  Mr. Lynch responded that the applicant is seeking a variance for the 

buffer.  Dr. Carrasco asked why the backyards for the units have to so big and why the 

applicant can’t move the buildings back.  Mr. Murphy said the applicant tried to maintain the 

setbacks because the buildings are more intrusive than the parking lot which is lower.  It is 40 

feet from Dr. Carrasco’s house to the rear property line.  The rear yard for buildings 2 and 3 

is 25’ to the applicant’s property line.  Mr. Sheehan asked Mr. Murphy if it would it be easier 

to mitigate any potential negative concerns about the proximity of the parking lot from lot 18 

than negative concerns from a building.  Mr. Murphy answered that it is easier to mitigate 

potential negative concerns about the parking lot because it is not as high as a two-story 

building and so it is not as imposing on the property as a building 10 feet off of the property 

line.  Mr. Sheehan asked the Board to consider the variance for the buffer in terms of the 

standard that applies to this case because of the affordable housing.  Mr. Robertson said the 

zoning issues will be dealt with but not at this time. 

 

Mr. Galluccio asked about the shrubs behind the wall facing lot 18.  Mr. Murphy said that the 

shrubs will be on the side of the wall that faces lot 18.  Mr. Murphy said the applicant could 
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do more landscaping on the slope to deter people from climbing on the wall.   

 

Lucille Poli, lot 24, asked why the original fence around the site was eliminated.  Mr. Murphy 

said the fence was eliminated because it would be hard to maintain and he thinks it is better 

to have the landscaping fence with some fence where there are openings.  Ms. Poli believes 

that children will be cutting through from the applicant’s property to hers in the absence of a 

fence.  Mr. Murphy does not believe there will be a lot of children on the applicant’s 

property.  Mr. Lynch added that Mr. Perillo (lot 14) has a 4’ chain link fence along his 

property. 

 

There were no further questions for Mr. Murphy.  Mr. Sheehan asked if Mr. Murphy could be 

excused.  The Board asked who would be talking about the variances as a planner.  No 

witnesses will be testifying to the variances as a professional planner.  Mr. Sheehan stated 

that the affordable housing is an inherently beneficial use and the affirmative criteria exist in 

proof of the record which was addressed by the engineers in the testimony.  Mr. Murphy will 

testify further if necessary.  Mr. Niehoff asked about revised plans.  Mr. Murphy thinks the 

plans will be revised with conditions of approval.  Mr. Lynch said the height of the buildings 

is still an open issue for his review and asked that the testimony remain open.  Mr. Niehoff 

stated that the engineering review of the change in the pipe may warrant a site plan review by 

the Board.  Mr. Robertson asked if the applicant expected the Board to deliberate and vote on 

the application at the meeting given that the engineers haven’t reviewed the changes yet.  The 

applicant does not expect a vote on the application at this meeting.     

 

Hal Simoff, Simoff Engineering Associates, a licensed civil engineer with a concentration in 

traffic was sworn in.  Mr. Simoff has qualified before as an expert witness and the Board 

accepted him as such.   Mr. Simoff was commissioned to do a traffic analysis and to evaluate 

the traffic impact.  He made multiple site inspections, did counts including pedestrian counts 

of South Street and Marion when school was in session and looked at the ordinances and the 

Residential Site Improvement Standards (RSIS) requirements.     

 

Approximately 1,900 vehicles per hour travel in either direction on South Street.  Marion 

Avenue functions as a collector road that takes traffic coming from the east and funnels it to 

the south on South Street.  The traffic was counted in 15-minute intervals from 7:00 a.m. to 

9:00 a.m. and from 2:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  The peak traffic hours were associated with rush 

hour.  The traffic volumes during school hours were less.  The numbers include projections 

for traffic from the office building being constructed on Marion Avenue and South Street. 

The highest one-hour counts in the morning and afternoon were considered the peak.   During 

the morning peak, 889 vehicles traveled south on South Street and 819 vehicles traveled 

north toward Springfield Avenue.  During the afternoon peak, 683 vehicles traveled south on 

South Street and 798 cars traveled north. Of the vehicles coming out of Marion (heading 

west), 33 vehicles made a right turn and 32 vehicles made a left turn during the morning 

peak.  In the afternoon peak, 58 cars made a right turn and 45 made a left turn.  
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Mr. Simoff summarized his findings.  Traffic goes in both directions on South Street which is 

a county road, is an arterial road and has relatively high traffic.  Marion Avenue is a collector 

road that takes traffic coming from the residential neighborhood in the east and funnels it to 

South Street.  Mr. Simoff calculated intersection capacity that gives the average delay of each 

vehicle on approach, the 95-percentile queue and the level of service for an intersection 

without a signal.  The average delay per vehicle on South to cross the intersection is 10 

seconds.  The only vehicles that have to stop are those making a left onto Marion.  The 

average delay for a vehicle coming out of Marion Avenue is 40 seconds with less than two 

vehicles in the queue in the morning.  In the afternoon, the average delay is 43 seconds with 

three vehicles in the queue including the traffic from the office building. 

 

Mr. Simoff projected how much traffic will be generated from the site using ITE’s (Institute 

of Traffic Engineer’s) treatise for the category of condominiums and townhouses which is 

based on the number of units not on the number of parking spaces.  ITE’s treatise is an 

accepted source for projecting traffic.  For the 22 units, three cars will enter the site and 13 

will exit the site in the morning for a total of 16 vehicles.  In the afternoon, 12 vehicles will 

enter and six vehicles will exit the site for a total of 18 vehicles.  The 13 vehicles leaving the 

site are for the highest one hour of exiting vehicles.  More vehicles may be exiting before this 

hour and after this hour.  To be conservative, Mr. Simoff directed all traffic out of the site 

toward South Street.   

 

Mr. Simoff stated that the level of service from the traffic generated by the site doesn’t 

change.  There is a minor increase in the queue at the intersection of South Street and Marion 

Avenue.  The queue in the afternoon goes from 3 to 3 ½ vehicles and in the morning 

increases from 1.85 to 2.4 vehicles. The delay for vehicles waiting to turn out onto South 

Street increases by 4 to 5 seconds, a minimal delay according to Mr. Simoff.  He projected 

half of the cars would turn right and half would turn left on South Street.  Mr. Simoff added 

that the numbers are on the conservative side because of the train station at Murray Hill 

which reduces the traffic flow from the site because people can walk to the station.  The new 

office building on the corner of Marion Avenue and South Street is 10,000 square feet but 

traffic from the building will be going in the opposite direction of the site with cars entering 

the office building in the morning and exiting in the afternoon.  Approximately 17 

southbound vehicles on South Street turn left onto Marion in the morning.  With the office 

building, this number increases to approximately 22 vehicles.  For vehicles traveling north on 

South Street, seven or eight turn right onto Marion.  There are approximately 15 to 20 

vehicles entering the office building site.   

 

The applicant’s site will add 13 vehicles during the peak hour to the 1,800 to 1,900 vehicles 

on South Street.  Mr. Simoff believes this to be a small percentage change to the traffic on 

South Street.  There is less traffic on South Street during the summer but there is a 2-3% 

daily variation in the traffic counts:  The addition of 13 vehicles from the site is similar to the 

daily change in traffic on South Street.     
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Mr. Sheehan summarized stating that the level of service during peak morning and afternoon 

hours does not change as a result of the site.  The five-second delay turning onto South Street 

does not take the traffic to the next level.  Mr. Janota stated that a 50-second delay changes 

the level.  The delay goes from 43 to 48 seconds in the morning and 40 to 45 seconds in the 

afternoon which is approaching the 50-second delay. 

 

Ms. Geoffroy asked if the number of three-bedroom units at the site impacts the traffic study. 

Mr. Simoff responded that the number of bedrooms is not a factor in terms of projecting trip 

generation.  ITE doesn’t differentiate between the number of bedrooms or the square footage 

of the units in its projections.  Mr. Simoff said that a reduction in the number of units 

wouldn’t change the trip generation and believes the ITE numbers are realistic.  Installation 

of a traffic light at South Street and Marion Avenue wouldn’t be approved because there have 

to be 75 vehicles per hour for ten continuous hours to justify a light.  The Board asked the 

dates of the study.  Mr. Simoff did a traffic study in August but the traffic study presented to 

the Board was done on Thursday, September 15 and Friday, September 16.  Mr. Simoff 

categorized the impact of the traffic from the site in the morning and afternoon as de 

minimus. 

 

Chairman Lesnewich asked about traffic turning east from the site.  Mr. Simoff responded 

that his study only focused on the traffic at South Street but vehicles turning right out of the 

site would lessen the impact of the traffic at South Street.  Mr. Simoff took the conservative 

view with all of the vehicles heading to South Street to see if the queue from the intersection 

would block the driveway. Three vehicles in the queue at the intersection in the afternoon 

(representing 60’ to 70’) would not block any driveways.   The Board asked if a study had 

been done to see if vehicles turning onto Marion Avenue and trying to get into the parking lot 

for the office building would back up traffic on South Street.  Mr. Simoff responded that the 

volume coming out of Marion Avenue is less in the morning so the queue is less (30’ to 40’). 

  

Ms. Geoffroy asked if there was a study of the impact of traffic going out of the complex 

toward Livingston Avenue.  Based on traffic counts at the intersection, Mr. Simoff stated that 

67 vehicles pass the site in the morning and in the afternoon 113 vehicles pass the site.  Mr. 

Simoff does not see an additional impact on residential traffic in the residential areas to the 

east of the site and guesses that three to four of the 13 vehicles leaving the site would head 

east on Marion.  Mr. Simoff did not do an accident analysis for Marion Avenue and South 

Streets but does not think there will be an increase in the number of accidents explaining that 

accidents are calculated at three to four per one million vehicles so adding 13 vehicles 

wouldn’t change the accident rate.    

 

The meeting was opened to the public for questions to Mr. Simoff.  Robert Rosa stated that 

with 800 cars per hour on South Street or 14 cars per minute, he will only have three seconds 

to turn onto South Street without having an accident.   
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Brian Coniglio asked if the extra traffic from the site is going to be a problem because of the 

trucks that park on Marion Avenue in the morning around 7:30 to go to the deli.  This is 

already a problem and is a pedestrian issue with people walking across the street to get to 

their trucks.  Mr. Simoff responded that the density of units for this application is permitted 

and reducing the density to 15 units is not going to make a difference.  He added that it isn’t 

fair to compare the traffic increase to a vacant site.   

 

Dr. Carrasco asked how the counts were done.  The counts were done by hand by one person. 

Dr. Carrasco questioned the projection of 13 vehicles leaving the site between 8:00 and 9:00 

a.m. when there are 51 parking spaces.  Mr. Simoff stated that the two-way volume on the 

site over a 24-hour period is 172 vehicles with 85 entering the site and 86 exiting.  Mr. 

Niehoff has reviewed the traffic study and it is valid.  A traffic light on South Street is not 

warranted and traffic is not going to be exacerbated by 13 additional vehicles.   

 

There were no other questions of the witness.    

 

The hearing will be carried to January 17, 2012.  No further notice is required or will be 

given. 

 

K. OTHER BUSINESS 

 

No other business. 

 

L. MISCELLANEOUS 

 

Chairman Lesnewich requested that the agendas as of February 7, 2012, include a review of 

the ordinances prior to any hearings.  Mr. Galluccio said that there may be questions about 

the retail consumption liquor license.  Council discussed this at its meeting and wants to 

refine the ordinance before the licenses go out for bid.   Mr. Janota stated that the Design 

Guidelines are already referred to in the Master Plan’s goals and objectives.  He can 

summarize these for the next meeting. 

  

M. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

 

No Executive Session. 

 

N. MINUTES 

 

A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of October 4, 2011.  All voted in 

favor. 

 

A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of October 11, 2011.  All voted in 

favor. 
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A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of October 18, 2011.  All voted in 

favor. 

 

A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of December 6, 2011.  All voted in 

favor. 

 

Approval of the minutes of December 13, 2011, was carried to January 17, 2012, to give the 

Board an opportunity to review changes proposed by Chairman Lesnewich. 

 

O. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Mr. Kapner moved to adjourn the meeting and Ms. Geoffroy seconded the motion.  The 

meeting was adjourned at 11:45 p.m.   

  

Respectfully submitted, 

Margaret Koontz 

Planning Board Secretary 


