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MINUTES 

PLANNING BOARD 

BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 17, 2012 

 

 

A. CALL TO ORDER 8:05 p.m.  Mr. Keane chaired the meeting in the absence of             

               Chairman Lesnewich.   

 

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: Armand Galluccio, Nadine Geoffroy, Mayor     

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

    Chairman Lesnewich, Dan Henn and Phil Treventi.  Also present:  

    Paul Niehoff, Maser Consulting, substitute Borough Engineer;        

    Keith Lynch, Director Planning & Development; Jeff Janota,          

     Borough Planner; William Robertson, Planning Board Attorney;     

     and, Margaret Koontz, Secretary. 

  

D. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

E. 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. 

 

Mr. Galluccio listened to the tapes of the December 6, 2012, meeting and Mayor Hern 

listened to the tapes of the January 10, 2012, meeting and are eligible to vote on the 

application. 

 

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

applicant, JAM Realty Corp - Riverbend at New Providence, updated the Board on two 

issues raised at the hearing on January 10, 2012, about the sanitary sewer and drainage near 

lot 18. Mr. Sheehan has been advised that the sanitary sewer issue has been resolved and 

accepted by Mr. Carnavale in terms of capacity and conveyance.  The applicant will install a 

new sewer pipe between the manholes on Marion Avenue.  Mr. Niehoff spoke to Mr. 

Carnavale today and reported that Mr. Carnavale prefers that the sewer pipe be replaced 

rather than re-lined and that Mr. Carnavale will sign off for Treatment Works Approval 

(TWA) that the conveyance capacity is adequate.  Mr. Sheehan told the Board that the plan 
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revisions for the Borough engineer haven’t been completed yet.  The applicant has discussed 

the changes for the drainage near lot 18 with the Borough’s engineers.  Mr. Sheehan asked 

the Board to keep the engineering aspect of the application open and to reschedule another 

hearing for the engineer to testify to the revised plans for drainage near lot 18.   

 

Hal Simoff, Simoff Engineering Associates, who was sworn in on January 10, 2012, as an 

expert in traffic testified on the internal traffic circulation at the site.  Mr. Simoff discussed 

the Borough engineer’s request to relocate the common parking space between Building 4 

and Marion Avenue as noted in #12 on the engineer’s report dated December 2, 2011, stating 

that the parking space is 32 feet from the property line and that it is 10 feet to the curb 

making the parking space 42 feet from Marion Avenue.  Mr. Simoff addressed the two issues 

with the parking space:  Opposing traffic and site distance.  Based on his trip generation 

testimony last week, there will be three vehicles entering the site in the morning and twelve 

in the afternoon With two driveways servicing the traffic in the complex and half the traffic 

using one driveway and half using the other, this is about one vehicle every ten minutes.  Mr. 

Simoff believes that backing out of the space at Building 4 will be less intensive than it is for 

those living on Marion Avenue that back out directly onto the street.  Mr. Simoff 

recommends restricting the height of the landscaping between the parking space and right of 

way to two and a half feet which is enough to cover a headlight but not enough to restrict site 

distance.    Mr. Simoff stated that the layout for the parking space is safe and that caution 

signage is not necessary.   

 

Mr. Simoff addressed the Borough engineer’s concerns about multiple K-turns to exit the 

driveways on the west side of Building 3 (#13 on the engineer’s report).  Mr. Simoff 

presented turning templates for these units, which were marked as Exhibit A-6, that were 

prepared by scanning the site plan and using a program called AutoTURN.  The AutoTURN 

program is based on federal government design standards.  Mr. Simoff stated that the turning 

templates, which show the path of the fender and wheels, are conservative because they are 

based on a 19-foot car and most cars are 16 feet.  Mr. Simoff described how a driver would 

back out of the unit.  The owner of the northern unit of Building 3 would back up 50 feet into 

the main driveway and then exit out through the eastern driveway.  Mr. Simoff believes this 

is safe using the trip generation data of three vehicles entering the site during the morning 

peak with two entering from one driveway and the other using the other driveway.   

 

Sheet B of Exhibit A-6 shows the turning template for the next unit down.  Mr. Simoff said 

that this vehicle would back out beyond the stacking area for the northern unit and then exit 

the driveway in either direction.   

 

The owner of the unit around the corner would back out to the curb, the same as the owner of 

the unit just described, and then turn 90 degrees (Sheet C).  The vehicle can exit either 

driveway.  Mr. Simoff stated that there is no impact if there is a car parked in the driveway of 

the unit to the north.  
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The owner of the unit to the east (Sheet D) would make the same moves as just described but 

the driver would back up in a straighter line.  Mr. Simoff stated that the driveways function 

safely and the maneuvers required take place once or twice a day and perhaps more 

frequently on Saturday.    

 

Mr. Simoff responded to questions from the Board.  Mr. Simoff stated that the driveway in 

the complex is two directions.  Sheet E shows the turning template for larger vehicles:  The 

largest vehicle in the turning template program is 30 feet.  Mr. Simoff stated that a vehicle 

coming from South Street down Marion Avenue could stay on the right of the center line on 

Marion and make the right turn into the site with a slight encroachment on the center line of 

the driveway and then traverse the entire site without any impact.  If another truck were 

already on the site, the truck could queue in the main aisle.  Mr. Simoff does not know how 

big a New Providence fire truck is but suggested that the fire department review the plan as 

recommended by the Borough engineer. He stated that there is some flexibility in adjusting 

curbs on the site to accommodate larger vehicles if necessary.  In addition, he stated that 

islands on the east and west side of the parking lot can be adjusted and mountable curbs 

could be installed if required.   

 

Mr. Kapner asked if the owner of the northern unit of Building 3 could back out straight 

another 15 or 20 feet rather than turn and if this would be safer.  Mr. Simoff responded that 

the safety of exiting from the units in Building 3 needs to be put in perspective with the 

number of times this is done per day:  Exiting from these units one to two times per day is 

safe.  Mayor Hern asked when it becomes unsafe.  Mr. Simoff responded that it’s less safe 

when the owner is backing out five to six times a day but added that it’s not practical to say 

when it becomes unsafe.  The way the turning template is drawn is more practical than 

backing up farther. 

 

Mr. Kapner asked if a one-way driveway would be safer.  Mr. Simoff responded that the 

owner of the end unit, depending on the direction of the driveway, would have to go all the 

way around the site and believes that two-way traffic is best for traffic volume based on the 

intensity of the traffic on the site.  Mayor Hern expressed concern about a driver exiting from 

the southern unit of Building 3 (Sheet B) and asked how far the driver has to back up.  Mr. 

Simoff stated that the distance in front of the garage is 20 feet so the driver has to back up 50 

feet when the vehicle is in the garage. Mayor Hern stated that the driver has to be aware of 

vehicles to the north and south backing out and pulling in and asked if this plan is 

conventional.  Mr. Simoff replied that the site itself is not conventional so the turning 

templates for Building 3 are not conventional but work based on the intensity of use.  He also 

recommended that the landscaping on the islands near the driveways be kept low to maintain 

visibility.  The Board asked if the site would be safer if there were more space in the corner 

units. Mr. Simoff said that he can’t say that the driveways are optimal:  To meet Residential 

Site Improvement Standards (RSIS), there is a 20-foot parking space in front of each garage 

and islands that are a constraint on the design and results in drivers having to back up farther. 

Mr. Simoff stated that an alternative would be to put a small bump out on the east so that a 



4 

 

driver could back out of the northern unit of Building 3 and make a turn in the area between 

the wall and the curb.   

 

The Board questioned if vehicles parked in front of the garages of Building 3 would impede 

backing up.  Mr. Simoff responded that the turning templates do not conflict with a vehicle 

parked in front of a garage.  Mayor Hern believes that it is more likely that the vehicle will 

back into the other driveway rather than backing all the way up.  Mr. Simoff stated that the 

templates were plotted assuming vehicles were parked in all the spaces, but if there are no 

vehicles in the spaces, a driver could use the empty spots when backing out and that this is 

the easiest way for all of the corner units to turn and exit to the travel way.  Mr. Simoff stated 

that backing up 50 feet is not unreasonable:  It’s difficult to say at what point after 50 feet it 

becomes unreasonable to back up because it depends on the number of times the vehicle 

enters and exits the site.  Mr. Simoff said a vehicle could make two turns to exit, which 

requires less backing up, but he drew the templates based on one turn. 

 

Ms. Geoffroy asked what the usual back-up distance is for condominiums and what the back-

up distance is for the unit shown on Exhibit C.  Mr. Simoff responded that the back-up 

distances for the site are no different than the 45-foot back up onto Marion Avenue required 

on lot 18.  It is 40 feet from the end of the parking space to the curb for the unit shown on 

Sheet C.  Ms. Geoffroy asked about the number of trips for the three-bedroom units since 

they may have more kids.  Mr. Simoff stated that the number of bedrooms doesn’t change the 

safety and the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s treatise uses three trips in and three trips out as a 

planning tool based on the category of the site not the number of bedrooms.  Ms. Geoffroy 

asked if there is any consideration of children in the traffic flow.  Mr. Simoff stated that 

there’s a designated sidewalk and does not believe there is a danger to children.  Mr. Niehoff 

stated that the traffic flow is not ideal, but he does not see another way to configure it given 

the applicant’s right to the number of proposed units under affordable housing allowances.  

He added that it’s always safer to go forward than backwards so that the less distance a driver 

has to back up, the better. The Board discussed moving the units farther back on the property 

line to get more room.  Mr. Simoff does not believe this would address the traffic flow in the 

corner units and added that adding a bump out to get closer to the stone wall for the north 

unit of Building 3 and making the driveway wider would require less backing out.  He said 

the north unit of Building 3 could also be moved farther west so there would be less conflict 

making the 90-degree turn, but this would create issues with the set back and stream buffer:  

Mr. Simoff added that moving Building 3 farther east, closer to Building 2, would avoid the 

stream encroachment issue.       

 

Ms. Geoffroy asked if the parking spaces as located are safe for children leaving the units or 

getting out of a vehicle.   Mr. Simoff replied that this is not a problem based on the intensity 

of the number of vehicles.  Also, if the parking spaces were removed, the residents would 

have to go farther to load/unload their vehicles. Ms. Geoffroy expressed concern about 

Building 4 because there is no parking behind the garage.  Mr. Sheehan stated that these units 

will have automatic garage door openers.     
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Mr. Simoff commented on visitor parking.  RSIS calls for .5 spaces per unit for visitor 

parking. The site has a requirement of 51 parking spaces including visitor parking.  Mr. 

Simoff suggested that visitors could park on Marion Avenue which would reduce parking on 

the site although this might require a parking variance  

 

The Board asked if vehicles queuing on Marion Avenue would block the driveway of the new 

office building on Marion Avenue and South Street.   Mr. Simoff said that it is 130 feet, or a 

queue of six to seven vehicles, from the stop at South Street to the entrance of the office 

building.  The queue is 3.5 vehicles in the morning so this will not block the driveway.  Mr. 

Niehoff added that the building will have another entrance on South Street.   

 

Mr. Simoff discussed the Borough Engineer’s concern (#14 of the engineer’s report) that the 

four driveways that enter the access aisle at the 90-degree bends in front of Buildings 3 and 4 

will result in confusion and conflict for drivers.  Mr. Simoff said this is the same issue that he 

just testified to.  He stated that one favorable point for these units is the driveway in front of 

the garages because the visibility is not restricted by the garages.  Mr. Niehoff said the issue 

of backing up remains:  The back-up patterns work but they aren’t ideal with children and 

other vehicles backing up or pulling in.  Mr. Simoff believes that backing out of the units will 

become routine and because of the familiarity with the site, drivers will have a higher level of 

cognizance of their neighbors and children and will be more careful.   

 

Mr. Simoff stated that he has no concern with the public safety of the inlaid walkway (#15 on 

the engineer’s report).  He also testified that the walkway channelizes pedestrian traffic and 

lays out a path for pedestrians to follow.  It also makes drivers more aware of pedestrians.  

Mr. Simoff believes that pedestrian traffic will be limited because there are only 22 units.   

 

Ms. Geoffroy asked if the view of drivers exiting Building 4 will be obstructed by the 

building and about the safety of backing out onto the site driveway since these units do not 

have the same driveways as the other buildings.  Mr. Simoff said that the south unit of 

Building 4 has 18 feet before the travel way so this is not a problem with visibility.  The 

northern unit has 12 feet to the travel way so the vehicle may have to go three to four feet out 

into the travel way when backing out of the garage.  Ms. Geoffroy asked about parking 

temporarily behind this driveway to load and unload.  Mr. Simoff responded that this space 

does not meet RSIS and believes that it is a condition in the engineer’s report that vehicles 

cannot park in these spaces.   

 

The Board asked about the walkway around the site and expressed concern that it is the same 

grade as the pavement.  Mr. Simoff is open to suggestions for the design of the walkway such 

as using cobble stones that function as a rumble strip.   

 

The Board discussed whether familiarity with the site increases the level of safety or 

decreases it because drivers pay less attention.   Mr. Simoff stated that this could be debated 
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for hours but he believes that familiarity with a site makes it safer.  He did pedestrian counts 

as part of the trip generation study and based on those numbers, six to ten pedestrians during 

the peak hour, believes that the focus on pedestrian activity is overblown and needs to be put 

in perspective with the number of units on the site.  Mr. Sheehan stated that the question is 

whether the design is safe and not whether it is accident free and added that Mr. Simoff has 

testified that the design is safe.  Mayor Hern responded saying that the question is whether 

the design increases or decreases the level of safety given that the site and design is 

unconventional.  Mr. Simoff stated that the units at 90 degrees are fairly standard:  It’s the 

north unit of Building 3 that’s unconventional because the driver has to back out an 

additional 30 feet.  He stated that in a conventional layout, the units in Building 3 may not be 

as staggered but this site has constraints with the stream encroachment and proscribed 

affordable housing units.  Mr. Simoff added that the design would be more conventional if 

there were only ten units on the site. 

 

The meeting was opened to the public for questions.  Brian Coniglio, 48 Marion Avenue, 

asked Mr. Simoff what version of the AutoTURN software he used to create the turning 

templates.  Mr. Simoff used the 2004 version adding that the 2010 version didn’t change 

much.  Mr. Coniglio asked if the 2010 version, which is three-dimensional, makes a 

difference and whether Mr. Simoff regrets not using it.  Mr. Simoff said the 3D version is 

only necessary if there is significant elevation on the site and this site is relatively flat.  He 

has no regrets about not using the 3D version.  

 

Robert Rosa, 46 Columbus Avenue, stated that the testimony did not discuss the location of 

the mailboxes (on the north side of Building 3) and asked if parking to access the mailboxes 

had been considered because residents are not going to walk to the mailboxes.  Simoff 

assumes that residents will stop in their designated park places and will walk to the 

mailboxes:  The residents in Building 1 will have to walk farther.  Mr. Kapner suggested that 

the residents of Building 1 will enter the site from the west driveway to get to the mailbox 

and then continue on to their unit.  Mr. Simoff did not anticipate a mail truck servicing the 

mailboxes in his traffic study.  The Board asked if there were a better place to locate the 

mailboxes.  Mr. Simoff said the mailboxes could be moved to the other side of the driveway 

or between Buildings 2 and 3 which is probably the best place because it is more central to all 

residents.  Mr. Sheehan stated that it’s possible that the post office would allow individual 

mailboxes.   

 

Mr. Rosa added that the vehicles in Building 3 will also have to be careful of the fire hydrant 

near the building.  Mr. Simoff said that the fire hydrant should not be a problem because it is 

located a couple of feet behind the curb. 

 

Mr. Coniglio asked if a fire truck can maneuver through the site if all of the parking spaces 

are occupied.  Mr. Simoff plotted traffic traversing the site using a 30-foot truck but there is 

flexibility in plotting the traffic flow.  He will look at adjusting the internal traffic flow once 

he has received the fire department’s feedback on the design.  Mr. Niehoff stated that one of 
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the reasons for RSIS is to accommodate fire trucks.  The fire department will review the 

design, but Mr. Niehoff does not have any concerns with it. 

 

Dr. Carrasco, lot 18, asked if the traffic flow is really safe for her tenants on lot 18.  Mr. 

Simoff responded that her lot will not be impacted because the traffic circulation on the site is 

removed from her property and none of the units will affect the site distance from her lot.  Dr. 

Carrasco asked if there is a wall on the site near the east side of her property.  Mr. Simoff said 

there is a wall that grades up from three feet at Marion Avenue to four feet at the south end.  

Dr. Carrasco asked if the lights from vehicles turning in from Marion Avenue will shine onto 

her property and if the children who live on her lot will be safe if they are out playing and 

cars on the site are backing out.  She also asked about the buffer and if the applicant is 

seeking any variances that will impact the traffic around her property.  Mr. Sheehan answered 

that there is a variance for the buffer to the parking lot but this is not a traffic issue.  Mr. 

Simoff answered that all of the maneuvers on the site are restricted to the driveway on the site 

and are set back from her property.  He suggested she could put up a fence on her property if 

she is concerned about her tenants’ children.  Mr. Niehoff added that there is a guard rail 

along the applicant’s property to keep vehicles from going over onto lot 18.  Mr. Simoff 

responded to Dr. Carrasco’s questions about the number of pedestrians and number of 

vehicles passing her property stating that there may be more pedestrians in the summer than 

the winter.  With only ten pedestrians at South Street during the peak hour, Mr. Simoff does 

not believe the number of pedestrians across from her property will increase much.  With 13 

vehicles exiting the site at the peak hour using the two driveways with half turning east and 

half turning west, Mr. Simoff estimated that an additional seven cars will pass her house.  Dr. 

Carrasco asked if it will be safe for the drivers in Building 4 to back out into the driveway 

with pedestrians and other vehicles coming into the driveway.  Mr. Simoff answered that 

nobody will ever say that a site is 100% safe because “stuff” happens.  He stated that the unit 

meets accepted distance criteria.  There is enough room to back out, there is enough set back 

from the street and it is not a highly trafficked driveway.  Mr. Simoff added that it is probably 

safer to back out on the site than it is to back out from her lot directly onto Marion Avenue.  

Dr. Simoff had additional questions not related to traffic that will be addressed by the civil 

engineer.   

 

There were no further questions for the witness.  Mr. Sheehan stated that Mr. Simoff will 

testify further if necessary. 

 

Mr. Lynch needs the revised drawings regarding the drainage on lot 18 for the engineers to 

review.  Mr. Lynch has an additional concern with the revised grades.  Based on the revised 

grades, he calculated the height for Building 4 to be 31.36 feet representing a height variance. 

The applicant is raising the existing grade 3.76 feet that gets added to building.  Mr. Lynch is 

not sure where the architect is taking the measurements.  Mr. Sheehan will meet with the 

architect and engineer to discuss the height.  

 

The hearing will be carried to February 14, 2012.  No further notice is required or will be 
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given.  The applicant consented to an extension of time for the Board to act on the 

application. 

 

F. OTHER BUSINESS 

 

No other business. 

 

G. MISCELLANEOUS 

 

No miscellaneous business. 

 

H. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

 

No Executive Session. 

 

I. MINUTES 

 

Mr. Sartorius moved and Ms. Geoffroy seconded the motion to approve the minutes of 

December 13, 2011, as amended.  Mayor Hern recused himself from voting even though he 

listened to the tapes for the meeting.  All others voted in favor. 

 

Ms. Geoffroy moved and Mr. Galluccio seconded the motion to approve the minutes of 

January 10, 2012, with the correction in the spelling of Mayor Hern’s name.  All voted in 

favor.   

 

J. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Mr. Galluccio moved and Mayor Hern seconded the motion to adjourn.  The meeting was 

adjourned at 9:50 p.m.   

  

Respectfully submitted, 

Margaret Koontz 

Planning Board Secretary 

 


