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MINUTES 

PLANNING BOARD 

BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

TUESDAY, MARCH 6, 2012 

 

 

A. CALL TO ORDER 8:02 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 Robert Lesnewich, Armand Galluccio, Dan        

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

     Nadine Geoffroy, Mayor Hern and Phil Treventi.  Also present:      

    Jeff Janota, Borough Planner, and, Margaret Koontz, Secretary. 

  

D. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

E. REVIEW OF ORDINANCE AND OPEN ISSUES 

 

The Board discussed several open issues including the parking code, flag lots, tree ordinance 

and protection of trees during and after construction and long lots.  The Board charged Mr. 

Janota, in consultation with Mr. Robertson, to evaluate the alternatives for handling issues 

raised by the Board. 

 

Chairman Lesnewich gave a brief overview of the change in parking standards from the 

parking table that required Planning Board approval for use changes to the adoption of the 

Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) standard of one parking space per 250 square feet in the 

Central Commercial District.  To manage parking needs, the Board also established 

limitations on higher parking demand usages such as restaurants in the resolution approving 

the Village Shopping Center.  The Board believes the parking standards are adequate for 

retail businesses but restaurants and personal services businesses with higher parking 

demands may stress the parking situation.  The Board is concerned about having adequate 

parking with the expansion of China Fan, upcoming issuance of retail consumption liquor 

licenses and the recent opening of Strawberry Fields.  The Board does not want to turn 

businesses away, especially in the downtown area, because of parking limitations.   

 

Mr. Janota believes that it may be worth looking at the shared parking study again.  While the 

shared parking study is old and met with some opposition, shared parking would solve the 

parking issues and a shared parking ordinance would open up parking.  The Board discussed 
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whether it has jurisdiction for such an ordinance.  Mr. Janota said the Board cannot 

retroactively force shared parking.  Since there is new leadership of the Downtown 

Improvement District (DID), Mr. Kapner suggested getting landlords together again to talk 

about shared parking adding that DID has the power to run parking lots as well as handle 

trash and snow removal.  Mr. Janota stated that the Master Plan includes provisions to create 

a parking authority.  Mr. Janota and Mr. Kapner will contact Joe Steiner at DID about giving 

a presentation to DID on shared parking.      

 

The Board next discussed flag lots.  Mr. Janota stated that he does not believe there are many 

potential sites for flag lots so it would be useful to gather this information before taking any 

action.  Mr. Janota said that flag lots could be prohibited which is the easiest way to handle 

them.  He added that some municipalities have flag lot ordinances that make it difficult to 

build.  Some of these stipulate that the lot size must be double the size of lots in the zone in 

an attempt to maintain a buffer between homes.  Chairman Lesnewich stated that the 

definition of a front yard needs to be reviewed in conjunction with flag lots.  The Board 

looked at flag lots last summer but was concerned that prohibiting them could open a can of 

worms.  Mr. Janota will discuss the options for handling flag lots with Mr. Robertson.    

 

The Board discussed the tree ordinance stating that enforcement of the ordinance is difficult 

and that the penalty for non compliance isn’t strict enough.  The majority of the issues with 

the tree ordinance are enforcement.  The Borough can inspect a site one day and come back 

the next day and find that the trees are gone. The Board discussed possible changes to the 

ordinance to give it more teeth such as reducing the diameter of a tree that can be removed 

without a permit and creating a ratio for the number of trees that can be removed.  The Board 

agreed that increasing the penalty for removing trees in violation of the ordinance and 

splitting the penalty between the property owner and the entity that removed the tree might 

help.  The Board also discussed requiring the homeowner to display the tree-removal permit 

on the property until the tree is removed.  Mr. Galluccio cautioned the Board that raising the 

penalty too much for violating the ordinance for tree removals could meet resistance in 

Council and recommended taking “baby steps” in raising the penalty.   

 

Also discussed was tree protection during construction.   The Board would like to see an 

inventory of trees on a property before construction; marking of trees with paint prior to their 

removal; erection of protective fencing of trees at the drip line; use of wood chips when 

fencing at the drip line is not possible; and, prohibition against dirt being stockpiled around 

trees.  The Board believes an arborist is better suited to evaluate the trees on a site than an 

engineer and discussed requiring a tree plan that justifies removals and arborist review of that 

plan prior to construction as part of the site plan review.  The Board also discussed requiring 

new construction plans to include a plan for adding trees at the site to create buffers in 

addition to the plan showing trees to be removed and protected.  The need for enforcement of 

tree-replacement plans after the construction is completed was also discussed.  The Board 

agreed that it may be necessary to differentiate between new construction (tear 

downs/rebuilds) and additions in terms of requiring an arborist review.  The Board discussed 
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different penalties for tree removals for new construction and additions and for homeowners 

removing trees when there is no construction condition.  Also discussed was making a tree 

inspection before, during and after major construction a requirement for a Certificate of 

Occupancy.  Mr. Janota noted that the Master Plan references a tree-planting program that 

would benefit from the fines/penalties for removing trees.  The Somerset-Union County Soil 

Conservation District has enforcement powers and is a resource that can be used for tree 

preservation.  

 

The Board discussed the recent hearing on Oakwood Drive and the need to look at the 

development of long lots in this area and how to protect the area from someone buying up 

lots and building.  The steep slopes in the area may prevent this, but Mr. Janota and Mr. 

Robertson will look at this.    

 

The Board deferred further discussion of other open issues.   

  

F. OTHER BUSINESS 

No other business. 

 

G. MISCELLANEOUS 

Mr. Galluccio asked about the signage on Colorado Ski Shop stating that the stickers and 

painted signage are unsightly.  The sign ordinance limits the percentage of a store window 

that can be covered permanently.  Mr. Galluccio asked the Secretary to bring this to the 

attention of Mr. Lynch.   

 

The Board also asked the Secretary to ask Mr. Lynch about a bicycle rack at Strawberry 

Fields which was discussed during the hearing for New Providence Global Realty.  The 

Board noted that Strawberry Fields on South Street has been busy since it opened last week 

and the bikes are piled up in front of the store.  

 

H. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

No Executive Session. 

 

I. MINUTES 

The minutes of January 17, 2012, as submitted, were approved. 

The minutes of February 14, 2012, as submitted were approved.    

 

J. ADJOURNMENT 

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

adjourned at 9:30 p.m.   

  

Respectfully submitted, 

Margaret Koontz 

Planning Board Secretary 


