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MINUTES 

PLANNING BOARD 

BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

TUESDAY, APRIL 12, 2016 

 

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, and 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:  Dan Henn, William Hoefling, Gary Kapner, John              

  Keane, Robert Lesnewich, Mayor Al Morgan, and Robert                

    Sartorius. Absent:  Gene Castagna, Matt Cumiskey.  Also present:  

     Steven Warner, Board Attorney; Amanda Wolfe, Attorney;             

    Christopher Dochney, Borough Planner: Keith        

   Lynch, Director of Planning & Development; and, Margaret            

    Koontz, Secretary. 

 

D. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

E. RESOLUTION 

 

C.R. Bard, 730 Central Avenue, Block 210, Lots 20 & 32, TBI-2 Zone, for amended site plan 

approval and variance relief for the construction of a guard house and fencing.   

 

This resolution will be memorialized on May 3, 2016. 

 

F. PUBLIC HEARING 

 

New Providence Holdings LLC, 29 South Street, Block 171, Lot 21, CCD Zone, for amended 

site plan waiver and variance to install a freestanding sign 

 

Brian Schwartz of Craner, Satkin, Scheer, Schwartz & Hanna, attorney for the applicant, 

presented the application for site plan approval and a variance for a free-standing sign in the 

front yard.  Mr. Schwartz believes the need for the sign is apparent. 

 

James Watson, EKA Associates, P.A, was sworn in and presented his credentials as a 

licensed land surveyor and licensed professional planner and was accepted by the Board as an 
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expert in both fields.  Mr. Watson described the plans dated 12/2/2015 and included in the 

application package.  The property is an irregularly shaped lot that backs up to the New 

Providence Community Pool and is located near the main intersection of South Street and 

Springfield Avenue.  Most of the property is covered by a parking lot.  The building is 

situated 10’ from the property line.  The area behind the sidewalk is basically in the right-of-

way.  The applicant proposes a 4’ wide sign to be centered in the area between the sidewalk 

and the building with 3’ between the building and the sign and another 3’ from the sign to the 

sidewalk.  The proposed sign is 94” high and 54” wide.  The existing walls signs will be 

removed so this would be the only sign.  The sign requires a c(2) variance for the setback 

requirement.   

 

Mr. Watson presented the positive criteria.  Currently the street number is located on the 

center of the building 10’ back from the street so motorists are past the entrance to the 

parking lot before they see the building when traveling south on South Street.  The two-faced 

sign identifies the building and is visible from either direction; therefore, it promotes public 

safety.  The sign cannot be built to code as it would be behind the building.  Other businesses 

in town have signs located closer than 10’ in the front yard including NP Fuel, South Street 

Market, the florist and the former Friendly’s restaurant.  The proposed location is not out of 

the ordinary for a sign.  The sign is good for the streetscape because of the mixed locations of 

signs.  The dark gray, light navy and white sign is aesthetically pleasing and will identify the 

tenants in the building.  There is adequate light and open space around the sign, and the 

location of the sign, which will be 13’ from the curb, poses no conflict with the sight triangle. 

In addition, the sign supports the goal of the Master Plan to encourage new economic growth. 

It also promotes safe travel and street signage that complements the character of the 

community.  

 

The proposed sign presents no substantial negatives.  Free-standing signs are allowed and a 

variance is only required for the setback:  It’s a simple variance.  The positives - the sign 

promotes public safety and is aesthetically pleasing - outweigh the negatives.  The existing 

building sign will be removed as will the shrubs where the sign will be located which cleans 

up the site.  The sign does not affect the sight triangle and there are no safety issues.  

Moreover, the sign enhances the visibility of and helps motorists identify the building. The 

proposed sign presents no substantial detriment to the Master Plan or zoning ordinance.   

 

The Board had several questions about the sign.  The sign will have LED lighting and will be 

lit from the ground up.  It is not internally lit and will not shine on the roadway or 

pedestrians.  Although the sign is two-sided it counts as one sign.  The Board would like to 

see larger street numbering on the sign.  The applicant agreed that it can increase the size of 

the lettering for the address subject to review and approval by the Construction Official.  The 

Board noted that the applicant is also permitted to have a way-finding sign for which it does 

not have to come to the Board.  The Board discussed imposing conditions on the hours that 
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the sign can be illuminated and agreed that no restrictions are necessary and left the hours of 

illumination up to the discretion of the tenants.  

 

There were no questions or comments from the public.  Mr. Warner summarized the variance 

required for the setback and the conditions of approval including: 

 

 The size of the lettering for the street number on the sign will be enlarged subject to 

review and approval by the Construction Official 

 The lighting on the sign will be compliant with the Borough’s sign ordinance.  The LED 

sign will be properly fastened; the light will not be directed onto the roadway or at 

pedestrians; and,  no shut off time for the lighting on the sign is required.  

 The existing wall sign will be removed once the free standing sign has been installed.   

 

Mr. Keane moved to approve the application with the conditions as listed above.  Mr. 

Hoefling seconded the motion.  Members voting in favor:  Mr. Henn, Mr. Kapner, Mr. 

Keane, Mayor Morgan, Mr. Sartorius, Mr. Hoefling and Chairman Lesnewich.  Those 

opposed:  None. 

 

G.  EXECUTIVE SESSION 

 

No executive session. 

 

H. OTHER BUSINESS 

 

No other business.  

 

I. MISCELLANEOUS 

 

Mr. Henn reported that he was present with the Superior Court judge who ruled to reverse the 

decision on Wrist Shipping at 755 Central regarding operating times.  At the Board of 

Adjustment hearing, the applicant testified to certain hours of operation.  The resolution, 

however, cited shorter hours of operation.  Case law supported the hours of operation 

presented in the testimony over the resolution.  Mr. Henn cautioned the Board that it needs to 

be sure that the testimony matches the content of the resolution.  Mr. Warner assured the 

Board that the drafting and review process will preclude this from happening with Planning 

Board resolutions. 

 

J. MINUTES – April 4, 2016 

 

Mr. Sartorius moved to approve the minutes of March 1, 2016, and Mr. Sartorius seconded 

the motion.  The minutes were approved as submitted. 
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K. ADJOURNMENT  

 

Mayor Morgan moved to adjourn the meeting, and Mr. Henn seconded the motion.  The 

meeting was adjourned at 8:38 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Margaret Koontz 

Planning Board Secretary 


