
 

BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

MEETING MINUTES – MONDAY APRIL 16, 2012 – 8:00 p.m. 
 
Present:     Mr. Nadelberg, Mr. Grob, Mr. Hoeflng, Mr. Karr, Mr. Van Schoick, Mr. Wycko, 
Phil Morin III, Board Attorney, and Margaret Koontz, Secretary.  
 
Absent:  Mr. Pennisi, Mr. Ping and Ms. Polesak  
 
Also present:  Mr. Keith Lynch, Director of Planning Development, Ms. Sanyogita 
Chavan, Borough Planner, Paul Niehoff, Borough Engineer and Marcia Shiffman, 
Borough Engineer.     
 
A.  CALL TO ORDER 
Chairman Nadelberg called the meeting to order at 8:00 p.m. 
 
B.  ROLL CALL 
 
C.  PUBLIC NOTICE 
Chairman Nadelberg stated that this is a meeting of the Board of Adjustment of the 
Borough of New Providence, County of Union, and State of New Jersey.   Adequate 
notice of this meeting was given in accordance with P.L. 1975, Chapter 231, in that a 
notice was made in conformance with Section 13 of the Act.  He also stated the protocol 
for the meeting.   
 

D.   RESOLUTIONS   
 
Paolo’s Kitchen      Application #2012-07 
162 South Street, Block 237, Lot 15, OR Zone, New Providence, NJ 
The applicant seeks the following relief from, and approvals under, the Zoning 
Ordinance of the Borough of New Providence for the expansion of a prior granted 
variance to enclose the area of the existing deck, to relocate one parking space from its 
existing location to a new location within the parking lot, Board approval for signage in 
the front of the property, and such other waivers, variances, exceptions and/or approvals 
or relief from, and/or interpretations of, the Ordinance as may be necessary in 
connection with the Application. 
 
Mr. Van Schoick moved this and Mr. Grob seconded same.  Members voting in 
favor:  Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Van Schoick, Mr. Hoefling and Mr. Nadelberg. 
 
F.  PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR APRIL 16, 2012 
 
 
Adam and Katherine Forbes     Application #2012-06 
34 Hickson Drive, Block 134, Lot 23, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II & III for permission to construct a 
19.21 feet whereas 12 feet with a combined total of 30 feet is the minimum required.  
The proposed FAR is .295 whereas .263 is the maximum permitted.   
 
Mr. Van Schoick lives on the block and recused himself from the hearing.  Mr. Morin 
offered the applicant the opportunity to carry the hearing since the application requires 



 

five affirmative votes for approval and there were only five Board members (including the 
alternate) to vote on it.  The applicant opted to continue with the hearing. 
 
Katherine Forbes and Thomas Hofmann, architect for the applicant, were sworn in. Mrs. 
Forbes thanked the Board for granting the variances for a second-floor addition  and 
garage last year.  Since the variances were granted the Forbes realized they need more 
livable space and are now requesting an additional variance.  The Forbes’ have three 
boys and need a family room.  They are very involved in the community and the 
neighborhood.  They love the neighborhood and do not want to move but need a more 
functional house.   
 
Mr. Hofmann testified that the Board previously granted variances for front- and side-
yard setbacks and combined side-yard setback.  The proposed 238 square-foot addition 
is 16’-10” wide and extends 14’-5” from the back of the house and will provide more 
screenage between the neighbor’s driveway and the Forbes’ back yard.  A photograph 
of the Forbes’ patio and the neighbor’s house was marked as Exhibit A-1.  A photograph 
of the Forbes’ patio and the neighbor’s driveway and garage was marked as Exhibit A-2. 
The addition is one story to keep the scale down with two windows on the neighbor’s 
side so that the neighbor won’t see a solid wall.  The garage is 260 square feet and was 
counted as living space in the FAR calculation.   
 
Mr. Hofmann answered questions from the Board.  The rest of the plan is identical to the 
plan submitted and approved last year by the Board.  The siding of the family-room 
addition will match since the applicant will be re-siding for the previously granted 
addition.       
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness. The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
There were no questions from the public. 
 
No one else appeared to testify for this application.  The hearing was opened to 
comments from the audience.     
 
Partricia Kline, 38 Hickson Drive, lives next door.  Her garage is pictured in the Exhibits.    
She has no concerns or issues and fully supports the addition.   
 
Catherine Dillon, 19 Delwick Lane, lives right behind the Forbes and is all for it.  The 
Forbes need the space.   
 
Bill Ryan, 30 Hickson Drive, lives next door on the proposed garage side of the house.  
He welcomes the improvements. 
 
No one else appeared to comment on the addition. 
 
Ms. Chavan pointed out that the architect testified that the front-yard setback was 
previously granted but the resolution only granted the side-yard setback.  The architect 
said the front-yard setback was part of the previous application and thought it had been 
granted.  Ms. Chavan suggested that the Board may want to include it in the resolution.  
  
Discussion:  Mr. Karr stated that the addition is a 12% increase in FAR which is well 



 

within the range that the Board has granted and sees no impact.  Mr. Wycko agreed:  
The addition is off the back of the house and the neighbors are comfortable with it.   
 
Mr. Wycko moved to approve the application with the condition to add the variance for 
the front-yard setback in the resolution.  Mr. Hoefling seconded the motion.  A 
Resolution will be passed at the next meeting.  Those in favor:  Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. 
Wycko, Mr. Hoefling and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  None.     
 
Ganzie, LLC         Application #2012-04 
43 Floral  Avenue, Block 222, Lot 16, C-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-12 for permission to construct a two-story addition to the rear of 
the existing building and to add a commercial business on the first floor, maintaining the 
existing residential apartment on the second floor, add a second residential apartment 
on the second floor and construct a full basement under the addition that will be utilized 
as “basement space” and not as a separate occupancy space for a separate tenant on 
the premises.  
 
This hearing will be carried to May 7, 2012. 
 
 
Redwood-ERC      Application #2012-05 
535 Mountain Avenue, Block 320, Lot 17, RL Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Preliminary and final site plan and variance approval to construct a continuing care 
retirement community (“CCRC”) on the Property, proposed to consist of up to 275 
independent living units and approximately 85 assisted living units/nursing beds in 5 
buildings, and other related improvements, including, without limitation, an indoor 
swimming pool, driveways, parking spaces, landscaping, curbing, drainage, signage, 
and other site improvements. 
 
Mr. Glenn Pantel, attorney for the applicant, introduced the application.  Redwood-ERC 
is proposed on a site carefully considered and approved by the Board for a use variance 
and is now presenting its site plan.  The Board previously granted variances for use, 
building height, floor area ratio (FAR), maximum number of multi-family units and 
maximum length.  The applicant now seeks a variance for steep slope disturbances and 
a design waiver for parking spaces.  The applicant has enhanced the prior plans 
distributed to Borough professionals.  The site is distributed within the envelope, and the 
applicant has changed the plan to keep the front of the site as is and preserve the trees.  
The architecture is true to that previously presented to the Board and it is an attractive 
plan.   
 
Dawn Yeager, director of development of Erickson Living Properties, was sworn in and 
described Erickson’s interest in developing the site.  New Providence is an ideal location 
for a continuing care retirement facility.  The site is tailored to maintain a small-town feel 
and the facility is going to pull in surrounding residents that want to “age in place” and 
remain close to their families and social networks.   
 
Ms. Yeager described Erickson Living’s holistic approach that includes independent 
living, short-term rehabilitation facilities, assisted living and memory care.  Geriatric 
nurses and physicians employed by Erickson are on the premises and see only their 
patients making use of an electronic medical records system to manage care.  Each 
bedroom and bathroom is equipped with emergency pull cords with staff responding 



 

within two minutes to minimize the impact on the 911 system.  The facility will have a 
contract with a private ambulance. 
  
Ms. Yeager then described the facility’s amenities which include health care; health and 
wellness programs and facilities including fitness classes, trainers and an aquatic center; 
and, life enrichment to meet residents’ spiritual needs.  Other amenities include 
continuing education classrooms, game rooms, multiple dining rooms and multi-purpose 
rooms that residents can reserve for special events/parties. 
 
Erickson employs high school students in its dining rooms and has a scholarship fund for 
these students funded by the residents.  
 
Ms. Yeager answered questions from the Board.  The electronic medical records system 
is currently limited to on-sight staff but Erickson is working on being able to transfer 
residents’ medical records prior to their arrival.  Mr. Pantel believes that Erickson 
matches residents’ contributions to the scholarship fund.  Residents must be 62 years 
old but the average age of residents is between 79 and 84.  Erickson brings in medical 
specialists such as dentists and podiatrists to try and meet all of a resident’s medical 
needs on site.  Erickson has two other facilities in New Jersey:   One in Pequannock and 
another in Tinton Falls.  The Board asked if these towns had any concerns with 
Erickson’s facilities.  Mr. Pantel responded that both towns had to re-zone to 
accommodate the facilities.  There has been minimal impact from the facilities.  Ms. 
Yeager added that two towns in Virginia also changed their zoning.  One facility had an 
issue with emergency services but this was worked out. 
 
Ms. Yeager stated that Erickson listens to and incorporates feedback from its residents 
and staff when developing a new continuing care center such as providing smaller dining 
rooms with more choices of food.  The Board is concerned about the impact on the 
Borough’s emergency services and asked about accountability.  Ms. Yeager will only be 
on site through the opening but an executive director from Erickson will be on site and 
available to communicate with the Board.  In addition, the executive director will have 
access to Ms. Yeager.     
 
Erickson is considering two options for the build out:  1) Build all five units  at once and 
open at once, or 2) build the front three buildings (Buildings 1, 2 and 5) followed by a 6-
month to year delay before starting Buildings 3 and 4.  The build out for the first option is 
14 to 15 months.  For the second option, the build out would be 14 to 15 months plus a 
six-month to one year delay followed by 12-14 months to build the remaining two 
buildings.  The option selected will depend on the capacity to sell, staffing, monetary 
issues and the logistics of building and moving residents in all at once.  The model 
doesn’t work unless Erickson does the full project so unless there’s a catastrophic event, 
Erickson will build the full facility.  If it builds in stages, it would not wait to see if the 
facility is viable before building the remaining buildings.  Ms. Yeager is working on the 
numbers and couldn’t speak to the prices.  Mr. Pantel gave ball-park estimates from a 
low of $200,000 to a high of $400,000 for a two-bedroom unit.  Ms. Yeager will get the 
monthly fee.     
     
The units are owner occupied:  An owner can’t buy and then rent the unit to someone 
else.  Overnight guests are allowed but are infrequent.  No extended stays are 
permitted.   
 



 

The Board asked about shelter-in-place and evacuation plans.  The facility in Maryland 
has a shelter-in-place plan and Ms. Yeager believes the staff would work with 
emergency services to determine how to react to an emergency.  Ms Yeager can get 
information from other communities for their shelter-in-place and evacuation policies.  
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
Ken Esposito, 25 Candlewood Drive, asked about overloading the power grid and how 
residents will move around the property.  Later testimony will address the power grid.  
The buildings are interconnected and residents can walk from one building to the other 
without going outside or climbing stairs:  A car is not necessary to traverse the site.  
 
Dennis Boggio, president of Lantz Boggio Architects and architect of record, was sworn 
in and presented his credentials as a licensed architect.  His firm specializes in 
designing continuing care communities.  Mr. Boggio provided an overview of the project 
and organization of the building using a PowerPoint presentation.  Mr. Pantel marked 
each page of a hardcopy of the presentation as an exhibit. 
 
Exhibit A-1:  Existing Conditions Exhibit 
Shows the existing site with the office building. 
 
Exhibit A-2:  Proposed Site Exhibit with Approved Development Overlay 
The red lines indicate the previously approved building and driveway.  The gray shapes 
are the five proposed buildings/pods.  The driveway will remain as it is today to save the 
trees and the hill rather moving it north as originally proposed.  The lawn is an asset that 
will be preserved.  The square footage of the buildings has been reduced over 62,000 
square feet from 679, 819 to 617,000 square feet.  
 
Exhibit A-3:  Rendering of Building Originally Approved 
Viewed from Mountain Avenue on the corner.   
  
Exhibit A-4:  Proposed Rendering 
The community has been arranged into separate buildings to reduce the scale and de-
institutionalize it.  There are two entrances:  One to the independent living units and one  
on the south side of the southwest building to the health center.  The independent living 
entrance has more architectural prominence.  Skilled nursing is on the main level in the 
heath care unit with assisted living and memory care on the second level and 
independent living above that.  Below the main entrance of the main building are three 
levels of parking with 278 spaces.  There are 137 surface parking spaces and a total of 
415 parking spaces.  Mr. Boggio described the entrances to the parking levels and the 
slopes on the site. The entrances to the parking levels relate to the grades.  Deliveries 
will be made using the entrance on South Street.  The main delivery area is on the south 
side of the west building. 
 
Exhibits A-5 through A-14:  Photographs of Houses in the Neighborhood 
Images of houses on Candlewood Drive, the closest residential area to the site.  Mr. 
Boggio studied the neighborhood for style, size, color, scale and materials so he could 
relate the design of the site to the character of the neighborhood.  The previously 
proposed site was red brick which is a durable material and low maintenance but also 
more commercial looking. 



 

 
Exhibit A-15:  Preliminary Major Site Plan Rendering – View of Main Entrance 
Mr. Boggio attempted to design the site to look residential using an assignment of brick, 
stone and siding and borrowed features and details from the neighborhood.  He also   
used different colors to break up the scale and make the buildings look residential.     
 
Exhibit A-16:  Preliminary Major Site Plan Rendering – View from Mountain Avenue 
Superimposed photo/photo simulation showing the “mansion on a hill” and park-like 
setting.    
 
Exhibit A-17:  Sample Board with Materials 
Samples of stone, brick, shingles and siding.  Lower colors – anticipated field color.  Top 
colors – trim colors.  The amount of brick has been reduced and the amount of stone 
increased to scale to the pedestrian view and to de-institutionalize the site and achieve a 
residential feel.  The siding and trim is no-maintenance, non-combustible Hardy Board.  
The stone is simulated.  The windows have not been selected but are usually a pre-
finished product. 
 
Exhibit A-18 through Exhibit A-20: Preliminary Major Site Plan Renderings 

• Exhibit A-18 – Pool Building, Partial South Elevation and  West Elevation – 
Buildings 2 and 3 

• Exhibit A-19 – North Elevation, North East Elevation 
• Exhibit A-20 – Enlarged Partial Elevations 

 
Elevations shown in Exhibits A-18-10 show that the buildings look residential.     
 
Exhibit A-21:  Preliminary Major Site Plan – Level 1 - Overall Floor Plan 
Dark flesh – dwelling spaces.  Ochre – public spaces. 
Mr. Boggio reviewed the layout.  On this level are different types of spaces reflective of 
residents’ different lifestyles and experiences including a store, deli, café, pub and class 
rooms.  There are 40 independent living units on this level and 39 beds in the health 
center.  Residents can walk from one building to another on this level without going 
outside using the walkways.    
 
Exhibit A-22:  Preliminary Major Site Plan – Level 2 - Overall Floor Plan 
There are 46 assisted living/memory care units and 48 independent living units, a 
computer center and library.   
 
Exhibit A-23:  Preliminary Major Site Plan – Level 3 – Overall Floor Plan 
This level has 48 independent living units. 
 
Exhibit A-24:  Preliminary Major Site Plan – Level 4 – Overall Floor Plan 
Independent living units.  
 
Exhibit A-25:  Preliminary Major Site Plan – Level 5 – Overall Floor plan 
Independent living units. 
 
Exhibit A-27:  Preliminary Major Site Plan – Level 1 – Overall Floor Plan 
Note:  Duplicate exhibit number.  Mr. Boggio spoke to this as A-26 but it was 
marked as Exhibit A-27 
 



 

Exhibit A-27:  Preliminary Major Site Plan – Lower Level 1 – Overall Floor Plan  
This level has the first level of indoor parking, 30 independent living units and a chapel.   
 
 
Exhibit A-28:  Preliminary Major Site Plan – Lower Level 2 – Overall Floor Plan 
This is the second level below the main entrance.  Vehicles enter the parking area from 
the side.  Separate parking levels make the parking less institutional and commercial 
than one large garage and eliminate the need for a big ramp.  The garage works with the 
grade. 
 
Exhibit A-29:  Preliminary Major Site Plan – Lower Lever 3 – Overall Floor Plan 
Lower level 3 is the lowest level, which is 30 feet lower than the main entrance level, and 
has 26 independent living units, fitness center, salon, pool and garage.  The intention is 
that every resident will get one parking space since there are 275 units and 278 spaces 
in the garage.   
 
The Board questioned the witness.  The buildings are all connected on Level 1:  A 
resident can walk to every building from this level through walkways/breezeways.  Mr. 
Boggio does not have a photo simulation of the site from South Street.  Buildings 3 and 
4 are closest to the neighborhood and are on  a horizontal plane from the roofs on 
Candlewood and will appear lower from the neighborhood.  Landscaping blocks the 
view.  The ins and outs of the façade were designed to make the site look residential, 
and the back of the site is treated the same as the front.  The engineer will testify as to 
how the building heights were reduced.  The buildings would be 5 stories when viewed 
from Candlewood (Exhibit A-19)  The beige-color area shown on the right side of 
building 3 (top right of top image on Exhibit A-19) is for bedrooms and storage.  The 
change in look was made to break up the repetition but windows may be added to this 
section.  Mr. Boggio does not believe the eight levels as shown on the west elevation of 
buildings 2 and 3 (Exhibit A-18) will be visible from Candlewood Drive or Mountain 
Avenue but will be visible from the interior court yard.  The doors for the garages have 
not been selected but will be simple residential doors not metal cages and will have 
electronic controls.  It hasn’t been decided if there will be one bay or two bays with a 
median. 
 
The civil engineer will address screening for the dumpster area and snow removal.  The 
Board asked about the residents that overlook the dumpster, generator and air 
conditioner.  Mr. Boggio tried to locate the dumpster area off in the corner so that it isn’t 
directly in front of a unit.  There will be heavy screening with plant materials that will 
grow up over time to be taller than the walls or fences that surround the dumpsters, 
generator and air conditioning unit to provide screenage.  Those living above will be able 
to see the area but at an angle so the landscaping should help. There is adequate space 
in the delivery area for a vehicle to turn around.  The delivery area is out of the way of 
residential traffic and is not visible from Mountain Avenue or Candlewood Drive because 
it is hidden by the grade.   
 
The fitness center is on the lower level and there is direct access from it to the pool 
building which has a glass roof and glass on the side to provide lots of light.  It serves as 
a centerpiece and goes along with the green spaces/courtyard.  
 
The air conditioning is handled with a central chiller that is located in the fenced area by 
the dumpster on the west side of the site.  There is also a generator there.  It is not 



 

enclosed but it will be fenced and the perimeter will be landscaped to provide screenage.  
The Board asked about sound mitigation.  Mr. Boggio responded that locating sound-
generating equipment away from residential units is part of the design process, and he 
has located it off in a corner.  The units are heavily landscaped with shrubs that will grow 
higher than the unit.    Typically there is not much noise unless the generator is running.   
 
The exterior materials are sustainable, and the applicant will try to use sustainable 
materials on the interior if possible.  The applicant always tries to design toward 
sustainability.  The applicant has found that LEEDs (Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design) certification doesn’t prove itself economically and does not intend 
to seek certification but will follow best practices.  Sustainable practices are written into 
the contract for waste disposal. The applicant is not planning to have solar panels on the 
roof.    
 
The encroachment to Candlewood Drive is minimal.  There will be more landscaping and 
not the large areas of asphalt that exists now. 
 
The buildings and garages are sprinklered using a full commercial system.  Non-
combustible materials will be used and the protocol is to defend in place in event of fire.   
 
The engineer will speak to the changes in building height. 
 
Residents will be able to use the service area on the west side of the site and the north 
side of Building 2 to load and unload when moving in or out.  There will probably be two 
sites for loading/unloading.  The intent is to get a resident as close as possible to an 
elevator when moving in/out.  
 
The handicapped parking in the garage is not shown.  There will be handicapped 
parking in the guest parking area and in the garage.  Mr. Boggio believes the space 
count will prevail even when the handicapped spaces are added in the garage.   
 
Mr. Boggio provided more details on the amenities including the courtyards, patios with 
moveable furniture, sundecks, putting green and outdoor walkways.  The area between 
Building 5 and the garage is generally for outdoor recreation. 
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
Ken Esposito, 25 Candlewood Drive, asked why the site wasn’t designed so that trucks 
would make deliveries from Mountain Avenue rather than South Street.  With the lawn 
and the topography, Mr. Boggio believes that locating the delivery entrance on South 
Street has the least impact.  The engineer will address the issue of noise from the 
trucks. 
 
Clivia Esposito, 25 Candlewood Drive, asked about storm water management.  The 
engineer will testify to this.           
 
Grayson Murray, Bohler Engineering, was sworn in.  Mr. Grayson testified as an 
engineer before the Board for the applicant’s use variance.  Mr. Grayson gave a 
PowerPoint presentation.  The PowerPoint slides were marked as exhibits.   Referring to 
the existing conditions, already marked as Exhibit A-1, Mr. Grayson described the park-



 

like setting with mature trees on the southeast corner of the property and the applicant’s 
desire to maintain this setting.  The topography and 60-foot grade change was a 
significant factor in designing the site.  The applicant used the grades to accommodate 
the design.   
 
Exhibit A-30:  Existing Conditions (Steep Slopes) 
Photos provide three vantage points to highlight the steep slopes on the site: 
   

• Photo 1 – From the west side of the site looking southeast showing the steep 
manmade embankment between the parking area and the office building.   

• Photo 2 – From the northeast portion of the site looking west showing manmade 
grades of 15-20%. 

• Photo 3 – From the southeast portion of the property looking to the northwest 
capturing the lawn area and the grade as you move north.   

 
The slopes are embankments from prior fill.  The slopes range from 15 to 25%.  The 
steepest is the embankment on the parking field.  The slopes are not environmentally 
sensitive.  
 
Mr. Murray described the project referring to Exhibit A-4.  The applicant proposes to 
demolish the existing building and parking area and construct the five buildings 
representing 617,000 square feet including 98,000 square feet for the garage.  The 
existing driveway and lawn will remain which represents 43,000 feet less disturbance.  
The site has two access points with two-way circulation that intersect with onsite drive 
aisles.  There are 137 surface parking spaces for visitors and employees and 278  
residential spaces in the garage.  The handicap spaces for the underground parking 
need to be added but he does not expect a loss of the total count of parking spaces from 
adding the handicapped spaces.  There are 12 less parking spaces than previously 
approved.  There are 472 less spaces than what exists on the site today.  The applicant 
seeks a waiver for the dimension of the spaces.  The ordinance requires 10% of the 
stalls to be 9 feet by 20 feet.  The applicant offers that it complies with this with the 
perimeter parking that allows for a two-foot overhang effectively providing a 9-foot by 20-
foot parking space as an alternative to striping another area and increasing the asphalt 
around the perimeter.  
 
Exhibit A-31:  Zoning Comparison 
Shows the difference between the proposed bulk requirements and approved 
requirements.   
The proposed front-yard set backs on Mountain Avenue and South Streets are now 
greater than what was approved.  The rear-yard setback is 14.5 feet less than approved 
because the building was moved north but it is a discrete part of the building and then 
the setback increases.  Maximum building length has been reduced by 351.9 feet.  The 
side-yard setback has been increased 5.1 feet.  The front parking buffer is now 50.8 feet 
greater as is the residential buffer by 25.7 feet.  The applicant proposes three parking 
spaces (versus 0 approved) in the front yard but believes this is permissible because the 
code allows 12 spaces.  The square footage has been reduced 62,614 square feet 
reducing the floor area ratio 10% from 0.76 to 0.69 while maintaining the unit count that 
was approved.  The building heights were reduced one foot which was achieved through 
the average grade calculation and how the buildings were fit into the topography.  The 
proposed plan increases green areas by 44,725 square feet representing a 5% decrease 
in impervious coverage. 



 

 
Mr. Murray reviewed the steep slopes disturbances.  The only areas to be disturbed are 
shown on the photos in Exhibit A-30 and these are manmade slopes.   The applicant has 
submitted a plan that shows the exact areas.  Slope stability has been addressed with 
retaining walls at the appropriate locations.  Mr. Murray described the steep slope 
disturbances.  The steep slope disturbance from the approved amount has been 
reduced 8,590 square feet for slopes greater than 25%; 7,625 square feet for slopes 
between 20 and 25%, and, 9,077 square feet for slopes between 15 and 20%.   
 
Exhibit A-32:  Existing Development Overlay (Comparison Exhibit [Existing 
Development]) 
Shows the limit of the existing development.   
The entire development is within the existing condition and represents 43,000 square 
feet less disturbance. 
 
Exhibit A-33:  Proposed Limits of Disturbance (Comparison Exhibit Limits of 
Disturbance) 
Shows the difference between the approved and proposed limit of disturbance. 
At the northeast wooded area, 7,500 square feet will not be disturbed and in the central 
portion of the design, 3,200 square feet will not be disturbed.  Eighteen mature trees on 
Mountain Avenue will be preserved. 
 
Mr. Murray testified that the storm water management complies with the ordinance and 
state design criteria because the applicant is reducing the impervious coverage.  The 
site meets the quantity reduction criteria and recharge quality criteria by reducing the 
impervious coverage.  The applicant also looked at the drainage sheds on the property 
(Exhibit A-4).  There are sub drainage sheds within the property.  The applicant does not 
want to alter the existing drainage pattern to force more water to any point than exists 
today.  The water sheds are balanced so that the site doesn’t surcharge.       
 
The applicant proposes 20-feet tall Gardco lights that are state-of-the-art, energy 
efficient, LED lights that are have a full-cutoff and can be focused to illuminate precise 
areas under the fixture.  The lights comply with the lighting ordinance.  The site will have 
a mixture of single- and double-pole fixtures along with wall-mounted building lights.   
The pathways have lights although they are more aesthetic:  The area lights will 
illuminate the pathways.   
 
Two hundred fifty new plantings will be installed on the property.  The plants were 
chosen to complement and soften the slopes and include shade trees, ornamentals and 
ground cover.  
 
Mr. Murray responded to questions from the Board.  There are no lights at the property 
boundary with Candlewood Drive.  The lights are 10 feet behind the curbs and are very 
focused.   There will be no light spill over.  There is a zero-foot candle value around the 
perimeter.  Ms. Shiffman asked that the applicant address a number of issues before the 
next meeting including the front-yard parking spaces, the Community Impact Statement, 
condition of the trees in the front, the height and change in the number of floors and the 
height of the health care unit.  Ms. Shiffman also asked the applicant to provide a 
summary table of the units and amenities and a hardcopy of the PowerPoint exhibits.  
Mr. Niehoff asked the applicant to speak to long-term maintenance of the site at the next 
hearing.   



 

 
The hearing will be carried to May 21, 2012.  No further notice is required or will be 
given. 
 
I. MISCELLANEOUS 
 
The inflatable “chef” is still in front of Muscle Maker Grill.  Mr. Lynch will speak to the 
owner.   
 
There is an article in the Independent Press about the solar array at Alcatel-Lucent.  Mr. 
Morin will follow up with Alcatel-Lucent about the plantings on the site.   
 
H. REVIEW OF PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR MONDAY, May 7, 2012 
 
Dianguo Zhang and Linghong Fu     Application #2012-08 
452 Charnwood Road, Block  24, Lot 18, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II & III for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed side yard setback to the addition is 10.22 feet whereas 12 feet is 
the minimum required.  The proposed FAR is .277 whereas .252 is the maximum 
permitted.   
 
I.  EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 
No Executive Session. 
 
J.  MINUTES FROM 4/2/12 
 
Mr. Grob moved and Mr. Van Schoick seconded the motion to approve the minutes of 
April 2, 2012, as submitted.  
 
K.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:10 p.m. 
 


