
 

BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

MEETING MINUTES – MONDAY JUNE 18, 2012 – 8:00 p.m. 
 
Present:     Mr. Nadelberg, Mr. Grob, Mr. Hoeflng, Mr. Karr, Mr. Pennisi, Mr. Ping, Ms. 
Polesak, Mr. Van Schoick, Phil Morin, Board Attorney, and Margaret Koontz, Secretary.  
 
Absent:  Mr. Wycko  
 
Also present:  Mr. Keith Lynch, Director of Planning Development, Ms. Marcia Shiffman, 
Borough Planner and Mr. Paul Niehoff, Borough Engineer.      
 
A.  CALL TO ORDER 
Chairman Nadelberg called the meeting to order at 8:03 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  
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.   
 
Mr. Pennisi moved this and Mr. Grob seconded same.  Members voting in favor:  
Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Pennisi, Ms. Polesak, Mr. Van Schoick, Mr. Ping, Mr. 
Hoefling and Mr. Nadelberg.    
 
  
E.  PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR JUNE 4, 2012 
 
John and Melissa Vetter      Application #2012-10 
27 Acorn Drive, Block 256, Lot 11, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II, for permission to construct an 
addition and front porch.  The front yard set back along Acorn Drive is 31.7 feet to the 
front porch and 29.15 feet along Whitewood Drive whereas 40 feet is the minimum 
required.  The existing driveway is 19 feet wide whereas 16 feet is the minimum width 
allowed.  The existing right rear corner of the house is 11.11 feet whereas 12 feet is the 
minimum required.  The front yard set back along Whitewood Drive to the existing house 
is 15.50 feet whereas 40 feet is the minimum required.  
 
John and Mellissa Vetter were sworn in.  The Vetters have a corner lot which creates a 
hardship for any improvement plans because of the two front-yard setbacks.  The front-



 

yard setbacks, driveway and right rear corner of the house are existing non-
conformances.  The applicants do not have a view from the rear of the house and would 
like to add a front porch where they can sit and look at each other rather than a “sit and 
wave” porch.  A photograph of the Acorn Drive side of the property was marked as 
Exhibit A-1.  A photograph of the driveway side of the house was marked as Exhibit A-2.  
A photograph of 66 Oakwood with a porch similar to what the applicants propose was 
marked as Exhibit A-3.  A photograph of 297 Livingstone Avenue with a porch also 
similar to the proposed porch was marked as Exhibit A-4. 
 
The Vetters responded to questions from the Board.  There is another house on Acorn 
with a porch, but Mr. Vetter did not have the dimensions or setback.  The stairs will come 
off of the porch.   The steps are 28 feet from the front property line.  Mr. Vetter said that 
the porch is still set back farther than the neighbor’s porch.  The porch does not 
encroach farther on Whitewood Drive.  The Board discussed re-locating the steps off the 
side of the porch to reduce the encroachment.  The Vetters have not chosen materials 
yet but are considering stone block for the porch.  The porch will not be enclosed.  The 
house original house exceeds the zoning requirements and needs to be updated.  The 
Vetters will be replacing the siding and the windows.  The applicant would consider 
making the porch smaller if necessary.  There is an air conditioning unit in the side yard.  
The Board expressed concern about the size of the porch and its potential use as a 
“party” place by subsequent owners.  Mr. Vetter believes the porch is in line with the 
style of the house and aesthetically the best option.  Mr. Karr is concerned that the porch 
is larger than it needs to be.    
 
The Board had no questions about the 200-foot master suite addition.  Mr. Grob stated 
that is tucked away nicely above an existing room.  Ms. Vetter said that the master suite 
will give them a little more room.  The siding on the addition will match the siding on the 
house.   
   
The Board had no further questions for the witnesses. 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.  
 
There were no comments from the public. 
 
The hearing was closed.      
  
Discussion:  Mr. Karr believes the front porch is excessive and is closer to Acorn Drive 
than other homes.   Mr. Pennisi agreed that an 8-foot porch is not typical but in this case 
it doesn’t bother him and it makes sense.  Ms. Polesak has no problem with the porch 
and likes the idea of “front porching.”  Mr. Hoefling thinks it is a huge improvement to the 
look of the house and adds to the neighborhood.  Mr. Grob thinks the porch is in 
balance.  Mr. Van Schoick believes that adding 2 feet allows people to sit around a table 
rather than side-by-side.  
  
Ms. Polesak moved to approve the application.  Mr. Pennisi seconded the motion with 
the condition that the porch never be enclosed.  A Resolution will be passed at the next 



 

meeting.  Those in favor:  Mr. Grob, Mr. Pennisi, Ms. Polesak, Mr. Van Schoick, Mr. Ping 
and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  Mr. Karr.       
 
Chris and Lisa Konzelmann      Application #2012-11 
93 Penwood Drive, Block 360, Lot 36, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II, for permission to construct a porch 
addition.  The rear yard set back to the porch addition is 34 feet whereas 40 feet is the 
minimum required.   
 
Chris and Lisa Konzelmann and Peter Dellomo, contractor for the applicants, were 
sworn in.  Mr. Dellomo testified that the Konzelmanns would like to add a 15 foot by 18 
foot enclosed, three-season porch at the back of the house off of the dining room so that 
the applicants can enjoy their backyard.  The porch extends 15 feet into the backyard 
which causes a 6 foot rear-yard encroachment at worst.  The dining room is small and 
there is no eat-in kitchen so the porch would provide more living area for the 
Konzelmanns.  The single-story porch will not be heated and will have siding part way up 
the side that will match the house.  Their property is large, ¾ of an acre, and Mr. 
Dellomo does not believe the porch intrudes on the neighbors.  The Konzelmanns plan 
to landscape around the porch.  A photo board with pictures showing where the porch 
would be, the backyard, the next-door neighbor’s house, the house across the street, the 
neighbor’s porch which is similar to the proposed porch and a view of the neighbor’s 
property from the vantage point of the proposed porch was marked as Exhibit A-1. 
 
The witnesses responded to questions from the Board.  The siding will match the 
existing house.  There would be a small space under the porch but it is not intended for 
storage.  The applicant is willing to landscape around the porch. There would be a 
screen door from the porch to the patio.  The Konzelmanns have added 19 trees to the 
property to maximize the privacy of the property.   
 
The Board had no further questions for the witnesses. 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.     
 
Ilwon Kang, 12 Gerard Court, opposes the porch addition for three reasons:  1) It will 
reduce his privacy and his quality of life because the Konzelmann’s house will be closer 
to his house, 2) it will reduce his property value, and 3) zoning ordinances are in place to 
preserve and protect homeowners’ interests in their property.   
 
The Board questioned Mr. Kang and the applicants.  Mr. Kang lives directly behind the 
Konzelmanns and has lived there for six years.  Ms. Konzelmann described the view of 
Mr. Kang’s backyard from the proposed porch as shown in the pictures on Exhibit A-1 
adding that the porch looks out toward Mr. Kang’s driveway and garage not his living 
space and does not believe it intrudes on his property or privacy.  Ms. Konzelmann said 
they are thinking about putting 8-foot trees around the property because they also want 
privacy.  Mr. Dellomo stated that the Konzelmann’s existing upstairs windows are 
already an intrusion into Mr. Kang’s privacy.  He considered different dimensions and 
actually started with a larger porch and scaled it back.  He also looked at wrapping the 



 

porch around the corner but the flow didn’t work.  The porch needs to be a minimum of 
12 feet to accommodate a table and chairs but this does not allow for foot traffic around 
the table/chairs so 15 feet are proposed.  Mr. Dellomo tried lots of configurations to 
avoid a variance.  Mr. Kang’s rear-yard set back is 40 feet.  Mr. Grob suggested that an 
aerial map of the properties combined with the tax map would be helpful to show the 
relationship of the two properties.   
 
The hearing was closed.  
 
Discussion:  Mr. Hoefling is concerned about the neighbor’s privacy and would like to 
see the applicant be more creative since it looks as if there is room on the property to 
work with.   An aerial map as suggested would be helpful.  Mr. Karr supports the 
proposed porch addition:  There is landscaping that provides privacy.  Mr. Pennisi 
agreed with Mr. Hoefling about the neighbor’s privacy as it is the Board’s responsibility to 
look at encroachments.  The height could be more of an encroachment, and he would 
also like to see other options.  Mr. Nadelberg stated that the encroachment is only 6 feet 
into the combined 80 feet for the two back yards.  Mr. Van Schoick does not see any 
difference in the privacy between the existing dining room windows and the porch.  Mr. 
Ping and Ms. Polesak agreed that 6 feet of encroachment over a combined 80 feet is not 
a privacy issue.  Mr. Grob would like to see maps showing the two properties to 
determine if there is a privacy issue. 
 
Mr. Ping moved to approve the application.  Mr. Karr seconded the motion with the 
conditions that the applicants add landscaping and maintain the existing landscaping 
along the back of the property and that the Board retain jurisdiction over the landscaping 
for two years.  A Resolution will be passed at the next meeting.  Those in favor:  Mr. 
Karr, Ms. Polesak, Mr. Van Schoick, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  Mr. 
Grob and Mr. Pennisi.   
 
LNR Properties       Application #2012-02 
810 Old Springfield Avenue, Block 121, Lots 1, 2 and 34, C-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
The Applicant seeks permission to use a portion of the premises as a pizzeria type 
restaurant.  The Applicant is requesting waiver of formal site plan review and/or site plan 
approval as the proposed site improvements are minimal. The Applicant is requesting 
approval for bulk variances for parking area setback whereas 3 feet is existing and 
proposed and 30 feet is required; for front yard setback whereas .75 feet is existing and 
proposed for the existing building and 15 feet is required; for parking lot setback from the 
building whereas 6 feet is existing and proposed and 12 feet is required; for fence 
setback from the building whereas 0 feet is proposed and 12 is required; for rear yard 
setback whereas 5.5 feet is existing and proposed and 30 feet is required; and for 
maximum improved lot coverage whereas 92.8%  is existing and proposed and 80% is 
permitted.  The Applicant is also requesting use variance approval to permit a portion of 
the property to be used as a restaurant and said use is not permitted in the zoning 
district.  In addition, the Applicant is requesting variance/waiver approval with regard to 
any other matters deemed appropriate or necessary by the Board. 
 
This application will be carried to July 2, 2012.  No further notice is required or will be 
given. 
 
New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC and Sprint Spectrum, L.P.  Application #2012-13 
1778 Springfield Avenue, Block 191, Lot 1, C-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ 



 

For permission to construct a temporary 100’ ballast frame monopole with related 
equipment placed at the base of the monopole. 
 
Mr. Karr recused himself from the hearing. 
 
Mr. Morin read Rule 2:9-1 of the Board of Adjustment by-laws that permits the rehearing 
of the New Cingular Wireless and Sprint Spectrum application previously denied by the 
Board.  Because of the time constraints for the applicant to find a location for a 
temporary monopole, the applicant re-noticed stating the grounds for reconsideration of 
the application in the notice.  The notice complies with the requirement of the by-laws, 
and it is appropriate for the Board to re-hear the application.   
 
Judy Fairweather, attorney for the applicant, summarized the changes to the application.  
AT&T/Cingular originally had nine antennas that were mounted off of the pole and Sprint 
had three.  AT&T/Cingular is foregoing data communications and is reducing the number 
of antennas from nine to three.  Sprint will still have three.  The antennas will be flush- 
mounted on the pole.  The fence concealing the cabinets is white and the garbage 
enclosure is white to match.  The applicant needs the temporary monopole to maintain 
911 services.  Photographs of the site and views of the monopole from various locations 
were marked as Exhibit A-8. 
 
Mark W. Tinder was sworn in and accepted by the Board as a licensed real estate 
appraiser.  Mr. Tinder described the location of the proposed monopole in the C-2 
Neighborhood Commercial District in relationship to the surrounding R-2, R2A and A-2 
zones and the existing commercial and residential uses in the area.  The condos at 
Heritage Village are the closest residential units.  Three units at Heritage Village are 70 
feet from the pole and two are 80 feet from the pole.  The next closest units are 140 feet 
and 150 feet from the pole.  The properties across Union Avenue, Block 190, Lots 4 and 
5, are 133 feet and 150 feet, respectively, from the monopole.   All other properties are 
more than 150 feet from the monopole.   
 
Mr. Tinder characterized the proposed use as a passive:  It is not an intensive use like a 
typical commercial site.  The monopole will not generate noise, odors or traffic.  
Technicians will service the site every six weeks.  There are no lights and the monopole 
does not create a burden on municipal services.  The topography and vegetation will 
remain the same.  There will be no change in the mixed use character of the surrounding 
area.  The temporary nature of the monopole is a mitigating factor.   
 
Based on field observations and his work as a realtor and re-locator, Mr. Tinder testified 
that he has not found reasonable potential value impact associated with property use.  A 
Sales Comparison Analysis of a home at 42 Valley Wood Drive in Franklin Township 
that is located adjacent to a 120-foot monopole was marked as Exhibit A-7.  The 
analysis provides a worst-case scenario because the monopole is in an all-residential 
area unlike the proposed monopole. The home in the analysis is located 545 feet from 
the monopole from which there is a clear view of it.  The analysis is based on the sale of 
the home closest to the monopole as compared to sales of those farther away.  The 
analysis shows that the marketplace did not recognize a value discount for the property 
as compared to similar homes farther away from the monopole.  The home sold within a 
reasonable amount of time in a price range that the marketplace assumed it should sell 
for.   
 



 

The Board asked Mr. Tinder to explain the grid of sales of comparable houses with 
adjustments.  Mr. Pennisi asked if the pricing of homes near a monopole is similar to the 
20% discount taken for homes near high tension wires.  Mr. Tinder stated that any 
structure is priced in the marketplace and the market adjusts itself.  He has seen some 
price adjustments for high-tension lines, however, his research has not shown a 
measurable value impact for monopoles although this does not prove that there isn’t 
any.  He is comfortable concluding that the marketplace is not reducing the value of 
homes near monopoles and that there is no recognized value impact.  He has not done 
any studies on monopoles on wheels.   He has gone back to neighborhoods to look at 
sales and resales and the marketplace is not reacting negatively although realtors have 
told him that some buyers have said they wouldn’t look at a home near a monopole.  
The monopole near the homes in his analysis pre-dated the development.  There were 
no other factors such as a flood zone that had to be considered in his analysis. Mr. 
Tinder does not have the prices of the first sales of the home and comparable homes in 
the study versus the original prices. He does not have an analysis of homes closer to 
monopoles and does not know of any studies that would be analogous to the proposed 
monopole.  Ms. Shiffman noted that 545 feet from a monopole is a substantial difference 
from 70 feet.  Mr. Pennisi stated that as a realtor he is not sure that a monopole has no 
negative impact because some prospective buyers won’t even consider looking at the 
house if there is a monopole.  Mr. Tinder responded that this could be the case but if 
there’s enough of an objection, this will show in the marketplace.  Mr. Tinder stated that 
buyers are more afraid of the unknown, and he has seen more of negative market 
impact on homes where there was a power line easement but no power line and 
probably never would be a power line.      
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness. The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public.   
 
Christine Bockelmann, 1766A Springfield Avenue, asked how the monopole will impact 
the value of her property.  Mr. Tinder responded that it won’t affect the value of her 
property.   
 
Arline Siegel, 1766C Springfield Avenue, had no question but stated that the monopole 
is less than 30 feet from the porches at Heritage Village.  One unit at Heritage Village is 
going on the market so time will tell if the monopole has an impact on property values at 
Heritage Village. 
 
Carole Witalis, 1776B Springfield Avenue, asked about the vegetation, topography and 
terrain.  The vegetation and topography will remain the same.   The terrain will also 
remain the same since nothing is being moved. 
  
Ms. Shiffman asked about the visual impact study and the reason for the study.  Mr. 
Tinder responded that his testimony addressed changes in the character of the area as 
a result of the monopole, which will remain a mix of commercial and residential use with 
or without the monopole, and not the aesthetics of the monopole.  However, his sales 
comparison analysis in a way addresses the aesthetics because the market would adjust 
for the visual impact of the monopole.    
 
Nicholas Barile, ComEx Consultants, previously sworn in and accepted as a licensed 
civil engineer reviewed Sheet Z-2 of the site plan, revised on June 7, 2012, showing the 
redesign of the monopole with the reduction in AT&T/Cingular’s antennas from nine to 



 

three and a cluster mount so that they are tighter to the monopole.  There is a ten-foot 
high privacy fence all the way around the perimeter of the ballast.  Two of the cabinets 
will be visible above the fence by one foot but will be white.  The area around the 
dumpster enclosure is of the same material as the fence. 
 
Mr. Ping asked about the range of coverage with the reduction in the number of 
antennas.  Yvan Joseph, previously sworn in and accepted as a radio frequency 
engineer responded that the applicant has redesigned the tower and some of the 
services.  Customers will have voice and limited data services but no internet or high-
speed wireless services.  Mr. Joseph testified that the applicant had to remove some of 
the antennas because it had to make a change in the application in order to come back 
to the Board for a re-hearing plus the Board reacted negatively to the visual impact of 
the original monopole.   
 
The Board discussed the fence and would prefer a wooden fence over the white vinyl.   
 
Mr. Niehoff asked about alternate sites specifically the Union Avenue right of way 
between Prestige Petroleum and McDonalds.  Mr. Barile stated that the applicant looked 
at the site and based on its review of the New Jersey GIS (formerly i-MAP) database 
found that the area would require a 150-foot buffer and the applicant would have to go to 
DEP for a Letter of Interpretation (LOI).  Mr. Hipolit provided a LOI for the adjacent 
property (Prestige Petroleum) this afternoon that showed wetlands that require a 50-foot 
buffer but Mr. Barile couldn’t verify where the wetlands are.  Mr. Niehoff stated that the 
LOI does include that property and there are reference maps that show the wetlands.   
The applicant was not aware of these maps until tonight.   The Topographic Survey map 
was marked as Exhibit M-1.  The Wetland Permitting Plan map was marked as Exhibit 
M-2.  Mr. Niehoff believes this is an available site and the applicant would not have to go 
to DEP for an LOI:  The area that would be used is a disturbed area on pervious surface 
that might make things easier.  A copy of the Letter of Interpretation from DEP was 
marked as Exhibit M-3.  Ms. Fairweather understands that the Board would like it to look 
at this site but the applicant would still have to go to DEP to ensure the site could be 
used and DEP does not usually act quickly.  For the site to be in play, Council would 
have to vote on it and pass an ordinance.  The work would have to go out to bid and the 
bid advertised.  The bid documents would then have to be reviewed.  All of this would 
have to occur before August 1, 2012, when the applicants have to be off of the PSE&G 
site.  The applicant could cut service for a period of time to investigate use of this site but 
911 services would be lost.   
 
A pole on a truck is not feasible because it is not permissible in the ordinance and would 
require the applicant to come to the Board.  Also, a pole high enough to maintain service 
requires guide lines that extend out 35 feet so the footprint is even greater than 
proposed.  The applicant considered this but couldn’t find an area that would 
accommodate the area required.      

 
The Board had no further questions for the witnesses. The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public.   

 
Christine Bockelman, 1766A Springfield Avenue, asked what would happen to the 
monopole if the transmission shop, which is for sale, were to be sold.  The lease for the 
monopole would go with the property. 
 



 

Carole Witalis, 1776B Springfield Avenue, asked if the owners of the other sites 
approached were presented with options besides the monopole such as multiple poles 
on roof tops so they would be spread out.   The monopole needs to be close to the 
existing site and there are no roof tops tall enough to clear the tree line and get 
coverage. 
 
Ms. Shiffman asked the applicant to address the Board’s questions from the previous 
hearing.  The applicant does not have the exact number of people affected if service is 
lost:  This is hard to quantify because of the transient nature of people driving through 
the area that would lose coverage.   Springfield Avenue is a county road so it was a 
priority to provide coverage in this area when looking at alternate sites.  The applicant 
did not look at the defunct nursery because it is outside of a commercial zone and would 
have negatively impacted the character of the area since it is a residential area.  The 
applicant did an extensive survey and could not find any existing structures to 
accommodate the antennas that would provide the same or similar service.  The 
applicant did not do a survey of how many residents in New Providence rely only on cell 
service.  Mr. Barile did not know about the Letter of Interpretation for the Prestige 
Petroleum site until today.   
 
Peter Tolischus, previously sworn in and accepted as a licensed planner with a 
concentration in cellular applications, described the photo simulations on Exhibit A-6. 
Photograph 1 shows the ten-foot high white fence that will conceal the ballast and the 
six-foot high dumpster enclosure.  The photo simulation from Heather Court, photograph 
5, shows that the array of antennas is significantly different and is a major visual change.   
 
The applicant could temporarily locate the monopole on the proposed site while waiting 
for DEP approval for the Union Avenue right-of-way site and move it to that site when 
ready; however, the applicant has signed a two-year lease for the proposed site.  Ms. 
Fairweather outlined again the steps that would be required to use the Union Avenue 
right-of-way site  and believes it is too speculative to do this.   
 
Mr. Tolischus testified to the balancing required by Sica and the impact of the monopole 
on the zoning plan.  The monopole will be located in a commercial district so there is no 
negative impact.  In addition, the impact of the monopole can be measured by the 
permanency of the structure and the monopole is temporary.  Mr. Tolischus does not 
believe the monopole can be re-located to a Light Industrial site where it is permitted.  
Mr. Tolischus testified that the site selected does not meet the buffer requirements but it 
is the only viable site.     
 
The Board had no further questions for the witnesses. The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public.   
 
There were no questions from the public. 
 
Ms. Fairweather stated that PSE&G has said that the new power lines will be up in two 
years and possibly sooner.  PSE&G has always followed its schedule in the past.  She 
does not know if the applicant will have to come before the Board to re-locate the 
antennas back on the PSE&G site.  The Board discussed imposing a condition that the 
monopole be re-located to the PSE&G site within 30 days of the availability of that site to 
which the applicant was agreeable. 
 



 

No one else appeared to testify for this application.  The hearing was opened to 
comments from the audience.      
 
Carole Witalis, 1776C Springfield Avenue, does not have much faith in the validity of the 
real estate analysis and impact of the monopole on property values.  She is not in favor 
of the monopole and hopes the Board will support her.   
 
Mr. Morin asked the applicant to provide a memorandum of lease that shows the start 
and end dates of the lease for the monopole.   
 
The hearing was closed. 
 
Discussion:  Mr. Grob is not convinced about the impact on the surrounding real estate.  
The visual impact of the redesigned monopole is a substantially less and makes a huge 
difference.  He likes that the antennas can be relocated back to the PSE&G site if the 
site is available sooner than projected.  Mr. Hoefling believes the monopole is for the 
greater good since so many people and emergency services now rely on wireless 
service.  He understands the neighbors’ concerns, but the monopole is temporary.  The 
applicant has jumped through hoops and the site has been cleaned up as a result of the 
application.  Mr. Nadelburg agreed that the monopole is for the public good although he 
feels for the neighbors.  The memorandum of lease should help residents trying to sell 
their properties while the monopole is on the site.  He would like to see the pole painted 
and a wooden rather than vinyl fence.  The color of the pole and fence could be left to 
the discretion of the Borough professionals.  He would also like to add a condition 
requiring the applicant to landscape or provide appropriate screenage for the equipment 
when it is moved back to the PSE&G site.  Ms. Polesak believes approving the 
application is for the greater good and appreciates the extra efforts the applicant made 
to improve the visual impact.  Mr. Pennisi likes the improvements that have been made 
and the provision to move the equipment back to the PSE&G site earlier if the work is 
finished.  Mr. Ping understands the need for 911 services and the reduction in the 
number of antennas is good, but there is a lot going on at that corner.  He would still like 
to know how many people would be affected by loss of service and a discussion of how 
Verizon customers get service and where its service comes from.  Mr. Van Schoick 
reiterated his belief that positive and negative proofs were already provided for the 
existing service.  He feels for the residents but the monopole is for the greater good.        
 
Mr. Pennisi moved to re-hear the application.  Ms. Polesak seconded the motion.  Those 
in favor:  Mr. Grob, Mr. Pennisi, Ms. Polesak, Mr. Van Schoick, Mr. Ping, Mr. Hoefling 
and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  None. 
 
Mr. Hoefling moved to approve the application with the conditions that the applicant 
provide a memorandum of lease; the equipment be re-located to the PSE&G site within 
30 days of the availability of the PSE&G site; the fence around the temporary monopole 
be wood and that the fence and monopole be painted subject to discussions with the 
Borough officials regarding color; and, the cabinets, when they are moved back to the 
PSE&G site, be screened with landscaping or an appropriate alternative.  Those in favor:  
Mr. Grob, Mr. Pennisi, Ms. Polesak, Mr. Van Schoick, Mr. Hoefling and Mr. Nadelberg.  
Those opposed:  Mr. Ping.     
 
 
F. REVIEW OF PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR JULY 2, 2012 



 

 
LNR Properties       Application #2012-02 
810 Old Springfield Avenue, Block 121, Lots 1, 2 and 34, C-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
The Applicant seeks permission to use a portion of the premises as a pizzeria type 
restaurant.  The Applicant is requesting waiver of formal site plan review and/or site plan 
approval as the proposed site improvements are minimal. The Applicant is requesting 
approval for bulk variances for parking area setback whereas 3 feet is existing and 
proposed and 30 feet is required; for front yard setback whereas .75 feet is existing and 
proposed for the existing building and 15 feet is required; for parking lot setback from the 
building whereas 6 feet is existing and proposed and 12 feet is required; for fence 
setback from the building whereas 0 feet is proposed and 12 is required; for rear yard 
setback whereas 5.5 feet is existing and proposed and 30 feet is required; and for 
maximum improved lot coverage whereas 92.8%  is existing and proposed and 80% is 
permitted.  The Applicant is also requesting use variance approval to permit a portion of 
the property to be used as a restaurant and said use is not permitted in the zoning 
district.  In addition, the Applicant is requesting variance/waiver approval with regard to 
any other matters deemed appropriate or necessary by the Board. 
Carried from April 2, 2012, and June 18, 2012. 
 
G.  MISCELLANEOUS  
 
No miscellaneous business. 
 
H.  EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 
No Executive Session 
 
I   MINUTES FROM 6/4/12 
 
The minutes of June 4, 2012, were approved as submitted. 
 
J.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:45 p.m. 


