
 

BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

MEETING MINUTES – MONDAY August 6, 2012 – 8:00 p.m. 
 
Present:     Mr. Nadelberg, Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Ms. Polesak, Mr. Van Schoick and Mr. 
Wycko, Phil Morin, Board Attorney, and Margaret Koontz, Secretary.  
 
Absent:  Mr. Hoefling (recused from hearing and ineligible to vote on resolutions), Mr. 
Ping and Mr. Pennisi  
 
 
Also present:  Mr. Keith Lynch, Director of Planning Development, Mr. Jeff Janota, 
Borough Planner and 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.   

 

F.   RESOLUTIONS 
 
Steven and Lesley Aman      Application #2012-14 
5 Chestnut Street, Block 281, Lot 20, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II, for permission to install a 
generator.  The proposed front yard set back along Elm Street to the generator is 18.4 
feet whereas 40 feet is the minimum required. 
 
Ms. Polesak moved this and Mr. Karr seconded same.  Members voting in favor:  
Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Ms. Polesak, Mr. Van Schoick, Mr. Wycko and Mr. Nadelberg. 
 
755 Central Avenue, LLC      Application #2012-13   
755 Central Avenue, Block 185, Lot 20, TBI-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Seeks site plan, use variance and bulk variance approval for occupancy of 
approximately 37,000 square feet within the existing multi-tenant industrial building by 
Wrist USA (North America) which engages in the wholesale, distribution and 
warehousing of provisions, a small percentage of which, are “perishable” and not 
permitted in the TBI-2 Zone.    
 

Mr. Morin reviewed the change to condition #5 requested by the Borough’s engineer 
regarding the cross-hatching/striping of the drop-off area by NJ Film School.  The drop-
off area for NJ Film School will be striped in front of the curb-line with the sidewalk 
behind the curb.       
 



 

Mr. Van Schoick moved this and Mr. Grob seconded same.  Members voting in 
favor:  Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Ms. Polesak, Mr. Van Schoick and Mr. Wycko. 
 
 
E.  PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR AUGUST 6, 2012 
 
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.   
 
Ms. Polesak recused herself from the hearing.       
 
Irv Tobin of Gluck & Tobin, attorney for the applicant, stated that the experts will testify 
further about the changes made to the plan to address concerns from the Board and 
public and to answer questions.  The testimony will show the Board that the applicant 
has complied with all of its requests.  Mr. Tobin asked the Board to approve the 
application. 
 
Mr. Morin noted that two members of the Board recused themselves from the hearing 
and one member and one alternate were absent leaving only five Board members to 
vote on the application.  Since five affirmative votes are required to grant a D variance, 
the applicant was given the option to carry the hearing to a future date; however, Mr. 
Morin informed the applicant that there is no guarantee that the absent members would 
be present at a future hearing or would listen to tapes to be able to vote at a future 
hearing.  No polling of the Board prior to a vote is permissible.  The applicant opted to 
proceed with the hearing. 
 
Gary Szelc of Casey & Keller Incorporated, previously sworn in and accepted as a 
professional engineer and planner, described the application to rehabilitate the existing 
building to make it more attractive and to add a second apartment which is not permitted 
and the reason for the application.  The applicant has made multiple changes since the 
original plan:  The driveway has been moved to the west, the parking has been 
reconfigured and garages have been added for the residential apartments.  The higher 
parking standard was used (one space for 200 square feet) to calculate the parking 
requirements since the commercial tenant is not known at this time, and the site meets 
the requirement of 12 spaces for the commercial and residential spaces with ten surface 
and two garage spaces.  The parking spaces conform to the back-up requirements.  A 
sidewalk has been added around the building from the garages.   
 
A color rendering of Sheet 4 of the site plan, Lighting & Landscaping Plan, was marked 
as Exhibit A-8, August 6, 2012.  Mr. Szelc described the changes made to the plan.  A 
sidewalk has been added from the garage to the steps in front of the building.  The 
original handicap ramp has been replaced with an elevator on the eastern side of the 
building and a sidewalk has been added to connect to the parking spaces in the back.  
Shrubs have been added where the handicap ramp was.  More plantings have been 
added to the front and eastern side of the site.  If approved, the applicant would be 



 

willing to add supplemental plantings on the neighboring properties subject to the 
neighbors’ approval.  It is difficult to plant by the retaining wall along the perimeter 
because it is a tight space.  A small patio where the residential tenants could put lawn 
chairs or a barbeque has also been added near the elevator.   
 
Mr. Szelc addressed the proofs for granting a D-2 variance stating that the addition of 
the second apartment is not detrimental to the neighborhood, which is a mixed use of 
commercial and residential spaces, or to New Providence.  The addition of one rental 
unit is small when compared with the total population in New Providence and will be 
absorbed by the neighborhood.  While the apartment does not represent an inherently 
beneficial use, it represents good planning in that it is near the train station which is in 
keeping with New Jersey’s Master Plan for transit areas.  It also supports New 
Providence’s Master Plan that promotes mixed use in areas of town, for example Central 
Avenue, and encourages buildings to be remodeled and rehabilitated as land becomes 
less available. The site conforms for commercial use.  The one apartment is an existing 
non-conforming use and the addition of one apartment does not represent an undue 
hardship.  The increase in traffic is minimal.  The apartment is a beneficial use and will 
not tax the Borough’s infrastructure.      
 
Mr. Szelc reviewed the drainage which has not changed and addressed a previous 
question about sloping the driveway the other way stating that this would require the 
retaining wall to be four feet higher.  The rate of flow at the site will not increase and 
storm water will be captured in an underground detention system and then flow from the 
site into the municipal storm system on the neighbors’ property via a controlled outlet.  
 
The Board asked about access to the storm sewer which is in the neighbors’ driveway 
and would require construction for a period of time and whether the applicant can do 
this.  Mr. Lynch responded that this is not unusual for an easement except that there is 
an improvement (the roadway) on the easement; however, the applicant has agreed to 
repair the roadway.  Mr. Niehoff stated that tying into the municipal system is preferable 
to sheet flow over land and this option was recommended by the Borough engineer.  Mr. 
Morin said he would need to review the easement for conditions to see about the rights 
to access the municipal storm sewer via the adjacent private property and added that 
this might have to go to Council.   
 
Mr. Szelc answered questions from the Board and professionals about landscaping, the 
driveway and sight line at the driveway.  There is fair amount of landscaping on the north 
side of the property, but the applicant is willing to plant more evergreens on the 
neighbors’ property if desired.  The hammerhead pullout in the driveway was removed to 
accommodate the sidewalk, but there is still enough room to back out.  The driveway 
has been moved slightly to the west to add the sidewalk. The driveway leads to a 
controlled intersection with stop signs for traffic heading east and west on Floral Avenue.  
The shrubs and high-branched tree at the end of the driveway do not block the view onto 
Floral Avenue.         
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
Henry Jaeger, 12 Murray Hill Square, asked multiple questions of the witness.  The 
driveway is 20 feet wide opposite the garages.  There is an opening in the retaining wall 
along the western side of the property.  A retaining wall is not needed all the way along 



 

the perimeter on the western side of the property.   The wall drops down to a berm 
where plants can be planted.  
 
Mel Prager, 51 Murray Hill Square, presented an annotated Google map showing the 
location of Murray Hill Square, Murray Hill Manor, the applicant’s proposed driveway, the 
location of the new condos, train station, railroad tracks, office spaces and associated 
parking spaces and driveway, pedestrian crossings and stop signs.  The map of the 
intersection of the property location and hand drawing of traffic was marked as Exhibit P-
1, August 6, 2012.  Mr. Prager described the traffic flow from the train station heading 
north onto Floral Avenue where most cars turn left where the applicant’s driveway is 
proposed.  Mr. Prager described the locations of the stop signs on Floral, the parking lot 
with 23 spaces, and the driveway and 30 parking spaces for the offices near the train 
station.  When the train blocks the road, traffic backs up.  This is a three-way intersection 
with five driveways and a sixth is being added.  There is a pedestrian crossing and no 
sidewalk.  This is a congested, dangerous situation.  Mr. Niehoff clarified that the 
applicant is proposing to relocate an existing driveway at the recommendation of the 
Borough engineer and is not creating a new, or sixth, driveway.   
 
Anne Dushanko Dobek, 50 Murray Hill Square, asked several questions about the 
retaining wall and additional questions about construction work in the driveway at Murray 
Hill Square, the performance bond and liability insurance.  Mr. Szelc responded that 
there are different types of retaining walls.  This one is not that high and does not require 
tie backs.  If higher, it would require Geogrid that has a strong plastic mesh and stone on 
top.  The wall is 3’ to 3.5’ and is pinned together.  The contractor can put in steel 
sheeting to keep the dirt behind the wall.  Contractors have to have liability insurance 
and post bond which would cover damages, if any, during the construction in the 
driveway at Murray Hill Square to connect the drain.  It will only take a couple of days at 
most to drop the manhole and connect the pipe to the storm sewer and the work would 
be done during dry weather.  The condo association can ask for liability insurance and a 
maintenance bond for the work done on its property.  
 
Carole Papale, 10 Murray Hill Manor, asked if a fire truck can still access the driveway at 
Murray Hill Square when the driveway is closed and if the commercial space could be 
occupied by a takeout restaurant.  The applicant does not know who the commercial 
tenant is but there are different parking requirements for a food establishment which 
would trigger a new application before the Board. Mr. Szelc assumes that the fire 
department looked at Murray Hill Square when it was built and that a fire truck could 
access the property.  Steel plates could be used to provide access to the driveway at 
Murray Hill Square when work is not being done.   
 
Steven McDonald, 21 Murray Hill Square, asked where the mail and delivery trucks will 
idle if the commercial space becomes an office since there is no on-street parking.  The 
type of trucks and number of deliveries will depend on the business, but there is a 
loading zone in the parking lot that trucks could use.   
 
Mr. Grob asked about the placement of the retaining wall.  Mr. Szelc responded that is it 
a tight area on the western side of the property.  If the applicant has to go over the 
property line, it will have to negotiate with the neighbors. 
 
There were no further questions from the public. 
 



 

James Karas, previously sworn in and accepted as a professional architect, marked a 
board with renderings of the front and rear elevations as Exhibit A-9, August 6, 2012, 
showing the sidewalk from the garage to the front of the building, a bit of the elevator at 
the back and the retaining wall.  The elevations are significantly different from those 
presented at the initial hearing in February.  The changes made enhance the 
neighborhood and the building is now more in keeping with the neighborhood.  It is a 
commercial building with residential character.  The driveway drops down so the cars 
are not as visible to neighbors as shown on the exhibit.  Mr. Karas changed the interior 
of the apartment as requested at the May hearing to provide a second window in the 
bedroom for more light.     
 
Mr. Karas responded to questions from the Board.  The building will have three 
condensers not five as shown on the plan.  The three condensers on the right side of the 
building replace the two originally on the left of the building.  The building has a brick 
face foundation and the siding is Hardiplank.  The property has three lights:  One along 
the driveway and two in the parking lot.  The lights will be compliant with code for the 
foot candles and will have outside shields and full cut-off to reduce stray light on the 
neighbors.   
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
Kathy Rodgers, 30 Murray Hill Square, asked about the renderings stating that they do 
not reflect everything on the site such as the telephone pole.  The intent of the 
renderings is to show the elevations of the building as requested by the Board. 
 
Steven McDonald, 21 Murray Hill Square, asked about the two- to three-story high trees 
on the renderings stating that they don’t exist.  Mr. Karas responded that the rendering 
was made to show the Board what the building will look and the applicant is not going to 
plant 30-foot trees as shown on the rendering.    
 
Susan Goldsmith, 6 Murray Hill Square, asked how the vehicles are going to get in the 
garages and expressed concern that traffic will back up on Floral Avenue if a car is trying 
to get into the garage and vehicles have to queue in the driveway.  The garages conform 
and have the same aisle width as a shopping center (24 feet).   
 
Kathy Rodgers, 30 Murray Hill Square, asked if the rear elevation on Exhibit A-9 
accurately represents the slope of the driveway and parking lot.  The rendering shows 
the slope of the driveway and parking lot.  The rendering is less accurate of the 
surroundings farther away from the building as it was intended to show the building 
elevation. 
 
Mr. Grob asked about the fence on the west side of the site.  Mr. Szelc believes the 
fence belongs to the applicant and it may have to be removed during construction.  It is 
in good shape now but will be replaced in kind if it deteriorates. 
 
Anne Dushanko Dobek, 50 Murray Hill Square, asked about the blue awning on the 
building.  Ms. Dushanko Dobek cited a recent article in The New York Times that 
residential awnings are being removed and asked if roofing would be considered so the 
building would be more in keeping with the neighborhood.  Mr. Karas likes the awning 
but would be open to changing it if necessary.  



 

 
Henry Jaeger, 12 Murray Hill Square, asked about the location of the fence.  The survey 
shows the fence is on the applicant’s property. 
 
Sally Fullman, 14 Murray Hill Square, asked if the slope of the driveway is different from 
the driveway at Murray Hill Square.  Mr. Szelc doesn’t know the slope of the driveway at 
Murray Hill Square, but the applicant’s driveway is probably a little bit steeper hence the 
retaining wall.  The slope of the driveway is within the guidelines. 
 
No other witnesses appeared to testify.  
  
Mr. Szelc summarized the application stating that the concerns of the public would be 
well-founded if the lot were vacant and if a convenience store were being proposed, but 
this is not the case.  It is an existing building with a commercial space and an apartment.  
The addition of a second apartment is the only reason the application is before the 
Board.  This will have a minimal impact on the neighborhood.  The building will be 
rehabilitated with new architectural features and additional landscaping.  There may be a 
slight increase in traffic, but overall, this is not a detriment.  The application meets the 
Borough’s Master Plan where mixed use is promoted especially on Central Avenue.   
 
The hearing was opened to comments from the public. 
 
Nel Beaumont, 12 Murray Hill Square, was sworn in.  Ms. Beaumont asked the Board to 
deny the variance.  She hopes the Board has visited the site which is snuggled in 
between Murray Hill Square and Murray Hill Manor and is a special spot in New 
Providence.  The train station, which was built in 1890 and is across from the site, is on 
the New Jersey Historic Register and National Historic Register.  Murray Hill Square is 
no ordinary condominium complex.  It replicates buildings of the time and was 
constructed with reclaimed materials (bricks, lanterns, barn siding and hand-hewn 
beams).  Murray Hill Square was originally retail space but has been completely 
residential since the  1980s and shouldn’t be in the C-1 zone.  All of the other buildings 
on Floral Avenue are set back from the road except for the fire station.  Martindale 
Hubbell contacted the Board to see what it could build to match the neighborhood.  The 
benefits of mixed use are more for the downtown area.  The last thing the residents of 
Murray Hill Square Manor and Murray Hill Square want is business that is open when 
the rest of the community shuts down.  The applicant suffers no hardship.  There is no 
need for the applicant to overbuild on an undersized lot.  The applicant can renovate the 
existing building. 
 
Henry Jaeger, 12 Murray Hill Square, was sworn in and expressed several concerns.  
Eliminating the bump-out in the driveway will make it difficult to turn into the garages.  
There are no storage areas for the apartments so the tenants will most likely use the 
garages for storage and use the parking in the lot instead.  The retaining walls create an 
unstable condition and will create a swimming pool effect.  The C-1 zone does not allow 
mixed use.  It is a small lot and he does not believe it is permissible to expand a non-
conforming use nor is it acceptable.  Mr. Jaeger cited Iron Mountain versus Freehold, 
April 2012, as the basis to deny the application.  The applicant cannot meet the 
affirmative criteria for granting the variance that it serves the public, that the owner of the 
property would suffer undue hardship if compelled to use the property in conformity and 
that the site is particularly suited to the proposed use.  Mr. Aiello, the owner, knew what 
he was getting when he bought the property in 2010.  Mr. Jaeger found no easement for 



 

the storm sewer line and would like to be part of any discussions of the easement and 
the legality of accessing private property to get to the storm sewer.  Mr. Jaeger gave his 
contact information. 
 
Sally Fullman, 14 Murray Hill Square, was sworn in.  The property is 24 feet from hers.  
The proposed building is now three-stories and is double in size and will shade her 
property.  It does not improve the area for Murray Hill Square or Murray Hill Manor and is 
inappropriate and disrespectful.  Ms. Fullman opposes the application because it is too 
big and too close to her property. 
 
Kathy Rodgers, 30 Murray Hill Square, was sworn in.  She has spoken to many of the 
owners in the condo association.  The application does not meet any of the requirements 
for the bulk and use variances.  There is no hardship to the applicant if denied and there 
is nothing unique or unusual about the site that warrants approval.  The building does 
not need to be doubled in both the size of the footprint and height.  The benefits must 
outweigh the negatives, and the proposed changes are all detrimental.  There is no 
evidence that the applicant can’t renovate the building and rent it without enlarging it.  
Ms. Rodgers cited the three reasons for granting the variance stating that none apply:  
The proposed application is not inherently beneficial and has no public benefit, there is 
no undue hardship for the property owner and the application does not serve the general 
welfare since the building will be twice as big on a property that can’t support it.  The 
traffic in the area is already bad with cars speeding across the railroad tracks onto Floral 
Avenue.  Relocating the driveway puts two cars at the top of the driveways that can’t see 
each other.   The renderings are misleading because they give the impression of what 
one will see and they don’t represent what the property really looks like.     
 
Carol Papale, 10 Murray Hill Manor, was sworn in, and asked the Board to deny the 
application as the application represents overbuilding of a special street and area.  She 
understands that the applicant wants to maximize its investment but it’s going to 
negatively affect her investment.   
 
There were no further comments from the public.  The applicant and its 
professionals were given the opportunity to rebut the public comments.    
 
Mr. Szelc stated that the building will be expanded in the back but it is not going to be 
any higher than the existing structure.  The Board can grant an expansion of a non-
conforming use.  The applicant does not have to satisfy all three criteria for granting the 
variance.  It will not be a problem to drive into the garages.  The Board could impose a 
condition prohibiting tenants from using the garage for storage and parking in the 
parking lot.  The relocation of the driveway is better.  If the building is all commercial 
there will be more traffic than if there are residential tenants that leave during the day.  
There could be several commercial tenants in the building which would result in more 
traffic.   
 
Mr. Szelc reiterated that the application supports the Master Plan and the state’s Master 
Plan for areas near transit centers.  If not for the addition of the apartment, the applicant 
would not be before the Board and could make changes to the building.  The applicant 
has addressed the concerns of the Board and the application does not represent a 
hardship to New Providence. 
 
Mr. Szelc agreed with Mr. Morin that the applicant is requesting a D-2 variance for the 



 

expansion of a non-conforming use.   
 
Mr. Karas agreed that Murray Hill Square is a special area.  The discussion at the 
February hearing was constructive and the applicant made vast improvements to the 
plan including changes to the façade and the relocation of the driveway to address the 
Board’s concerns.  The proposed building is in keeping with the area. 
 
Mr. Tobin stated the proposed application is more attractive than the existing building.  
The applicant is proposing to add one apartment which is insignificant when 22 units are 
going to be built across the railroad tracks.  The benefits outweigh the detriments.  He is 
not sure there are any detriments.  While five people have objected, there are 100 others 
in the area that were noticed about the hearing that are not present so he assumes that 
they have no objection.  Mr. Tobin asked the Board to approve the application.    
 
The hearing was closed and the Board discussed the application. 
  
Discussion:  Mr. Grob believes the applicant has made substantial improvements from 
the plans submitted in February reducing the mass of the building on the Murray Hill 
Manor side and relocating the driveway to the west which is the lesser of two evils.  
However, he still has concerns about controls for potential future uses of the commercial 
space which could have a higher commercial us than the proposed professional use.   
He appreciates the comments from the public about the materials used at Murray Hill 
Square and understands the importance of complying with context of the area.  Mr. Grob 
hopes the applicant would do no harm to the neighborhood.  The site works except for 
the issue of having to access the adjacent property to get to the storm sewer.  
 
Mr. Janota stated that the applicant would have to come back to the Board for a different 
use of the commercial space. The parking requirements dictate the use.   
 
Mr. Karr is concerned about the expansion of a non-conforming use since it is more 
common to try and eliminate rather than expand a non-conforming use.  A residence 
above a commercial space is not a high-quality use and the area is zoned as such to 
prohibit this for a reason.  Mr. Van Schoick would like to see the existing building 
refurbished but likes the rendition although he is not sure that it is all necessary.  He is 
also concerned about the commercial space if it goes beyond a professional tenant.   
 
Mr. Morin informed the Board that the Iron Mountain vs. Freehold case cited by Mr. 
Jaeger was for a D-1 not a D-2 variance and is not applicable in the Board’s 
consideration of this application which is for the expansion of a non-conforming use 
rather than use change (D-1).  The court says Boards should take a more liberal and 
relaxed approach to a D-2 variance.   
 
The Board discussed the landscaping and imposing conditions such as architectural 
details to make the building fit better in the neighborhood.  Mr. Janota cautioned the 
Board about making a decision based solely on aesthetics. 
 
Mr. Wycko said he tried to understand what the residents are seeing with this 
application, but the building while being blown out in the back is not higher, the retaining 
wall is not that big and there have been lots of improvements since the original plan.  
The applicant has made major improvements and could let the building sit and decay 
more.  Mr. Wycko does not see how this helps and is probably in favor of granting 



 

approval if the easement can be worked out. 
 
Mr. Wycko moved to approve the application with the following conditions:  1) 
submission and review by the Borough engineer and attorney of the documents for the 
easement, and 2) Board jurisdiction of the landscaping and fence, following review by 
the Borough’s zoning officer and engineer, for two years.  Mr. Van Schoick seconded the 
motion.   All in favor:  Mr. Grob, Mr. Van Schoick and Mr. Wycko.  Those opposed:  Mr. 
Karr and Mr. Nadelberg.  Approval of the application was denied as five affirmative votes 
are required.  
 
F. REVIEW OF PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR MAY 21, 2012 
 
Mandelbaum & Krupnick, LLC     Appeal   
598 Central Avenue, Block 222, Lot 1, C-1 Specialty Commercial District, New 
Providence, NJ 
Appeal of Zoning Officer’s decision that a health club or similar gym use is not permitted 
in the C-1 Specialty Commercial District and request for interpretation of the Borough of 
New Providence Land Use Ordinance specifically relating to a health club use as well as 
an interpretation defining the difference between a grocery store and a supermarket use. 
 
Mr. Morin confirmed that the public will be allowed to speak at the appeal as stated in 
the public notice.  Mr. Morin will research whether the adjacent commercial property 
owner must be represented by an attorney to speak at the hearing.      
 
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 July 2, 2012 
 
Revised plans were distributed at the meeting. 
 
G.  MISCELLANEOUS  
 
Mr. Morin was unable to reach representatives from Alcatel-Lucent in time for them to 
appear at the meeting.  Mr. Janota contacted the landscaping department which 
informed him that the original landscape architect has retired.  He also contacted T& M 
Associates which is going to provide a contact.  Mr. Janota said that the Board’s 
jurisdiction over the landscaping allows the Board to ask Alcatel-Lucent to extend the 



 

landscaping farther around the site.  Mr. Morin believes the Board can use maintenance 
escrow to complete a plant inventory and compare it with what is supposed to be on the 
site.  Alcatel-Lucent was supposed to do this in May.  Messrs. Janota and Morin will 
discuss this further.  
 
H.  EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 
No Executive Session. 
 
I   MINUTES FROM 4/16/12 
 
The minutes of July 16, 2012, were approved with changes to the condition that the 
drop-off area for NJ Film School be striped in front of the curb-line with the sidewalk 
behind the curb.       
 
J.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:37 p.m. 


