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BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

MEETING MINUTES - MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 2013 – 8:00 p.m. 
 

Present:  Mr. Nadelberg, Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. Grob, Mr. Hoefling, Mr. Karr, Mr. Pennisi 
Mr. Ping, Mr. Wycko, Mr. Phil Morin, Board Attorney, and Margaret Koontz, Secretary.   
 
Absent:  Ms. Polesak.   
 
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  
 
Chris and Meg Gilbertson      Application #2013-17 
84 Charnwood Road, Block42, Lot 28, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-11E for permission to construct an addition.  The 
property does not have a garage whereas a one-car garage is required.  The existing 
side yard to the house is 8.7 feet.  The existing driveway is 3 feet from the property line. 
 
Mr. Wykco moved this and Mr. Ping seconded same.  Members voting in favor:  
Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Wycko and Mr. Ping.      
 
E.  PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR SEPTEMBER 23, 2013 
 
Marc and Joelene Miller       Application #2103-20 
94 Brookside Drive, Block 136, Lot 2, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II & III for permission to construct an 
addition.  The side-yard setbacks to the addition are 10.2 feet with a combined total of 
15.8 feet whereas 12 feet with a combined total of 30 feet is the minimum required.  The 
floor area ratio is .285 whereas .248 is the maximum permitted.  The existing driveway 
abuts the property line. 
 
Marc and Joelene Miller and their architect, Carol Hewit of Carol C. Hewit Architect & 
Engineer, were sworn in.  The Millers moved into their house five years ago with the 
intention of staying.  Mr. Miller occasionally works from home which is challenging at 
times because the children are on top of them given the limited space.  The addition 
would give them a better living arrangement.   
 
Ms. Hewit described the addition which requires four variances three of which are for 
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existing non conformances for the left side-yard setback, combined side-yard setback 
and driveway that abuts the right side of the property.  No changes are proposed to the 
right side of the house or the driveway.  The house is a split level and the bulk of the 
second story addition for a master bedroom, bath and exercise room/office is on the left 
side of the house.  The addition will be set back 4’ from the front of the first floor with a 
bay window that extends out to add interest.  The addition is 703 SF.  The existing two-
car garage is 527 SF which represents .044 of the FAR calculation. The additional 
bedroom will allow each child to have his/her own room.  Cedar impression vinyl siding 
will be used on parts of the front façade to dress up the house and the portico roof will 
be changed to match the gable.  The height of the house will increase from 17’ to 25’ 
which is under the maximum allowed.  Ms. Hewit testified that she tried to minimize the 
height and dress it up with gables.   
 
A photo board with pictures of the existing house and other houses in the neighborhood 
and site plan was marked as Exhibit A-1.  Many of the houses in the neighborhood have 
added gables some of which are full gables.  Ms. Hewit believes the proposed addition is 
in keeping with the neighborhood.          
 
The Millers responded to questions from the Board about other houses in the 
neighborhood and the space for the office/exercise room which is not the norm in similar 
additions.  There are other five-bedroom houses in the neighborhood including the one 
across the street.  Ms. Hewit looked at reducing the space off the back but the FAR 
would still be over (.265) if eliminated.  Since the addition is in the back, it is less “in your 
face.” The property backs up to the brook and the Millers can hardly see the neighbors 
behind them.  The addition does not increase the rear-yard setback.  In terms of mass, 
Ms. Hewit believes the building coverage of 18.04% is appropriate as it is under the 25% 
allowed.  The Millers talked to the neighbors on their left who will face the addition and 
they do not have an issue with it.  The neighbor’s garage is 20’ away and it’s 38’ from 
their house to the windows of the addition.  Many of the houses in the neighborhood do 
not meet the side-yard setback requirements for the zone.   
 
Ms. Hewit addressed comments in the planner’s review about massing.  A photo sheet 
of houses with additions and some interiors was marked as Exhibit A-2.  One house 
added a dormer and a saltbox addition in the back but there was more room in the back.  
Ms. Hewit described the distances between other houses in the neighborhood that 
ranged from 17’ to 21.’  The upstairs windows for the addition were minimized so the 
Millers would not be staring at the neighbors.  The Millers aren’t sure if they will need 
another air conditioning unit but it would probably be located next to the existing unit by 
the neighbor’s garage if needed.  The addition will not have any exterior lighting.  The 
patio already has lights.  Ms. Hewit concluded stating that the 1950s house is “tired” and 
could use an update.  The addition and changes will be an improvement to the 
neighborhood. 
 
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 other witnesses appeared to testify for this application.  The hearing was 
opened to comments from the audience.    
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There were no comments from the public and the hearing was closed. 
 
Discussion:  Mr. Pennisi was originally apprehensive about the office/exercise room at 
the back of the second floor.  As a realtor he’s seen many similar additions but never 
one with an office/exercise room.  It’s above and beyond the norm and a stretch for the 
neighborhood; however, given the location of the house and that the brook is behind it, 
the addition is not going to impact the neighbors behind the Millers.  The Board noted 
that inclusion of the garage in the FAR calculation is always going to be an issue.  Mr. 
Ping believes the setback from the first floor helps break up the mass and has no issues 
with the addition in the back since the brook is behind the property. The 15% increase in 
FAR is borderline for Mr. Karr, but there isn’t much else the applicants can do to get 
more space.  The northern façade is monochromatic and pushes the envelope for Mr. 
Grob, but the property’s unique location on the street alleviates this concern.  If the 
house were located someplace else it would be too massive.   
   
Mr. Ping moved to approve the application.  Mr. Pennisi seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.  Those in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. Grob, 
Mr. Karr, Mr. Pennisi, Mr. Wycko, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  None.   
 
 
Anthony and Jennifer Niederhoffer     Application #2013-18 
32 Club Lane, Block 264, Lot 12, 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 setback along Club Lane to the generator is 33 feet whereas 40 
feet is the minimum required. 
 
Anthony and Jennifer Niederhoffer were sworn in.  They have been in New Providence 
for three years and between the various storms and resulting power outages have been 
without power for a full month.  They have two small children and during those power 
outages they stayed in hotels, in a basement and had to split up as a family.  They also 
had to discard spoiled food in the refrigerator.   After Hurricane Sandy, they were the last 
area in New Providence to have power restored.  The Niederhoffers believe it is a 
worthwhile investment to install a generator since similar storms are predicted in the 
future.  They would like to put the generator behind an existing small brick wall next to 
the air conditioning unit along the side of the house. Because the house is on a corner 
lot this triggers the need for a variance for a front-yard setback.     
   
The brick wall was there when the Niederhoffers purchased the house, and they do not 
know why it was built.  The generator is 14 KW and will be tested midweek.  The noise 
from it may be a little louder because of the brick wall.   
 
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 other witnesses appeared to testify for this application.  The hearing was 
opened to comments from the audience.    
 
There were no comments from the public and the hearing was closed. 
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Discussion:  The Board had no issues with the location of the generator.   
 
Mr. Ping moved to approve the application.  Mr. Ammitzboll seconded.   A resolution will 
be passed at the next meeting.  Those in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. 
Pennisi, Mr. Wycko, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  None.   
 
 
Margaret A. and John M. King     Application #2013-19 
63 Clinton Avenue, Block 63, Lots 12 & 13, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule III and Article V, Section 310-19I for 
permission to construct a detached garage.  The proposed height is 21 feet whereas 14 
feet is the maximum height. The proposed detached garage is 2 feet from the property 
line whereas 6 feet is the minimum required.  The existing driveway is 2 feet from the 
property line. 
 
John and Margaret King were sworn in.  The Kings have lived in New Providence since 
1984 and have a two-car garage that they would like to replace. The existing garage 
does not conform as it is 1.4’ from the property line and the driveway is 2’ from the 
property line but it does conform for the height.   The proposed garage requires a 
variance for the height and represents a marginal improvement to the side-yard setback.  
To situate it so that it complies with the setback would make it difficult to access and 
moving it farther back on the lot would increase the impervious coverage.  The proposed 
garage will be aligned with neighbor’s garage so it will not block any views.  The 
proposed garage will allow more storage so that the Kings can put their cars in the 
garage, and it’s more attractive than the existing garage.  The Kings believe the garage 
represents an improvement.  It’s modest considering the size of the neighbor’s garage.  
In addition, it is in keeping with the house and is consistent with the spirit and intent of 
the ordinance.   
 
The Kings answered questions from the Board.  The garage is 21’ high to allow a 
storage area for their deck table and screens for the screen porch.  They also plan to 
move the things currently stored in one bay of the existing garage up to the storage area 
so that they can park their cars in the garage.   The garage will be deep enough to store 
the lawn mower and snow blower.  The garage will have electrical service for lights and 
the garage-door openers.  The neighbor’s garage is 24’ high, but it’s an attached garage 
and not an accessory structure so the height requirement is different.  The neighbors are 
okay with the proposed garage.  The Kings have a double lot that is 100’ by 200.’  The 
garage will not have floodlights and will be sided with Hardy Plank that mimics the 
clapboard on the house. 
 
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 other witnesses appeared to testify for this application.  The hearing was 
opened to comments from the audience.    
 
There were no comments from the public and the hearing was closed. 
 
Discussion:  Mr. Pennisi has no problems with the height of the garage given that the 
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garage next store is higher. While the proposed garage is large, the lot is large and can 
accommodate it.  Mr. Karr was concerned about the height but visited the site and noted 
that the garage will not be as high as the neighbor’s. 
 
Mr. Pennisi moved to approve the application.  Mr. Ammitzboll seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.  Those in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. Grob, 
Mr. Karr, Mr. Pennisi, Mr. Wycko, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  None.   
 
 
F.COMMUNICATION ITEMS  
 
No communication items. 
 
G.  MISCELLANEOUS  
 
No miscellaneous business.   
 
H.  EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 
No Executive Session 
 
I.  MINUTES FROM 9/913 
 
The minutes from September 9, 2013, were approved as submitted. 
 
J.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m.  


