
 
BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
MEETING MINUTES – MONDAY, DECEMBER 14, 2015 – 8:00 p.m. 

 
Present:  Mr. Nadelberg, Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. DeSarno, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, Mr. 
Morgan, Mr. Ping, Mr. Phil Morin, Board Attorney, and Margaret Koontz, Secretary  
 
Absent:  Mr. Grob and Mr. Pennisi  
 
Also present:  Chris Dochney, Borough Planner; Michael O’Krepky, Borough Engineer; 
and, Keith Lynch, Director of Planning and Development 
 
A.  CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Nadelberg called the meeting to order at 8:05 p.m.   
 
B.  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.   
 
C.  RESOLUTIONS 
 
Parisi Builders and Developers, LLC     Application #2015-27 
52 Fairview Avenue, Block 194, Lot 8, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Preliminary and final major subdivision approval; variances for lot widths at setback, lot 
areas and steep slope ordinance: and, “d” variance for density restriction. 
 
Members eligible to vote in favor:  Mr., Grob, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, Mr. Ping, Mr. 
DeSarno, Mr. Morgan and Mr. Nadelberg. 
 
The resolution will be memorialized at the meeting on January 11, 2015. 
 
D.  PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR DECEMBER 14, 2015 
 
Nickar, LLC doing business as Tide Dry Cleaners, 50 South Street, Block 150,  Lot 2, 
Central Commercial District for site plan approval and use variance for demolition of 
existing one-story building and construction of a new one-story building with canopy for a 
dry cleaning establishment.  
 
Jennifer Knarich from Price, Meese, Shulman & D’Arminio, attorney for the applicant, 
summarized the first hearing for Nickar, LLC doing business as Tide Dry Cleaners on 
November 16, 2015, for preliminary and final site plan approval, use variance, bulk 
variances and design waivers to demolish the existing drive-through bank and construct 
a one story building on the 20,000 SF property at 50 South Street in the Central 
Commercial District (CCD) for Tide Dry Cleaners.  The use is permitted in the zone but 
the drive-through/valet service is not a permitted use and requires a “d” variance.  



Variances are required for the number and size of the building signs and because the 
proposed building does not front a public street as required.  The applicant has revised 
the plans to improve operation of the dry cleaner and to address the Board’s concerns 
about the parking and public safety, circulation and pedestrian access.  Many of the 
Design Waivers have been eliminated. 
 
Gerard Gesario, Jarmel Architects and Engineers, Inc., who was previously sworn in on 
November 16, 2015, referenced the Site Plan Exhibit, Exhibit A-10 (dated 11/16/15) 
identifying the Board’s four areas of concern with the initial plan:  1) Parking in the front 
and the safety issues of backing out of the parking spaces into the driveway, 2) 
circulation on the site and the lack of a bypass lane by the valet service, 3) pedestrian 
access and friendliness, and 4) sprucing up the landscaping on the site.  The following 
exhibit was marked: 
 
Exhibit A-12 – Revised Site Plan dated December 11, 2015, showing the existing 
conditions and proposed conditions. 
 
The building has been moved to the north and east so that it is closer to the driveway 
with the parking relocated to the side and rear of the building.  The existing curb was 
widened and a bypass lane created.  In addition, a formal walkway was created in front 
of the building and painted crosswalks were added.  Finally, additional landscaping was 
added with evergreens to the east, shrubs to the south and grasses in the front. 
 
The proposed changes have increased the impervious coverage on the site.  To 
accommodate additional runoff from the increased impervious coverage, the applicant 
has proposed a detention system to provide attenuation of the storm runoff to the storm 
system.  Mr. Gesario described the drainage plan referring to the Grading and Drainage 
Plan, Sheet C-401 of the Site Plan.  A 10” perforated pipe will be installed around the 
building with a doghouse before the water leaves the site.  The drainage system will 
reduce the flow from the existing conditions for both 10-year and 25-year storm events.  
 
Mr. Gesario testified that the amount of landscaping has been increased with plant 
material that is suitable to the hardiness zone and for full and partial shade and acid soil 
conditions (Sheet C-601 of the Site Plan).  The front will be landscaped with junipers, 
rhododendrons and small ornamental shrubs, the east with Alberta spruces and dwarf 
burning bushes and the island with dogwoods.  The applicant is willing to meet with the 
Borough’s professionals to review the landscape plan.   
 
The power on the site will have to be upgraded.  The water and gas service will also 
most likely have to be upgraded.  The sewer system should be suitable but the applicant 
will not know this until it has been inspected.  The applicant will confirm with the Borough 
Engineer that here is no disturbance within a wetland buffer, riparian zone or flood 
hazard area. 
 
Mr. Gesario responded to questions from the Board about the safety of customers and 
employees in the valet lanes.  There is no reason for the driver of a vehicle in the valet 
service lanes to exit the vehicle.   The width of the valet canopy has been changed from 
35’5” to 24’ but the valet area is still two lanes wide.  Employees can safely cross the 
lanes in the valet area.   
 
George Sherman, franchise owner of Tide Dry Cleaners previously sworn in on 



November 16, 2015, added that there is an audible signal inside the store to alert 
employees when a vehicle is approaching the valet lanes. The location of the signal is 
dependent on the individual site but is installed in an area that would allow an employee 
to get to the vehicle in the valet lane within 30 seconds.  The sliding door exiting the 
building opens quickly so an employee doesn’t walk into it and closes slowly when the 
employee is going back into the building to ensure that it doesn’t close on the employee.  
The valet lanes have enough room so employees can circulate around the vehicles.  
There have been no employee safety issues in the valet lanes on other sites and there is 
no need for a speed bump.  The area is not striped.  The corporate planners said the 
area could be striped but Mr. Sherman has found that the drivers at the Summit location 
are very cautious and initially had to be waved forward in the valet lanes.  Mr. Karr asked 
if the walk-in services are the same as the drive-through services since he visited the 
Summit site and it seems that customers are in the store longer than the drive-through 
customers.  Mr. Sherman responded that the initial in-store visit may take longer 
because customers are signing up for the customer rewards program and are registering 
their credit cards.  Thirty five percent of the business in Summit is new customers but it 
is now shifting to more valet service usage.  The national average for valet service is 
80%.  The Board also asked about the van.  The van will be parked in Summit and will 
only be in New Providence to pick up and drop off cleaning which takes about 20 
minutes.  The applicant is willing to move the designated parking space for the van to 
the east so there is better visibility for customers backing out of the parking spaces on 
the side.    
 
The Board expressed concern about employee safety in the area between the valet and 
bypass lanes.  The columns between the lanes provide a 2’ buffer and the valet lanes 
are 12’ wide so an employee could load/unload laundry safely from the passenger side 
of the vehicle.  The applicant prefers not to have a curb between the valet and bypass 
lanes because it is a tripping hazard.  The columns are quite large and provide a barrier. 
 
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. 
  
Richard Preiss, Philips Preiss Grygiel LLC, previously sworn in on November 16, 2015, 
testified to the use variance.  The revised plans represent a better plan for pedestrian 
accessibility and connectivity.  The changes bring the plan into more conformance with 
the Master Plan.  The use variance is warranted because the use is suited to the 
location of the site.  In addition, the proposed use changes the site to a viable, 
productive site from the existing vacant run-down site.  The proposed changes provide 
safer vehicular access and moving the parking to the side brings it more in keeping with 
the vision of the Downtown Concept Plan.  The use variance can be granted without 
substantial detriment to the public good or impairment to the zoning plan and Master 
Plan:  The use represents a desirable visual impact, it serves the needs of the residents 
and promotes the health and well being of residents. 
 
Mr. Preiss testified to the variances required for the signage noting the signage 
calculations on Sheet A-200 of the Site Plans and the requirement that signage can be a 
maximum of 4% of the total area of the façade or a maximum of 50 SF.  The building 
has two principal entrances:  One on the north side of the building and the other on the 
east side.  The south elevation has no entrance and no signage is proposed.   The 



maximum signage for the north elevation based on the ordinance is 36.8 SF and 30 SF 
is proposed so the sign conforms.  The east elevation permits a 27.8 SF sign but no sign 
is proposed.  The sign proposed for the west elevation is 19.6 SF sign and complies but 
the sign is not on a side of the building with a public entrance.  The applicant prefers to 
locate the sign on the western façade to get better visibility from the driveway rather than 
on the east side of the building where the entrance is located.  There are no free-
standing signs.  Mr. Dochney stated that no variance is needed for the sign on the west 
side:  Two wall signs are allowed and two are proposed.  Mr. Dochney calculated the 
size of the proposed signage for the northern façade at 72 SF rather than 36.8 SF.  Mr. 
Preiss agreed that the sign is 72 SF because he did not include the framing for the sign 
in his calculation.    Mr. Preiss considers the lettering above the valet lanes (Car Side 
Valet) as a directional sign because it provides directional information not store or street 
information.  If considered a canopy sign, it’s 11.5 SF and complies as the letters are 12” 
high which is less than what is permitted.   
 
The Board questioned the need for the directional sign since there is no place to go once 
behind the building.  Mr. Preiss stated that the directional sign is customary and is useful 
for new customers although redundant over time for repeat customers.  The applicant is 
willing to reduce the sign if the Board so desires.  Mr. Preiss believes the signage for the 
dry cleaners is tasteful, is appropriate in terms of the scale and number of signs 
especially given the location of the building and is in keeping with the aesthetics of the 
building.  The signage presents no negative impact. 
 
Mr. Preiss testified that the variance required because the building does not front a 
public street is justified based on hardship.  The application requires several Design 
Waivers.  The illumination on the west side of the building is 0.8 foot candles where 0.5 
is permitted:  This is not a major deviation from what is permitted.  The light fixtures are 
closer to the pavement than permitted but this does not represent a major problem.  The 
applicant can look at beefing up the landscaping to screen the parking areas.  The drive-
through/valet service is located on the side rather than the rear per the Downtown 
Design Standards.  Finally, the building has sliding doors so that they don’t open into the 
valet area rather than inset doors per the Downtown Design Standards.   
 
Mr. Preiss responded to questions from the Board.  The bypass lane does not have any 
signage but a sign could be added or the area could be striped.  The applicant can work 
with the Borough Engineer to determine what is appropriate.  Mr. Sherman added that 
drivers don’t often use the valet lane as a bypass lane.  The letters for the Car Side Valet 
sign are not illuminated.  The building signs are illuminated with goose neck lights and 
are not internally illuminated.  The colors on the signs are the Tide logo colors.  Mr. 
Preiss doesn’t view the logo and lettering as two signs.  He believes the two pieces are 
part of one sign so the application has two signs and not four signs.  The landlord for the 
property is not the same landlord as the Village Shopping Center.  Tide Dry Cleaners will 
have a long-term lease.  Mr. Sherman tried to buy the property but the owner wouldn’t 
sell.  The applicant will remove the snow not the Village Shopping Center.  It can be 
pushed back from the valet canopy to the grassy area at the rear of the property and 
carted off site.  No signs will be posted in the windows and the applicant is comfortable 
with making this a condition of approval. 
    
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 further witnesses appeared to testify and the hearing was opened to 
comments from the public. 
 
There were no comments from the public. 
 
Ms. Knarich summarized the application.  The revised plans represent a better plan.  
There are specific reasons that justify granting the use variance.  The proposed use is 
suitable to the property, advances Municipal Land Use Law, presents no detriment to the 
public or zoning plan, preserves the character of the neighborhood and provides a 
service to the community.  The application is consistent with the Master Plan and 
Downtown Standards.  
 
The hearing was closed. 
 
Discussion:  Ms. Jaynes was pleased with the applicant’s changes to move the parking 
from the front of the building to the side.  Based on her experience in the banking 
industry which offers drive-through services, she believes the directional sign over the 
canopy is necessary.  Mr. Ammitzboll was also pleased that the applicant incorporated 
all of the changes discussed at the previous hearing which were significant.  The signs 
are fine.  Mr. Ping concurred with Ms. Jaynes and Mr. Ammitzboll. The changes benefit 
the business as well as downtown and the signs are important. Mr. Nadelberg added 
that small signs in front would look out of proportion plus the signs are part of Tide’s 
branding. 
 
Mr. Ammitzboll moved to approve the application with the following conditions:  1) The 
van parking space will be moved to the south east corner, 2) there will be no signs in the 
windows, and 3) the applicant will work with the Borough Engineer to determine the 
appropriate measures to ensure employee safety in the area between valet lanes and 
the by-pass lane such as curbing, a wall, bollards or nothing.  A resolution will be passed 
at the next meeting.   Members voting in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, 
Mr. Ping, Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Morgan and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  None. 
 
 
NP Atlas. LLC        Application #2025-34 
1789 Springfield Avenue, Block 10, Lot 5, C-2 Zone, New Providence NJ  07974 
Amended site plan approval, bulk variances and use variance to utilize a portion of the 
existing Union Avenue Right-of-Way to the east of the site for the purpose of providing 
an additional six (6) parking spaces and landscaping.  Additional improvements include 
installation of six (6) wheel stops and pavement striping.  
 
Robert Williams, attorney for the applicant, presented the application for amended site 
plan approval for six additional parking spaces in the Union Avenue right-of-way. 
 
Brett Skapinetz, Dynamic Engineering, was sworn in, presented his credentials as a 
licensed professional architect and planner and was accepted as such.  The applicant 
received Board approval in 2014 to construct a gas station on Springfield Avenue at 
Union Avenue with five fueling pumps and a service building.  The access driveways 
were approved at the time.  The station represents a 99% improvement over the 
previous site.  The 50’ wide Union Avenue right-of-way, located between the gas station 



and McDonald’s, was partially improved with paving.  NP Atlas put down a base coat of 
pavement over the existing pavement during construction but stopped when notified to 
do so by the Borough.  NP Atlas would like to use this area for parking spaces.   
 
The following exhibits were marked: 
 
Exhibit A-1 -  Aerial photograph based on the 2012 NJ Department of Environmental 
Protection (NJDEP) showing the unimproved area 
 
Exhibit A-2 – Site Plan Color Rendering dated 1/3/14 prepared for the previous approval.  
The area to the east is paved the full width 14’ off of Springfield Avenue, and 
 
Exhibit A-3 – Site Plan Rendering dated 12/14/15 showing the proposed parking spaces 
in the Union Avenue right-ofway. 
 
The original plan approved by the Board has three parking spaces:  Two parallel parking 
spaces and one handicap space.  The applicant would like to remove the parking spaces 
located by the entrance and exits and leave the handicap space.  The two parallel 
parking spaces would be added to the paved area in the right-of-way.  Four additional 
spaces would be added in the right-of-way for a total of six spaces.   
 
Donald Murphy, owner of NP Atlas, was sworn in and testified that during construction 
there were maintenance issues and he realized there was no place for maintenance 
workers or vendors to park their vehicles.  In addition, the existing spaces were not 
practical for drivers that pulled in to use the restroom.  It would be advantageous to have 
the additional spaces.  Mr. Murphy does not plan to rent any of the spaces.  
 
Messrs. Skapinetz and Murphy responded to questions from the Board.  The additional 
spaces would be for transients – customers, maintenance workers and vendors.  It 
would be better to move the parking space now located by the exit to the Union Avenue 
right-of-way because it’s tight at the exit now with the parking space there.  In addition, 
moving it provides better circulation for truck and buses.  The service station sells diesel 
but does not have the capacity for fast fueling so the station does not accommodate 
semi tractor trailer trucks.  There will be no changes to the business conducted in the 
building. 
 
Mr. Skapinetz testified that there is no increase in impervious coverage.  Overall 
coverage will decrease because the area to the north (green area on Exhibit A-3) has to 
be planted per NJDEP and the 13’ to 16’ deep area at the front along Springfield Avenue 
will be planted.  The original area in front of the station between the sidewalk and 
Springfield Avenue that was supposed to be landscaped per the previous approval will 
get trampled and is a maintenance issue so NP Atlas would like to remove that area and 
increase the landscaped area to the east.  The applicant would like to eliminate the 
previous requirement for a board-on-board fence on the left side of the property where 
the hedgerow is to open up the area and provide more green space since there is 
nothing behind the area except the Public Service & Gas (PSE&G) right-of-way. 
 
The Board had additional questions.  No new lighting is proposed for the additional 
spaces because there is enough light on the site even for the proposed spaces closer to 
Springfield Avenue.  Mr. Lynch asked about the landscaping in light of the possible 
elimination of the strip along Springfield Avenue.  Mr. Skapinetz responded that the 



areas around the signs have been planted.  Mature trees still have to be planted with 
three closer to the trash enclosure.  Sixteen shrubs will be planted in a cluster in the 
grass area in the front.  The fences on both sides of the building will be removed.  Mr. 
Ping expressed concern about eliminating the requirement for the board-on-board fence 
because it will be very open.  Mr. Lynch suggested that a three-rail split fence could be 
erected.  Mr. Lynch also asked if the applicant would be removing the asphalt that’s in 
the PSE&G right-of-way. 
 
Gary Gisenbud, Mr. Murphy’s partner, was sworn in and testified that he met with 
PSE&G representatives and walked the site.  The PSE&G representatives were okay 
with the asphalt and said it was okay to finish it off.  The PSE&G representatives also 
told him that Board did not want a fence in the PSE&G right-of-way and that it will be 
removing the chain link fence. 
 
Mr. Lynch responded that the applicant paved the area.  This wasn’t on the previous 
plan or what was testified to at the previous hearing.  He is concerned that without a 
fence, the applicant will continue to encroach into the PSE&G right-of-way.  Mr. Murphy 
stated that the previous site was a disaster and he didn’t know what he would find when 
he started construction.  He is okay with a split rail fence but would like to wait until 
PSE&G finishes work on its site before installing the fence.  Mr. Nadelberg responded 
that the applicant’s fence has nothing to do with PSE&G’s site work.   
 
Mr. Lynch stated that the expansion of the parking area in the Union Avenue right-of-way 
makes sense but would like to see wheel stops or a timber guardrail to provide a 
definitive end to the parking area:  A curb doesn’t work.  Mr. Skapinetz agreed to a 
timber guardrail on the east side by the new parking spaces but it would be limited to the 
parking area and would not extend farther back.  Mr. Gisenbud said that he talked to 
PSE&G about putting the fence 5’ to 8’ farther back into the PSE&G right-of-way to open 
up the property.  Mr. Lynch responded that the Board cannot tell the applicant that it can 
put a fence on PSE&G property.  Mr. Murphy agreed to a split rail fence on the western 
property line and a timber guardrail on the eastern side.  
 
Mr. Skapinetz responded to additional questions from the Board.  Three trees still need 
to be planted per the original application.  The spaces will be striped and the yellow 
concrete on the east side of the site by Springfield Avenue will be removed from the 
front. 
 
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 further witnesses appeared to testify and the hearing was opened to 
comments from the public. 
 
There were no comments from the public. 
 
Mr. Skapinetz summarized the applicant’s request to use 2,200 SF of the Union Avenue 
right-of-way.  The area will be used for parking spaces.  The area will extend back from 
the handicap parking space and will be planted with grass.  The applicant has a lease of 
right to use the right-of-way. 



 
Discussion:  Mr. Ammitzboll believes the request is reasonable and the site will look 
better with the parking spaces on the side.  The spaces to be eliminated are not in a 
good area, and the proposed parking spaces will be in a better location.  The Board, 
unfortunately, missed the need for parking spaces for transient users when it heard the 
original application.  Mr. Ping agreed.   The parking space by the exit is tight.  Mr. 
Nadelberg believes the applicant pulled the wool over the Board’s eyes with the previous 
application because it testified that it didn’t need more than three parking spaces.  Ms. 
Jaynes is worried that the applicant will encroach into the neighboring property and 
make more parking spaces unless the property is fenced.          
 
Ms. Jaynes moved to approve the application with the following conditions:  1) A split rail 
fence will be installed on the western side of the building,  2) the parking spaces will be 
used for transients only and no rental cars or cars for sale will be parked on the site, and 
3) a wooden guardrail will be installed on the eastern side of the site to delineate the 
parking area in the Union Avenue right-of-way.  Mr. Ammitzboll seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.   Members voting in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, 
Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, Mr. Ping, Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Morgan and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those 
opposed:  None. 
 
E.  REVIEW OF PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR JANUARY 11, 2016 
 
Joseph and Anna Pickton      Application #2015-35 
56 Greenwood Road, Block 283, Lot 37, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II for permission to construct an 
addition and front porch.  The proposed side-yard setback to the addition is 9.88 feet 
with a combined total of 15.88 feet whereas 13.70 feet with a combined total of 18 feet is 
the minimum allowed.  The proposed front-yard setback to the roof extension over the 
front porch is 38 feet and the front-yard setback to the roof extension over the garage is 
32.94 feet whereas 40 feet is the minimum required. 
 
Carried from December 7, 2015. 
 
F.  COMMUNICATION ITEMS 
 
No communication items. 
 
G.  MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS 
 
No miscellaneous business. 
 
H.   MINUTES FROM 12/7/15 
 
The minutes from December 7, 2015, were approved as submitted.  

 
I.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:45 p.m. 

 


