
 
BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
MEETING MINUTES – MONDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 2015 – 8:00 p.m. 

 
Present:  Mr. Nadelberg, Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Grob, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, 
Mr. Morgan, Mr. Pennisi, Mr. Ping, Phil Morin, Board Attorney, and Margaret Koontz, 
Secretary  
 
Also present:  Paul Niehoff, Borough Engineer; Chris Dochney, Borough Planner; and, 
Keith Lynch, Director of Planning and Development 
 
Absent:  All present 
 
A.  CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Nadelberg called the meeting to order at 8:05 p.m.  This meeting was held in 
the Council Conference Room and was not recorded.  A transcript of the hearing for 
Redwood ERC – New Providence II is available. 
 
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.   
 
D.  RESOLUTIONS  
 
David and Christine Briganti      Application #2014-30 
5 Morehouse Place, Block 114, Lot 9, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10 Schedule II for permission to construct a front 
porch.  The proposed front-yard setback to the covered porch along Morehouse Place is 
17.33 feet and the setback along Laurel Drive is 25 feet whereas 40 is the minimum 
allowed.   
 
Mr. Ammitzboll moved this and Mr. Pennisi seconded same.  Members voting in 
favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. Grob, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, Mr. Pennisi, Mr. Ping and 
Mr. Nadelberg. 
 
Steven and Tram Harris      Application #2014-34 
162 Stoneridge Road, Block 252, Lot 7, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-19 I for permission to construct a shed.  The 
proposed rear-yard setback to the shed is 2 feet whereas 6 feet is the minimum 
required.  The proposed side-yard setback to the shed is 2 feet whereas 6 feet is the 
minimum required. 
 
Mr. Ammitzboll moved this and Ms. Jaynes seconded same.  Members voting in 
favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. Grob, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Pennisi, Mr. Ping, Mr. DeSarno 
and Mr. Nadelberg. 



 
E.  PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR FEBRUARY 23, 2015 
 
Karen Canniffe       Application #2015-02 
38 Darby Court, Block 335, Lot 21, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule III for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed floor area ratio is .215 whereas .189 is the maximum permitted. 
 
Karen Canniffe and her architect, Karen Khalaf, were sworn in.  Ms. Canniffe purchased 
the house two years ago with her mother, a long-time New Providence resident who 
wanted to stay in town after her husband died.  The house has a large first floor with a 
guest bedroom and bathroom but the bedroom and bathroom are only accessible by 
stairs.  Ms. Canniffe would like to change the interior of the house so that her mother can 
live with them.  She and Ms. Khalaf tried to work within the zoning requirements when 
designing the layout but were unable to get the elements needed/wanted such as 
American Disabilities Act (ADA) doorways, a half bathroom and mudroom. The proposed 
change increases the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to .215. 
 
The current entrance to the house is through the garage to a hall that leads to the 
bathroom and bedroom.  The full bathroom would be demolished to eliminate the hall 
and a mudroom would be constructed to provide access from the garage to the kitchen 
and half bathroom.  Access to the guest bedroom and bathroom would be through the 
front foyer.  The mudroom was needed to access the kitchen and a hall was needed to 
do so.  This created more square footage but also made the plan more efficient.  The 
196 SF mudroom bumps out but is tucked in the back of the house.  The right side-yard 
setback is 28’ so the addition is far away on the right side and the rear yard is 45’ so 
there is enough room for it without encroaching in the rear yard.  The one-story addition 
with a flat roof is not visible from the front and is tucked in from the neighbors.  The three 
air conditioning condensers will be relocated at the back between the mudroom and 
breakfast room.   The generator and wine cooler will also be relocated to the right side of 
the house behind the garage and will be landscaped, and the walkway to the back will 
shift a little to the right.  No trees will be removed except a small holly that Ms. Canniffe 
hopes to salvage and replant.  There is minimal disruption to the land. 
 
Ms. Khalaf addressed the comment in the planner’s review letter about FAR.  She 
designed the addition for the previous owner in 2005.  The homeowner appeared before 
the Board at that time for a front-yard setback for the portico.  FAR was not in effect at 
the time and wasn’t discussed.   
 
Ms. Canniffe and Ms. Khalaf responded to questions from the Board.  Ms. Canniffe 
talked to the neighbors.  The neighbor to the right was supportive of the addition.  The 
neighbor to the left cannot see the addition from the bedroom window.  The mudroom 
will match the existing materials and colors.  
 
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 and the hearing was closed. 
 
Discussion:  The application is straightforward.  The mudroom is tucked in the back as 
are the air conditioning units.  It’s a small addition and will not impact the neighbors.  The 
increase in FAR is necessary to accommodate the applicant’s mother’s needs.  
 
Mr. Ammitzboll moved to approve the application and Mr. Pennisi seconded same.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting. Members voting in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, 
Mr. Grob, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, Mr. Pennisi, Mr. Ping, and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those 
opposed:  None.      
 
Redwood-ERC New Providence II, LLC    Application #2014-36 
535 Mountain Avenue, Block 320, Lots 15 and 17, TBI-I Zone, New Providence, NJ  
07974 
Preliminary and final major site plan and variance approval for development of an 
additional 143 independent living units as part of the Continuing Care Retirement 
Community on Lot 15. 
 
Glenn Pantel, Drinker, Biddle & Reath LLC, attorney for the applicant described the 
variances requested to expand Redwood ERC known as Lantern Hill, the continuing 
care retirement community (CCRC) currently being constructed on the adjacent lot, by 
143 independent living units. Lantern Hill will provide a continuum of care with 
independent living, assisted living and nursing units.  A use variance was granted to HT 
Mountain for the CCRC in 2011.  In 2012, Erickson Living bought the property and was 
granted site plan approval for Phases 1 and 2.  The expansion of the CCRC on Lot 15, 
Phase 3, also requires a use variance and many of the same variances granted for 
Phases 1 and 2 as follows: 
 

 Number of units per building to permit 72 and 71 dwelling units in Buildings 6 and 
7, respectively, as 24 units per building are allowed 

 Number of parking spaces in the front yard:  32 spaces that are not visible from 
the street are proposed where 12 are allowed 

 Height of the buildings at 57.1’ - the same as approved for Phases 1 and 2 – are 
proposed for Phase 3 where 45’ is permitted 

 Building length of 390.3’ where 200’ is permitted 

 FAR of 0.76 where 0.35 is permitted, and  

 Steep slope disturbances on manmade slopes.      
 
In addition, the applicant seeks variances for:  
 

 Height of an 8’ deer fence around the community garden where 6’ is allowed in a 
side yard 

 Setback for a potting shed, and 

 Exterior exposure in a multi-family residential unit:  The proposed units have one 
exterior exposure and two are required. 

 
The variances are required to ensure that the proposed buildings are consistent with the 
architecture in Phases 1 and 2 and that the seven buildings will function as one physical 
campus with the two proposed buildings connecting to the five already approved.  A 



resident will be able to walk from one end of the campus to the other without having to 
go outside or up or down any steps.  All of the amenities as approved in the 2012 
application will be available to the residents of the two proposed buildings.   
 
Mark Peter Hunter, Development Director of Erickson Living for this project, was sworn 
in.  Mr. Hunter has years of experience in the development of CCRCs ranging from 
operations, planning and construction.  Lantern Hill is the third Erickson Living CCRC in 
New Jersey and the newest of its eighteen facilities.  The market demand for the units 
exceeded the number of units available in the first three buildings (Phase 1), and 330 
people are on a priority list for the two buildings that will be constructed in Phase 2 later 
this year.  Mr. Hunter described the high-end residential units and amenities including 
the indoor pool, theater, restaurants, gym, dining room and onsite medical facility.  
Erickson Living wants to service the tremendous demand for this product in New 
Providence and the surrounding areas. 
 
Mr. Hunter responded to questions from the Board.  The steel structures currently visible 
are the top of the buildings.  The buildings will be 6.5’ higher than the steel structures 
when the mansard roofs are constructed.  Erickson Living is currently negotiating a 
contract for outside emergency services, a condition of the 2012 approval, and hopes to 
have the contract this summer.  Emergency vehicles will not be housed on site as first 
aid responders trained to respond to all medical emergencies will call for an ambulance 
if necessary.  The issue for the fire department is the size of the site.  Fire department 
access to and on the site was discussed extensively at the hearings in 2012.  The dining 
area will be about the same size so a larger sewer will not be needed.  The two 
proposed buildings will have independent living units only and possibly 2,050 SF for 
independent medical offices.  It the space is not used for the medical offices, the 
buildings will have a total of 145 independent units.  The independent medical offices will 
be primarily, but not exclusively, for the residents:  The traffic consultant accounted for 
the parking spaces required for the medical offices.   
 
Mr. Pantel noted that the average move-in age is 80 years and the facility has little peak-
hour traffic other than when the employee shifts change.  There is less traffic for this 
facility than there would be if it were office space.  Mr. Niehoff stated that a sampling 
from the manhole for the sewer may be required as a condition of approval because of 
discharge from the medical offices to the waste water treatment plant.  The applicant 
was a contract purchaser when Phases 1 and 2 were approved.  The applicant does not 
anticipate Phases 4 and 5.  The applicant prepared a fiscal impact statement for Phases 
1 and 2:  The CCRC is a huge plus for New Providence with no impact on the schools.  
The additional units proposed are all ratable.  New Providence residents were not given 
preference when the units in Phases 1 and 2 were offered.  Units were reserved on a 
first-serve basis secured with a $1,000 refundable deposit.  The applicant wouldn’t 
propose Phase 3 if the demand wasn’t there.  Based on the current priority list, there are 
more than enough residents to fill the additional 143 independent living units.  Most of 
the prospective tenants signed up as a result of word of mouth although the facility has 
been advertised on television and in the newspaper.  Each unit has the option of an 
underground parking space.  The facility will also offer a free jitney to certain 
destinations plus the jitney will also be available for hire.  The units have nice kitchens 
similar to what would be found in a condo.  The restaurants are open only to residents 
and their families and not to the public.  
 
 



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. 
 
Brian McMorrow, Bohler Engineering, was sworn in, presented his credentials and was 
accepted as a licensed professional engineer.  Mr. McMorrow is the senior project 
engineer for Phase 1.  The following exhibits were marked: 
 

 Exhibit A-1 – Photo simulation of Redwood ERC/Lantern Hill looking uphill from 
the intersection of South Street and Mountain Avenue  

 

 Exhibit A-2 – Approved Vicinity Map - Aerial view dated 2/23/15 showing the five 
buildings in Phases 1 and 2 
 
The 20.5 acre site is on the northwest corner of South Street and Mountain 
Avenue with single family houses located to the north and west, BOC Group to 
the west, Alcatel-Lucent across Mountain Avenue and other office buildings 
farther east on  Mountain Avenue.   The site was purchased two years ago after 
the applicant saw the high sales activity for Lantern Hill.    

 

 Exhibit A-3 – Proposed Vicinity Map – Aerial view dated 2/23/15 showing the 
proposed Buildings 6 and 7 (Phase 3) in darker tan as well as the buildings in 
Phases 1 and 2 
 
Buildings 6 and 7 will be constructed where the current sales office is located.   
The sales office building will be razed. The two lots will be consolidated by deed 
eliminating easements and side-yard variances. The lots together are 26.3 acres.  

 

 Exhibit A-4 – Aerial photo with site plan and zoning table dated 2/23/15 showing 
Buildings 6 and 7 (Phase 3) in darker tan and the bocce court, benches, 
courtyard, potting shed and community garden.   
 
The driveway to the existing building/sales office will be eliminated and vehicles 
will access the site from the two driveways approved for Phases 1 and 2, one on 
South Street and the other on Mountain Avenue.   A driveway in front of Building 
7 will terminate in a cul-de-sac at the western end of the property.  Emergency 
access at the edge of the woods, per the Engineer’s Review Letter, will be 
considered.  The pedestrian connector between Buildings 6 and 2 will not block 
the emergency access lane located to the west of Building 2. A reinforced turf 
block drive for emergency access will run from the cul-de-sac behind Building 6.   
The emergency access drive is located below the ground floor units.  The drive 
will be kept free of snow.  The deer fencing is only around the community garden 
not the entire site.  The potting shed is located near the garden on the western 
edge of the property.   

 

 Exhibit A-5 – Steep Slope Analysis Map for Phase 3 
Light green indicates disturbance of slopes between 15 and 19.9%; medium 
green shows disturbance of slopes between 20% and 25%; and, dark green 
shows the disturbance of slopes exceeding 25%.  



 
All of the slopes for the existing building and parking lot are manmade.  
Disturbance of the steep slopes will have no adverse impact on the adjacent 
property to the west.   
  
The current sales office is set back 152’ from the right of way.  The proposed 
setback for Building 7 is 103.”  The height of the approved buildings for Phases 1 
and 2 is 57.1.’  The height of the two four-story buildings is 54.’  The parking lot 
can’t be located in the back because of the rock and the dramatic drop in the 
grade in the back.  The buildings will be built in phases, but if sales are robust, 
they will probably be built at the same time.  The utility work for both buildings will 
be done at the same time.  Work can’t start on Phase 3 until the new buildings on 
lot 15 are finished and the sales office can be relocated.  Phase 1 will be 
completed in the fall of 2015.  Work on Phase 2 will begin this summer with 
completion in the summer of 2016.  LSG Landscape Architecture tried to 
maintain as much of the front lawn as possible and to keep the trees but will 
contour the land and supplement the front lawn with new plants/trees. 

 

 Exhibit A-6 – Mountain Avenue Cross Section 
 
The grade rises up from Mountain Avenue.  The applicant proposes to adjust the 
grade and add a berm.  A 6’ person standing on Mountain Avenue would see the 
upper three floors of Building 7 and would not see the cars in the parking lot.  A 
sidewalk will run around the perimeter of the campus from Mountain Avenue to 
South Street. 

 
Mr. McMorrow responded to questions from the Board and professionals. Mr. McMorrow 
does not have the difference in absolute height between the existing building and the 
proposed buildings.  He does not believe cars parked to the right in front of Building 7 
will be visible.  The sidewalks from the interior courtyard between Buildings 6 and 7 will 
connect to the rest of the campus.  Deliveries will be made to Building 1 where they will 
be redelivered internally to the other buildings.  Mr. Niehoff expressed concern about the 
size of the cul-de-sac and the ability for a delivery truck to turn around.  Mr. McMorrow 
responded that an occasional U-Haul or moving truck would use the cul-de-sac 
otherwise all other deliveries will be made to Building 1.  The underground parking lot is 
one story with a 10’ clearance.  The architect will address the Board’s concern about 
emergency vehicle access to the parking garage given the carjacking at the Short Hills 
Mall and the ambulance’s inability to access the parking garage.  The parking garage is 
a single-level parking deck with the opening at the same level as the cars parked there.  
The area under the interior courtyard is dirt.  The finished first floor for Building 6 is 445’ 
and 446’ for Building 2, the building closest to the east. 
 
Mr. McMorrow described the courtyard which will have walkways, a bocce court, seating 
and benches.  The lighting adheres to the Borough’s standards and is lower level in the 
courtyard for way finding.  The community garden is on the western side of the property.  
The 10’ x 10’ potting shed is 18.5’ west of the property line. 
.  
Mr. Karr asked if the applicant considered making Building 7 conforming and stepping 
Building 6 back.  The applicant did consider this but felt that the proposed locations were 
the right place so that they are 600’ from the residences on Candlewood Drive.  The 
architect will address the difference in scale between the buildings in Phases 1 and 2 



and Phase 3. 
 
The utilities exist for Buildings 6 and 7.  The applicant will do a further analysis of the 
drainage shed lines per the Engineer’s Review Letter and will obtain the required 
approvals from Somerset-Union County Soil Conservation District and permits from 
NJDEP.  There is safe ingress/egress from the site using the existing driveways 
approved for Phases 1 and 2.  All of the parking stalls are 9’ x 18’ but the overhang 
allows the extra 2’ for the required number of 9’ x 20’ spaces without impeding 
pedestrian traffic on the sidewalk.  
 

 Exhibit A-7 – Preliminary Major Site Plan – Phase 3 – View from Mountain 
Avenue.  Color photo simulation from across Mountain Avenue.  
 
Note:  This exhibit was described but not marked.  It was later marked as Exhibit 
A-10. 

 

 Exhibit A-8 – Preliminary Major Site Plan – Phase 3 – View from across Mountain 
Avenue. 
 
New plantings at five-year growth are shown in dark green. Supplemental 
plantings will screen the buildings.   

 
Mark Gionet, LSG Landscape Architecture, was sworn in and accepted as a certified 
landscape architect.  Mr. Gionet is the principal responsible for the Erickson Living 
properties and has done work for other CCRCs and residential facilities.  Mr. Gionet 
testified that the trees shaded in gray on Exhibit A-4 will be preserved.  These are mostly 
oak trees.  The sanitary sewer line will be abandoned in place so there will be no impact 
on the trees.  The applicant will try and preserve as much of the vegetation on the 
western perimeter of the property as possible although some may have to be removed 
for an emergency access lane.  Mr. Grob asked about the impact of the earth berm on 
the critical root zone of the trees. He understands the buffer but the grading and root 
zone need to be considered.  Mr. Grob believes it is important to establish a “don’t go 
past here” line for preserving the trees.  Mr. Gionet stated that the applicant can do this 
and can engage an arborist to evaluate the conditions of the trees and the contouring 
proposed.  The walking trail in back could be relocated to keep more of the existing 
vegetation. The property will be irrigated in the courtyard and along the exterior of the 
perimeter. 
 
Mr. Niehoff expressed concern about emergency access at the rear of the site because 
of the grade differential between the emergency access drive, patio and building.  He is 
also concerned about the ability for emergency equipment to turn around, the size of the 
cul-de-sac and drainage discharge to the rear and its impact on the adjacent property, 
BOC Group. The applicant has not met with the fire department yet but will to see if a 
ladder could reach the roof from the rear emergency access drive.    There is a 6’ to 8’ 
drop off so the trucks will sit lower.  The applicant will provide the overall height 
difference between the height of the building and the drop-off point for emergency 
equipment.  The difference in the absolute elevation above sea level for the buildings in 
Phase 3 is within 12” of what was previously approved so the roof lines between the 
buildings in Phases 1 and 2 and Phase 3 are basically level.  Building 7 is 250’ closer to 
Mountain Avenue than Building 2.  The size of the cul-de-sac is a challenge because of 
the topography but the applicant may be able to enlarge it.  The sidewalk that connects 



to the tennis courts at BOC Group will be eliminated.  A sidewalk from the courtyard 
between Buildings 6 and 7 connects to Building 2 and the rest of the campus. All trash 
and recycling will be handled at the facilities approved for Phases 1 and 2 with trash and 
recyclables collected from individual units and transferred to a central receiving area.  
The site has adequate room to stock pile snow.  The applicant proposes to eliminate 
some steep slopes as well as create some steep slopes.  The slopes will be maintained 
through a selection of vegetative cover not grass.  Timing for the lighting isn’t proposed 
as there are no residential areas adjacent or near the site.  The applicant will look at the 
emergency access to enter the site and what can be done to get emergency equipment 
on the site if the entrance driveway off of Mountain Avenue is compromised.  Mr. Niehoff 
will work with the applicant on the drainage.  The parking garage is fully sprinklered with 
floor drains. 
 
The Board asked what the applicant has done to limit the mass from the street since it is 
a gateway site to downtown New Providence.  Mr. Pantel responded that the applicant 
reduced the footprints of the buildings in Phases 1 and 2 to reduce the mass.  Buildings 
6 and 7 are closer to the road but match the scale of the buildings in Phases 1 and 2.  
The TBI zone allows a hotel/conference center at a 65’ height and 100’ setback:  The 
proposed buildings are less imposing than a hotel/conference center and have a more 
residential feel.  The ridge between Buildings 6 and 7 is probably original ground not 
manmade.  The slopes occur on the outside.   Mr. McMorrow believes it would be hard 
to lower the buildings because of the rock.  The applicant will look at the geotechnical 
reports and at doing some test borings. 
 
Mr. McMorrow responded to questions from the planner.  The architect will address the 
question about mechanicals on the roof.  Emergency generators haven’t been 
considered.  The emergency generator in the central core approved for Phase 1 and 2 
could potentially serve the seven buildings. 
 
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. 
 
Dennis Boggio, president of Lantz-Boggio Architects, P.C., was sworn in accepted as a 
licensed professional architect.  Mr. Boggio’s firm specializes in senior living and care 
and was commissioned for the entire architectural design of the project.  He previously 
testified before the Board in 2012 for Phases 1 and 2.   
 

 Exhibit A-9 – First floor plan showing the Union Square Dining area with 
exhibition restaurant, specialty restaurant kitchen and common living room and 
lounge.     

 
Mr. Boggio testified that the residents of the community have different expectations than 
the WW II generation.  Mr. Boggio described the main entrance, entry lobby, living room 
and exhibition restaurant with an open kitchen and wine bar and private dining room.  
There are five different dining venues, a billiards area and grill and outdoor dining area 
plus other amenities including a theater and convenience store.  Erickson Living strives 
to deliver services that meet today’s residents’ expectations. 
 
The applicant has tried to be sensitive to the fact that there is more building on the sties 



than before and broke up the scale with different elements so as not to be repetitive.   
The applicant tried to continue this concept with the buildings for Phase 3 but with some 
contrast so they don’t look the same as Phases 1 and 2.  The western sides of Buildings 
6 and 7 have been canted for a more interesting view as one drives east on Mountain 
Avenue.  Two buildings are proposed to allow a recreation area between them to meet 
residents’ desire to be outdoors.  The canted section of the Building 7, which is closest 
to Mountain Avenue, lines up with the left building (Building 2) from Phases 1 and 2.    
 
Mr. Boggio responded to the Board’s earlier questions/concerns.  The parking garage, 
which is accessed from the west, cuts as much as 7’ into rock at some points.  
Generally, an ambulance will go to the front entrance because the service is faster/ 
better than going through the parking garage.   If the case of an emergency in the 
parking garage, emergency personnel would take the elevator down from the first floor 
but could also enter through the garage if necessary.  Most of Buildings 6 and 7 are 
apartments ranging in size from 800 plus SF to 1,800 SF.  The larger units have two 
bedrooms and a den.  The medical offices will be in the front of Building 7.  A pedestrian 
walkway between the second floor in Building 6 and the third floor in Building 2 provides 
access to the amenities described earlier.    
 

 Exhibit A-10 – Preliminary Major Site Plan – Phase 3 – View from Mountain 
Avenue.  Color photo simulation from across Mountain Avenue.   
 
Note:  This exhibit was described in earlier testimony as Exhibit A-7 but never 
marked as such.  
 
The façade is a variety of stone, brick and siding as used in Phases 1 and 2 with 
the same materials and colors but some difference in how they are assembled to 
provide variety and difference in the detail.     

 
Mr. Karr asked about reducing the mass since Building 7 is closer to Mountain Avenue 
than the buildings in Phase 1 which are 250’ back from the road.  Mr. Karr asked it the 
applicant looked at making the height more conforming.  Mr. Pantel responded that 
conforming to 45’ would result in a three-story building not a four-story building.  The 
Board asked if there is a critical mass to make the project worthwhile and if there is a 
threshold where it would make sense to take a floor off or some other compromise to 
reduce the mass.  The applicant could look at this.  Mr. Grob added that Buildings 6 and 
7 do not come in and out and break and turn as they do in Phases 1 and 2.  Mr. Boggio 
responded that he wanted some contrast between Phases 1 and 2 and Phase 3.  The 
berm is at the tightest spot on Mountain Avenue and was added to break up the mass of 
the buildings in Phase 3 as do the canted buildings.  The Board agreed that these break 
up the mass when driving east on Mountain Avenue but the buildings look more massive 
when driving west.    
 
Mr. Pantel stated that a lot of thought and attention went into the design.  The applicant 
has heard the Board’s concern about the mass of the buildings and will look at a 
reconfiguration, number of units and/or number of stories.   
 
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. 



 
The hearing was carried to March 2, 2015.  No further notice is required or will be given.  
The applicant will notify the Secretary if it is unable to make changes to the application 
and provide information requested by the Board in time for the meeting. 
 
H.   MINUTES FROM SPECIAL MEETING ON 2/19/2015 
 
The minutes from the Special Meeting held on February 19, 2015, were approved as 
submitted. 
 
I.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:05 p.m. 
 


