
 
BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
MEETING MINUTES – MONDAY, MARCH 21, 2016 – 8:00 p.m. 

 
Present:  Mr. Nadelberg, Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Grob, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, 
Mr. Morgan, Mr. Ping, Mr. Phil Morin, Board Attorney, and Margaret Koontz, Secretary  
 
Absent:  All present 
 
Also present:  Fred Heyer, Borough Planner, and Keith Lynch, Director of Planning and 
Development 
 
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.  
 
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 
 
Rajiv and Sonali Setia       Application #2016-07 
13 Brookside Drive, Block 132, Lot 8, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedules II and III for permission to construct 
an addition.  The proposed building coverage is 2,685 square feet whereas 2,290 square 
feet is the maximum allowed. 
 
Ms. Jaynes moved this and Mr. Karr seconded same.  Members voting in favor:  
Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. DeSarno, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan and Mr. Grob. 
 
D.  PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR MARCH 21, 2016 
 
Christopher and Nicole Bisaccia     Application #2016-04 
7 Pine Court, Block 113, Lot 5, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule III for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed building coverage is 4,170 square feet whereas 3,960 square 
feet is the maximum allowed.  
 
Christopher Bisaccia was sworn in and testified that he would like to add 200’ of roof 
coverage for a patio area which puts the house 210 SF over the maximum building 
coverage allowed.  The overage is not significant and he looked at other ways that would 
reduce the lot coverage but couldn’t find one that worked.  There’s no way to structurally 
support the roof of the addition without covering the patio.   He picked the option that he 
thought looked best for the neighbor. The following exhibits were marked: 



 
Exhibit A-1:  Photograph of the rear of the house showing the area where the covered 
patio will be in relation to the property, and 
 
Exhibit A-2:  Photograph of the type of patio area that the applicant is trying to cover.  
The new patio area will be similar to what is shown.   
 
Mr. Bisaccia responded to questions from the Board.  All of the building coverage is 
within the required setbacks.  The neighbor to the side is probably 70’ to 80’ away from 
the patio.  The house to the rear is 208’ away.  He built the house to be LEED 
(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) certified to promote water and energy 
efficiency and to reduce any negative impact on the surrounding neighbors and it’s 
important to Mr. Bisaccia to maintain this philosophy with the addition and covered patio.  
The powder room is only accessible from the outside and will be winterized.  The patio 
area will be covered but not enclosed.  The Bisaccias are also putting in a pool.  Mr. 
Bisaccia would accept a condition prohibiting enclosure of the patio in the future.    
 
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. 
 
Discussion:  Mr. Karr walked the site and the only impact is to the neighbor on the side.  
The building coverage is 5% over what is allowed which is not excessive.  The covered 
patio is a single story and it works well.  The Board agreed that the increase in building 
coverage will have a minimal impact and supported approval with the condition that the 
covered patio will not be enclosed.   
 
Mr. Ammitzboll moved to approve the application with the condition that the covered 
patio will not be enclosed.  Mr. Grob seconded the motion.  .  A resolution will be passed 
at the next meeting.   Members voting in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Grob, 
Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  None. 
 
 
Donna Bucco        Application #2016-05 
78 Woodcrest Drive, Block 251, Lot 2, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedules II and III for permission to construct 
a deck.  The proposed rear-yard setback to the deck is 40 feet whereas 45.5 feet is the 
minimum required.  The proposed building coverage is 2,637 square feet whereas 2,305 
square feet is the maximum allowed. 
 
Donna Bucco was sworn in.  She bought the house 25 years ago with the deck.  The 
desk is in disrepair and she wants to replace it but it is non-conforming. 
 
The Board noted that the deck conformed prior to the changes in setback requirements 
adopted last year.  Mr. Lynch stated that it’s usually permitted to replace or repair a deck 



but there’s no record that the deck was ever approved.   
 
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 deck is modest and Ms. Bucco is just replacing not expanding it.   
 
Mr. Karr moved to approve the application and Mr. Ammitzboll seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.   Members voting in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, 
Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Grob, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those 
opposed:  None. 
  
 
Erminio LaRosa   Application #2016-03 
12 Primrose Drive, Block 131, Lot 6, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II and III for permission to construct 
an addition and proposed future garage.  The proposed rear yard to the addition is 26.67 
feet to the addition and 21.67 feet to the future garage whereas 40 feet is the minimum 
required.  The proposed side yard setback to the second floor addition is 8 feet whereas 
16.8 feet is the minimum required.  The proposed building coverage with the future 
garage is 1,722 square feet whereas 1,658 square feet is the maximum allowed.  The 
property currently does not have a garage whereas a one car garage is required.  In 
accordance with a previously approved variance the existing deck is 16’ from the rear 
property line.  The property has an existing shed that is 1.2 feet from the rear property 
line and 2.3 feet from the side property line. 
 
Mr. Morgan recused himself from the hearing.  Messrs. Nadelberg and Ping were absent 
from the hearing on March 7, 2016, and are not eligible to vote on the application.  Mr. 
Grob presided over the hearing. 
 
Erminio LaRosa, previously sworn in on March 7, 2016, stated that the application was 
carried to give him time to prepare a landscape plan and apologized that Mr. Hofmann, 
his architect, was unable to come to the hearing.  Mr. LaRosa consulted with Mr. Morgan 
and Ms. Ditzel, the two neighbors most impacted by the addition and agreed upon a plan 
to plant evergreen across the back and along the right side of the property.  Mr. LaRosa 
added that Ms. Ditzel still had some concerns with the plan and would like to add a 
flowing pear tree which does not appear on the plan as presented.   
 
Donna Ditzel, 63 Hickson Drive, previously sworn in on March 7, 2016, stated that she 
doesn’t want all Green Giant arbor vitaes across the back along her property because 
she finds them ugly and suggested alternating them with junipers, as noted on the plan, 
to provide contrast in color to the arbor vitaes.  Although she signed off on the plan, she 
thought some more and would like a deciduous tree for height.  
 



The Board discussed the plan with the changes as noted.  Mr. Grob stated that for 
optimal screening it’s better for the trees to be closer to the viewer - in this case Ms. 
Ditzel.  Alternating the trees between the two properties would address Ms. Ditzel’s 
concern.  One of the evergreens could be replaced with a flowering pear.  The applicant 
and neighbors agreed to alternating the trees as follows from left to right across the rear 
of the property:   a Green Giant to be planted on Mr. LaRosa’s property, a juniper on Ms. 
Ditzel’s property, a Green Giant on Mr. LaRosa’s property, a flowering pear on Ms. 
Ditzel’s property, a Green Giant on Mr. LaRosa’s property and a juniper on Ms. Ditzel’s 
property.   
 
Ed Morgan, 18 Primrose Drive, previously sworn in on March 7, 2016, agreed to more 
columnar Emerald Green arbor vitaes to delineate his property from Mr. LaRosa’s yard 
but realized that his area of concern is really at the back of his yard where the LaRosa’s 
addition is most noticeable.  He would like to swap out some of the Emerald Greens with 
some bigger, wider trees such as Green Giant arbor vitaes or Leyland Cypress trees 
toward the back of the property and use the Emerald Greens toward the front of the 
property.  Mr. Grob stated that a Douglas fir, Norway spruce or white pine would be 
suitable trees.   
 
The Board agreed to the plan as amended and described above.  The planting will be 
completed in the spring of 2016 subject to availability of the plant materials.  Should the 
planting be delayed, the installation would be subject to advice from the installer as to 
the best time to plant the trees.   
 
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 Board spent considerable time discussing the application at the 
previous hearing and agreed that it did not need to discuss the entire application again.   
Mr. Ammitzboll stated that submission of a landscape plan acceptable to the applicant 
and the neighbors was critical and gives the Board leeway in approving the addition 
which was constructed beyond what the Board previously approved.  He was 
comfortable approving the application with the amended landscape plan.  Mr. DeSarno 
was also okay with approving the application with removal of the condition in the 
previous resolution to construct a garage prior to the sale of the house.  Mr. Karr 
believes the landscape plan works. 
 
Mr. Ammitzboll moved to approve the application with the following conditions:  1) No 
garage will be built on the property and the previous condition requiring a garage to be 
built prior to sale of the house is void, and 2) The applicant will plant trees according to 
the amended landscape plan to replace one of the trees at rear of the property with a 
pear; alternate planting of the trees across the rear on Mr. LaRosa’s and Ms. Ditzel’s 
properties; and, substitute Emerald Green arbor vitaes with wider evergreens along the 
rear of the right side of the property.  Ms. Jaynes seconded the motion.  A resolution will 



be passed at the next meeting.   
 
Members voting in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, Mr. DeSarno, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr and Mr. 
Grob. Those opposed:  None. 
 
  
New York SMSA Limited Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless Application #2016-01 
121 Chanlon Road, Block 221, Lot 6, TBI-2, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Conditional use and site plan approval to install a wireless communications facility on the 
roof of 121 Chanlon Road.  Height variance to allow the antenna enclosures to extend to 
63’ and the equipment shelter to 65’ above grade, where 50’ is permitted and a variance 
to allow a zone setback of 130’ to the C-1 Special Commercial Zone where a 150’ zone  
setback is required, together with any additional variances, waivers or other relief 
required by the Board after its review of the application. 
 
Gregory Meese of Price, Meese, Schulman & D’Arminio, P.C., attorney for the applicant, 
introduced the application to install a rooftop telecommunications facility for Verizon 
Wireless on the top of the office building located at 121 Chanlon Road.  He was unaware 
that the Light Industry district had been re-zoned to Technology Business and Innovation 
2 (TBI-2) when he submitted the application.  The TBI-2 Zones permits wireless 
technology as an accessory use negating the need for a conditional use variance as 
requested in the application.  Although the equipment will not be as high as the existing 
mechanical screen which is 66.9’ and a flag pole of 76.3’, it still requires a variance as 
the height of an antenna is limited to 50’.  In response to the Borough Planner’s 
comment letter (Heyer, Gruel & Associates, dated February 26, 2016), the applicant 
modified the plans to shift the gamma-sector antennas away from the street to conform 
to the 150’ setback requirement eliminating a variance for the setback.  In addition, to 
minimize the bulk, the applicant has replaced the equipment shelter originally proposed 
with cabinets that are shorter and have a smaller footprint.  These will surrounded by an 
enclosure screen.  The applicant seeks site plan approval and height variance. 
 
Ronald Lai, project manager at Dewberry Engineers Inc., was sworn in, provided his 
credentials and was accepted as a licensed professional engineer.  Mr. Lai described 
the 283,314 SF site occupied by a four-story, 52’ high office building located at the 
corner of Chanlon Road and Floral Avenue.  The air conditioning equipment as well 
some antennas that do not belong to Verizon are located on the roof.  The existing 
mechanical screen is 66.9’.  Verizon proposes to install a rooftop wireless facility with a 
platform for the equipment cabinets and three sectors with four antennas per sector. 
One sector has been moved back to 160’ from 130’ eliminate a setback variance. 
 
A copy of Sheet Z-1 of the Site Plan & Notes, revised 3/16/16, was marked Exhibit A-1.  
The equipment platform will be located on the northwest corner of the building and the 
antennas on the northeast, southwest and southeast corners. The equipment cabinets 
are 2’ lower than the originally proposed equipment shelter and are lower than the 
existing mechanical screen.  The antenna sectors will be screened and will not be visible 
looking from the ground up to the roof. The equipment cabinets will be enclosed on all 
four sides and will look like a “penthouse” on top of the roof.  The color of the enclosure 
will be matched to the cornice.  The unmanned facility is remotely monitored and only 
needs gas, electric and telecommunications connections.  The electrical and 
telecommunications connections are already there.  Gas piping is required for the 
emergency generator on the equipment platform.  The gas service on the west side of 



the building can be used.  There is no ground disturbance or changes to the site.  The 
roof can support the load for the equipment. 
 
A copy of Sheet Z-5, North Elevation, revised 3/16/16, showing the revised height of the 
screen wall and the relocated antenna was marked as Exhibit A-2. A copy of Sheet Z-4, 
Roof Plan, revised 3/16/16, was marked as Exhibit A-3. 
 
Mr. Lai responded to questions from the Board.  The emergency generator is 30 KW and 
will be tested once a week on a weekday during business hours.  No additional lighting 
is proposed.  There is a light switch on the platform if the equipment has to be serviced.  
The originally proposed shelter was a small building with air conditioning and vents.  
This has been changed to three cabinets with radio equipment inside.  The cabinets sit 
on a platform which will be fully screened by a fiberglass wall so the cabinets will not be 
visible.  The enclosure screen is 2’ lower than the originally proposed shelter.   
   
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
Kathryn Rodgers, 30 Murray Hill Square, asked how much higher the cabinets will be 
above the roof line.  The cabinets will be 11’ above the roof line which is 52’ high.  The 
parapet is 54.6’ so the cabinets will be 8.5’ higher than the parapet.   
 
David Stern, VComm Telecommunications Engineering, was sworn in and presented his 
credentials.  Mr. Stern was accepted as a licensed professional engineer specializing in 
radio frequency.  Verizon Wireless provides some coverage in New Providence through 
its NP2 and NP4 locations.  While there are small gaps in coverage, the real reason for 
the proposed rooftop telecommunications facility is for capacity:  Additional capacity is 
needed for high-speed data network to support 4G LTE.  NP2 and NP4, which sit on 
ridge lines, have been upgraded and are now at capacity.  The proposed location for the 
rooftop wireless facility is at the “bottom of the bowl” and will provide capacity to the 
middle of New Providence. 
 
Verizon Wireless looked for other sites generally searching for existing structures to 
which it could attach the wireless equipment.  The monopole at 111 Spring Street 
couldn’t support the Verizon load and the landlord wasn’t interested in Verizon’s offer to 
erect a new pole.  Enlarged copies  of Verizon  Wireless New Providence 6 Site Sector 
Traffic History and Projections for New Providence 4 Site and New Providence 2 (four 
sheets) from VComm’s New Providence 6 Site RF Analysis and Report dated  
December 23, 2015, was marked as Exhibit A-4.  Exhibit A-4 shows actual use, the 
maximum capacity and a smoothing line indicating a steady growth of data usage over 
time.  Verizon Wireless introduced additional spectrum to the existing sites in 2015 but it 
can’t grow the through put at these sites any more.  Mr. Stern visited the site on Chanlon 
Road during off-peak non-business hours and the cellular service is very slow.  
 
A map showing the existing sites, Verizon Wireless Existing Sites without “New 
Providence 6” Site, was marked as Exhibit A-5.  Mr. Stern described the location of the 
sites in New Providence, Summit and Berkeley Heights and the proposed site.  NP2 is 
located on River Road in Chatham and NP2 is located at 600 Mountain Avenue.  
Verizon Wireless looks for new technology and additional spectrum when a site has 
been exhausted to accommodate increasing usage demands. Verizon Wireless has 
introduced small cells such as the ones installed at the Wells Fargo bank in town but 



they only cover a small area.  At this point, Verizon Wireless needs to install macro cells, 
which can be attached to existing buildings, in a location where most of the traffic is to 
provide as much coverage in New Providence as possible. 
 
Mr. Stern responded to questions from the Board.  Mr. Stern believes better technology, 
macro cells and more small-network nodes will be used to meet the additional usage 
demands over the next ten years.  Macro cells will be need to service “moving” traffic 
from cars and trains.  The PSE&G tower where the New Cingular Wireless (“AT&T”) and 
Sprint will be located can’t service Verizon Wireless. 
 
Mr. Stern testified to radio frequency emissions from the proposed site.  The maximum 
emission is 2.1% which is 48 times below the Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) standards.  Although the location of one set of antennas has been moved, the 
height hasn’t changed so the calculations in his report are still accurate.  The radio 
frequency emissions are also well below the standards allowed by the New Jersey 
Radiation Protection Act which are less restrictive than the FCC standards.  The radio 
frequency exposure inside the building is ten times lower because the building is under 
the antennas plus the roof blocks some of the radio frequency.  For purposes of 
comparison, Mr. Stern testified that the radio frequency emission from the lights in the 
meeting room is 1%:  The emission level standing in front of a refrigerator is 3 to 3.5%.   
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
George Ross, 45 Murray Hill Square, asked if Lantern Hill on the corner of South Street 
and Mountain Avenue could be used as a site and why Verizon Wireless can’t use an 
existing site such as 600 Mountain Avenue.  Verizon Wireless has already upgraded all 
four spectrums at NP4 at 600 Mountain Avenue with the latest technology and it is 
maxed out.  Locating the equipment at Lantern Hill would increase interference with the 
wireless equipment at 600 Mountain Avenue because of the proximity thereby reducing 
the power to carry the traffic.  Locating the equipment at the proposed site will increase 
the capacity in the middle of New Providence and will improve it on the perimeter.   
Location of the site matters.  The building on Chanlon Road is particularly well suited for 
the equipment because it is located in the “bottom of the bowl” area but the building sits 
on a rise so there is good coverage.  Mr. Ross expressed concern about the visual 
impact and aesthetics because the area is heavily residential now.  Mr. Stern responded 
that the wireless facility also provides residential service:  More than 45% of households 
have only wireless service and 70% of all 911 calls are placed from cell phones so there 
is a need for cell service.  Without the rooftop wireless facility, there probably won’t be 
service in the area two years from now.   
 
Sally Fullman, 14 Murray Hill Square, asked about the health impact on residents of 
Murray Hill Square since they will have exposure 24 hours a day.  Mr. Stern reiterated 
that the radio frequency emissions are 48 times below the FCC standard.  Unsafe levels 
of exposure that would cause burns are much higher:  The emissions from the proposed 
site are hundreds of thousands times below what would case burns.  The radio 
frequency emission of a cell phone is greater than the emission from the proposed site.  
Radio frequency exposure from a microwave oven is 3%.  There would be no noticeable 
increase in radio frequency levels inside her house from the proposed site since the 
antenna pushes the energy out and not down.  The maximum radio frequency emission 
calculation for the proposed equipment is 2.1% but the typical number is usually lower. 



 
Kathryn Rodgers, 30 Murray Hill Square, asked if other sites were investigated.  Mr. 
Stern responded that Verizon Wireless looked at 111 Spring Street but the owner didn’t 
want Verizon Wireless to erect a new pole. Verizon Wireless always looks at existing 
structures first.  Mr. Stern deferred further discussion to the planner but believes that 
people are less likely to look at equipment located on a building than a new monopole.  
Ms. Rodger added that her question is more related to the visual rather than health 
aspect of the equipment.  Mr. Ammitzboll, who worked on drafting the wireless 
technology ordinance, responded that ordinance was crafted to encourage the use of 
existing structures rather than the erection of a 110’ monopole with two to four carriers 
on top.  Mr. Reese added that the equipment will not be as high as the existing 
appurtenances.  The building happens to be ideal and it’s where the ordinance directed 
Verizon Wireless to locate. 
 
William F. Masters, Jr. was sworn in, presented his credentials and was accepted as a 
licensed professional planner with a concentration in wireless facilities.  Mr. Masters 
summarized the variances requested.  The application was originally filed requesting a 
conditional use variance but this is not needed as a wireless facility is now permitted as 
an accessory use in the zone.  The setback variance has been eliminated.  A variance is 
required for the height of the equipment which is 63’ whereas 50’ is permitted.  The 
equipment is 8.5’ above the parapet of the building.  There are existing appurtenances 
on the roof top at 67’ and 73.’   
 
A board with nine photographs/photo-simulations was marked as Exhibit A-6.  Mr. 
Masters described the photographs/photo-simulations as follows: 
 

 Photographs 1 through 3 showing the existing building facing east, south and 
north 

 Photo-simulations 1A through 3A showing the rooftop equipment (antennas and 
equipment shelter)  as originally proposed from the same locations as 
photographs 1 through 3, and   

 Photo-simulations 1B through 3B showing the rooftop equipment (antennas and 
cabinets) with the relocated gamma antennas and lower equipment concealment 
structure from the same locations as photographs 1 through 3.. 

 
A board with six photographs/photo-simulations was marked as Exhibit A-7.  Mr. Masters 
described the photographs/photo-simulations.  
 

 Photograph 4 shows the existing building taken from Gold Street facing north.  
Photo-simulations 4A and 4B show the rooftop equipment as originally proposed 
and as relocated and lowered, respectively, from the same location as 
photograph 4. 

 

 Photograph 5 shows the existing building taken from Chanlon Road facing west.  
Photo-simulations 5A and 5B show the equipment as originally proposed and as 
relocated and lowered, respectively, from the same location as photograph 5. 
The photo and photo-simulations represent the view from Murray Hill Square.   

 
Mr. Grob asked if the equipment shown in photo-simulation 5A could be moved farther 
west.  Mr. Stern responded that it can’t be moved too much farther west because 



coverage to the east would be lost and the antenna would have to be raised so you don’t 
get what you want.  It could be moved farther north.   
 
Mr. Stern responded to additional questions from the Board.  A single pole on the roof 
would have to be 20’ to 30’ higher than the proposed equipment.  The equipment can’t 
be located below the parapet because there is no place to attach it because of the 
windows and cornices.  The equipment enclosure is made of a radio-frequency friendly, 
synthetic material that can be color treated so that it will match the color of the cornice.  
The intent is for the enclosure to blend in with the building:  Adding architectural 
elements to the enclosure may draw more attention to the structure.  The enclosure will 
be braced on the rood with vertical supports.  Mr. Masters was not sure of the life 
expectancy of the enclosure material.   
 
Mr. Masters summarized the application and request for a height variance.  The site is 
particularly suited for a wireless equipment.  The site is an existing fully developed site in 
a non-residential zone where the applicant can use the existing access.  The site 
satisfies the technological objective and the radio frequency emissions comply with the 
FCC standards.  The building is a non-conforming height which contributes to the 
suitability of the site for wireless equipment and is on a lot three times the required lot 
size so there are significant setbacks.  Verizon Wireless has four FCC licenses.  The use 
of the site for wireless equipment services the general welfare.  While the courts have 
fallen short of designating wireless telecommunications facilities as an inherently 
beneficial use, the public interest at stake is significant and the facilities benefit the 
public at large.  Aesthetics are always an issue because the equipment has to be 
located up in the air but this will be mitigated by screening the antennas and equipment.  
There is no detrimental effect and the variance can be granted without substantial 
detriment to the public good or the Borough’s zoning ordinances. 
 
The Board asked if Verizon Wireless would be agreeable to planting trees along 
Chanlon Road to block the view of the antennas and equipment shelter from Murray Hill 
Square if permitted by the property owner. The Board would like to see the installation of 
shade trees that would grow to a height of 50’ so the tree canopy would screen the view 
of the equipment.  The applicant is a lessee but consented to planting trees at its 
expense subject to permission from the property owner.     
 
No further witnesses appeared to testify and the hearing was opened to 
comments from the public. 
 
Kathryn Rodgers, 30 Murray Hill Square, was sworn in.  Ms. Rodgers stated that Murray 
Hill Square and the surrounding area of Murray Hill Manor, Foley Square and the Villas 
at Murray Hill make the area a special neighborhood that is increasingly residential.  The 
commercial buildings have a residential look.  It’s impossible to argue that the equipment 
isn’t needed because everyone wants better cell service but she wants the applicant to 
minimize the visual impact and urged the Board to be as specific as possible if it 
approves the application so the installed rooftop wireless facility looks as testified to. 
 
There were no further comments and the hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Meese agreed with the resident that the visual impact is critical and believes that the 
applicant has made the equipment as least intrusive as possible.  The Borough’s 
Planner made some good suggestions to relocate the one antenna and replace the 



originally proposed equipment shelter with screened equipment on a platform to lower 
the height.  The visual impact is not substantial but the applicant is willing to reduce it 
more by planting trees. 
 
Discussion: The Board discussed mitigating the visual impact with the trees as this 
allows the applicant to increase the level of service while reducing the visual impact.  
The negative consequence of doing nothing supports approval of the application. The 
Board acknowledged the concerns of the residents but noted that it denied a prior 
application right next them that would have had a major impact on them.  The site is well 
suited for the applicant to achieve its needs with little visual impact.   The Board was 
pleased that the applicant modified the application prior the hearing based on comments 
from the Borough Planner giving the Board an easier path for approving the application.     
 
Mr. Karr moved to approve the application with the following conditions:  1) The 
equipment enclosure will be color matched to the cornice of the building, 2) a sample of 
the equipment enclosure material will be provided to the Construction Official for 
approval, 3) the applicant will work with the Construction Official to find view points on 
Chanlon Road for planting deciduous trees, subject to the property owner’s permission, 
to provide optimal screening of the equipment, and 4) the emergency generator will 
tested on a week day during business hours.   Mr. Ammitzboll seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.   Members voting in favor:  Mr. Ammitzboll, 
Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Grob, Ms. Jaynes, Mr. Karr, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those 
opposed:  None. 
  
 
F.  REVIEW OF PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR APRIL 4, 2016 
 
Kline Boulevard Associates, LLC     Application #2016-06 
38 Kline Boulevard, Block 202, Lot 1, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed front-yard setback to the front stoop is 31 feet and 32 feet to the 
addition along Kline Boulevard and 23.83 feet to the addition along Richland Drive 
whereas 40 feet is the minimum required.  The existing front-yard setback to the house 
is 34.7 feet along Kline Boulevard and 22.6 feet along Richland Drive to the detached 
garage. 
 
Page K. Woodbury and Elizabeth Woodbury    Application #2016-09 
67 Holmes Oval, Block41, Lot 9, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule III for permission to construct a 
garage addition.  The proposed building coverage is 1839 square feet whereas 1500 
square feet is the maximum allowed.  The existing front-yard setback to the house is 
39.8 feet and 36 to the portico. 
 
New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC (“AT&T”) and  
Sprint Spectrum Realty Company, L.P. (“Sprint”) 
1778 Springfield Avenue, Block 191 Lot 1, C-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Joint applicants received temporary approval for a use variance, height variance, rear 
yard setback variance, variance for setback from another zone and preliminary and final 
site plan approval to construct a temporary 100’ ballast frame monopole with AT&T 
antennas at the top of the pole and Sprint’s antennas below AT&T’s antennas.  
Applicants placed related equipment at the base of the pole.  Applicants have also 



received extensions of this approval.  Applicants now seek an additional twelve (12) 
month extension until June 30, 2017.   
 
G.  COMMUNICATION ITEMS  
 
No communication items. 
 
H.  MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS 
 
No miscellaneous business 
 
I.   MINUTES FROM 3/7/6 
 
The minutes from March 7, 2016, will be reviewed at the meeting on April 4, 2016. 
 
J.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:11 p.m. 
 
 
 


