
 
BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
MEETING MINUTES – MONDAY, DECEMBER 4, 2017 – 8:00 p.m. 

 
 
Present:  Ms. Ananthakrishnan, Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Mr. 
Nadelberg, Mr. Sorochen, Mr. Phil Morin, Board Attorney, and Margaret Koontz, 
Secretary. 
 
Also present:  McKinley Mertz, Borough Planner; Michael O’Krepky, Borough Engineer; 
and, Keith Lynch, Director of Planning and Development 
 
Absent:  Mr. Ammitzboll and Mr. Ping. 
 
A.  CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Nadelberg called the meeting to order at 8:03 p.m.  This meeting was held in 
the third floor Council Conference Room. 
 
B.  RESOLUTIONS  
 
Thomas Foti        Application #2017-34 
4 Frost Lane, Block 375, Lot 375, Lot 10, A-1 Affordable Housing 6 Units/Acre Zone, 
New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-19 I for permission to expand a driveway.  The 
proposed driveway expansion is 4 feet from the property line whereas 6 feet is the 
minimum required. 
 
Mr. Sorochen moved this and Mr. Morgan seconded same.  Members voting in 
favor:  Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Mr. Sorochen and Mr. Nadelberg.  
 
 
C.  PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR DECEMBER 4, 2017 
 
Junfeng Gao        Application #2017-35 
21 Mee Lane, Block 171, Lot 42, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedules II & III for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed front-yard setback to the second floor addition is 35.5 feet 
whereas 40 feet is the minimum required.  The proposed building coverage is 2,154 
square feet whereas 2,092 square feet is maximum permitted.  The existing front-yard 
setback along Whitman Drive is 20.1 feet.  
 
Jun Feng Gao and Tao Zhang were sworn in.  Mr. Zhang helped Mr. Gao with his 
application but is not a licensed professional architect.  Mr. Zhang described the 
application proposing a one-story addition at the rear of the house and a second-floor 
addition in front.  The house is on a corner lot and has two front-yard setbacks both of 
which are non-conforming.  The front-yard setback on Mee Lane is 35.5’ and to push the 
second-floor addition back 4.5’ so that it is conforming would look awkward and the 
construction costs would be more so the proposed addition goes straight up from the 
existing first floor so that the two floors line up.  The front-yard setback on Whitman 



Drive is also non-conforming at 20.1.’  The existing non-conforming setbacks on Mee 
Lane and Whitman Drive will not change.   A variance is required for building coverage 
which will be increased from 2,092 SF to 2,154 SF because of the one-story addition in 
back which will extend 22’ – 7” into the rear yard.  The total square footage for the house 
and addition as proposed is 3,570 SF.  Because of the hardship of the corner lot, the 
applicant can only add limited space to the first floor so the option is to add a second 
floor to get more space. 
 
Mr. Zhang responded to questions from the Board.  The second floor addition will be 
built over the existing footprint which already encroaches 4.5’ into the required setback 
on Mee Lane.  The peak height of the second-floor addition is 30.’  The height of the 
one-story rear addition is 18’ from the average grade to the ridge and conforms to the 
setback requirements.  All of the siding will be removed and replaced with Hardy Plank.  
The houses in the neighborhood were built in the 1960s and 1970s.  The addition will 
improve the curb appeal of the house and it will look like a new building when finished.  
The house has central air conditioning.  The compressors will be located on the right 
(south) side of the house where the proposed cantilever for the gas fireplace is marked 
on the survey.  The existing façade on Mee Lane will remain but the roof will slop up for 
the second-floor addition as shown in #5 on the site/floor plan.  The driveway and 
garage are on Whitman Drive (the Whitman Drive elevation is shown in #8 on the 
site/floor plan).  There is a tree fence along the Whitman Drive side of the house so the 
only thing visible from the street is the garage door. Only the siding and roof will change 
on this side of the house.  Behind the house where the one-story addition is proposed is 
the high school track.  He has never had any flooding.  There is a drainage pipe at the 
back of the house that runs to the creek.      
 
Mr. Morgan asked about the length of the house with the single-story addition.  The 
house with the addition would be almost ‘60’ deep as the house is currently 37.3’ deep 
and the proposed rear addition is 22.’  Ms. Ananthakrishnan commented that the rear 
addition is stepped back on the Whitman Drive side. 
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
Mark Benson, 57 Whitman Drive, expressed concern that the two-story addition would 
change the use of the house and asked about the zoning and if the house is in a multi-
family zone.  Mr. Lynch responded that the house is in a single-family residential zone 
and is designed as a single family house with a single entrance and single utility service. 
Mr. Benson asked if the footings for the addition would impact or exacerbate flooding in 
the area as water comes up from the concrete channel to the fitness trail adjacent to the 
cul-de-sac.  Mr. Zhang presented the documents approving authorization for 
construction from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection.  The leaders 
and gutters from the house tie into the pipe that drains to the brook.  No water is directed 
to the street.  Mr. Gao doesn’t have flood insurance because the house is not in a flood 
zone and, therefore, flood insurance is not required.  His basement has never flooded.  
Mr. Benson asked if there has been any testing to determine if there will be flooding as 
he thinks the addition could worsen the flooding. 
 
Mr. Grob commented that impervious coverage is increasing from 19.4% to 24% and 
40% is allowed.  In addition, the addition is only 568 SF.  The applicant has also testified 
that the gutters and leaders will be directed to the drainage pipe in back that goes to the 



creek.  The site/floor plan shows two grates.  Mr. Zhang is not sure if these are for 
drainage.  Mr. Gao testified that he had a topographic survey done and his house is 
higher than the back yard.  Mr. Lynch noted because of the grade that the back yard is 
not a collection point for water.   
 
Rose Morba, 57 Whitman Drive, asked if the peak height of the proposed addition is 
typical of the neighborhood. Mr. Karr responded that no variance is required for the 
height but he is always interested in the peak height is to see how the house fits in the 
neighborhood.  Mr. Lynch added that the peak roof height in town is averaging 37.’   Mr. 
Zhang responded that the addition is a half flight higher and doesn’t have a steep roof.  
Ms. Morba expressed concern about flooding because the area grades to the creek.  It 
could be a problem if the creek overflows into the cul-de-sac and water is coming down 
from the other direction toward the creek 
  
Mr. Gao believes the proposed addition is a typical addition.  His parents live with him 
but it isn’t a multi-family house.  There are a number of houses in the neighborhood that 
have been expanded, and he isn’t the only one in the neighborhood to propose an 
addition.  
 
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 second-floor addition will be over the existing footprint and will not 
encroach further into Mee Lane.  If the water from the leaders and gutters for the 
addition are directed to the creek as testified, it shouldn’t impact the drainage.  Mr. Grob 
doesn’t believe the addition will exacerbate the drainage.  Mr. DeSarno believes the 
addition is in keeping with the neighborhood but is always concerned about the impact 
on the neighbors and is open to conditions for handling the water.  The applicant’s 
testimony is that the drainage is a closed system that will direct the water to the creek.  
Ms. Ananthakrishnan stated that the addition is in keeping with other changes to split 
level houses in town.  Mr. Morgan thinks the length of the house and addition is too long 
but it is but is stepped back from the left side of the house which reduces the impact. 
 
Mr. Grob moved to approve the application with the condition that the trees not in the 
immediate work zone will be protected.  Ms. Ananthakrishnan seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.  Members voting in favor:  Mr. DeSarno, 
Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Ms. Ananthakrishnan, Mr. Sorochen and Mr. Nadelberg.  
Those opposed:  None.   
 
 
123 South Street Realty, LLC      Application #2017-33 
123 & 125 South Street, Block 171, Lots 28 & 30, OR District, New Providence, NJ  
07974 
Preliminary and final site plan approval and variance relief for floor area ratio, number of 
stories, size of buffer areas and setback to parking area. 
  
James Webber of Dempsey, Dempsey & Sheehan, attorney for the applicant, introduced 
the application to construct four town houses on the property at 123 and 125 South 
Street currently occupied by two two-family houses set back from South Street adjacent 



to Our Lady of Peace Church.  The applicant, 123 South Street Realty, LLC, is owned by 
Andrew and Stephanie Zecca. The site is important as it is a gateway to downtown.  A 
colorized copy of the site plan of the existing site dated May 30, 2017, was marked as 
Exhibit A-1.  Referring to the exhibit, Mr. Webber described the application for 
preliminary and final site plan approval to raze the dwellings and construct four town 
houses.  Although not required, the two lots will be consolidated.  The applicant seeks a 
variance for Floor Area Ratio (FAR) which will increase from 35% to 54.5%.  Ten percent 
of the FAR is for the garages which contribute to the building height of the proposed 
three-story town houses.  Variances are also required for the height of the units and the 
number of stories.  The properties are located in the OR (Office & Residential) District 
and the use is permitted.  The applicant also seeks variances for the size of the buffer 
areas and setbacks for the three guest parking spaces.  The lighting along the church 
side of the property doesn’t conform but it does along the Westview Avenue side of the 
property. 
 
Andrew Zecca, managing member of 123 South Street Realty, LLC with his wife 
Stephanie, was sworn in and testified that he has constructed several homes in New 
Providence on Crescent Drive, Commonwealth Avenue, Brook Road and Osborne 
Avenue.  A colorized copy of the site plan for the proposed town houses dated May 30, 
2017, was marked as Exhibit A-2.  As previously described, Mr. Zecca proposes to 
demolish the existing dwellings, consolidate the two lots and put four town houses on the 
site.  Each unit will have a two-car garage.  The three town houses located away from 
South Street will have three bedrooms while the unit fronting South Street will have two 
bedrooms.  Mr. Zecca talked to some of the neighbors about the proposed development 
as well as representatives of Our Lady of Peace which is in favor of the development.  
The patios will have two lights on each end with one or two 60-watt light bulbs.  A set of 
four photographs of sample wall-mounted exterior light fixtures for patios and porches 
was marked as Exhibit A-3.  The residents would be able to control the patio lights. 
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
The public had no questions of the witness. 
 
William Hollows, Murphy & Hollows Associates LLC, was sworn in, presented his 
credentials as a licensed professional civil engineer and was accepted as such. Mr. 
Hollows prepared the site plan and storm water management plan.  The downspouts on 
the town houses will be directed to a 15” pipe that will be installed around three sides of 
the buildings.  The pipe will flow to an outlet structure that will meter the water and 
discharge it to the storm sewer system on South Street.  The system will control the 
water from the increase in impervious coverage.  A dry well as proposed by the Borough 
Engineer is not possible because of the heavy clay on the site.  Mr. O’Krepky was 
comfortable with the drainage proposed as long at the quantity of water is attenuated.  
Mr. Zecca was agreeable to attenuating the water quantity to meet Borough ordinances 
without infiltration as a condition of approval.  
 
Mr. Hollows responded to questions from the Board.  The pipe will be located around the 
north, west and east side of the property.  Water is stored in the pipe which has a control 
outlet at the bottom that drains into the street.  Mr. Hollows agreed to re-route the pipe 
on the east side of the town houses so as not to disturb the root system of the 36” 
diameter oak tree at the front of the property near South Street. The southwest corner of 



the property is the high point and the water flows to the northeast toward South Street to 
the inlet and into the manhole in the street. 
 
Two light poles are proposed on the northern property line along the driveway to the 
church:  One opposite the eastern end of the town houses and one opposite the western 
end.  These will be “modern” shoe box fixtures.  A color illustration of the light poles was 
marked as Exhibit A-4.  The LED is much thinner than the old shoe box lights and gets 
the light to shine down.  The foot candles on the pole near Lot 32 in the residential area 
to the west is 0.5 and is 1.2 closer to the driveway.  There is a 6’ stockade fence 
between the site and Lot 32 at the rear of the site where there is a garage for a two-
family house.  The Board asked about other lighting strategies including reducing the 
height of the pole and if the light fixture could be less contemporary and more in keeping 
with the lamp post lights in town.  This can be done but would require three to four light 
posts rather than the two proposed.  The applicant had no objection to adding more 
fixtures and changing them from shoe box to lantern fixtures to be in keeping with the 
character of the neighborhood.    
 
The Board asked about traffic on the driveway on Sunday as it abuts the church.  The 
site is not a big trip generator (approximately 24 trips a day) and there is a police officer 
on duty on Sunday.   
 
The 36” diameter oak tree in front of the town houses will remain.  The grading is limited 
around the tree but the applicant will put fencing around the tree to protect it.  Mr. Grob 
would like to see this as a condition of approval.  Mr. Grob also expressed concern that 
the applicant is removing 38” of diameter of evergreens and 57” diameter of deciduous 
trees but is not replacing with the same amount.  He would like to see more major trees 
planted.  Mr. Hollows responded that the trees are not in great condition.  Mr. Zecca 
added that they aren’t healthy trees:  If they were, he’d keep them.  Foundation plants 
will be installed on the eastern and western ends of the building and ground cover in 
front. 
 
The applicant is not sure if the units will be rentals or condominiums.  Mr. Zecca may live 
in one of them.  The town houses have space on the ground floor to store trash and 
recyclables so no dumpster is required.  A fire truck can access the 24’ drive aisle. The 
Fire Department had no comments on the plan. 
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
The public had no questions of the witness. 
 
Richard Japko, Washington Architectural Group, P.A., was sworn in and presented his 
credentials as a licensed professional architect. The Board accepted him as such.  A 
five-page set of the elevations and floor plans was marked as Exhibit A-5.  Mr. Japko 
described the elevations.  The right side elevation is the elevation that faces the church.  
The entrances to three of the town houses are on this side.  The design is more 
traditional.  The town houses have an open floor plan.  On the ground level are the 
garage, foyer, den and storage.  The mid level has the living room, dining room, dinette 
and kitchen.  The bedrooms are on the third level.  The first level is 8’, the mid level is 9’ 
and the upper level is 8.’  The end unit that fronts South Street has additional 
architectural features for depth and to give character on South Street. The front door of 



this unit faces South Street and the unit is offset from the three units behind it.  Each unit 
has a two-car garage although only one garage per unit is required.  The garages are 
18.5’ wide.  The proposed town houses fit with other buildings in the district although 
they have more of a residential feel rather than a commercial feel.  Mr. Grob commented 
that the left elevation (south elevation) doesn’t have the articulation that the right 
elevation has and this is the elevation that will be seen when driving north on South 
Street when entering town.   
 
Mr. Japko described the height of the town houses.  The hip roof on the front unit that 
faces South Street is 41’-2 ½” to the ridge with a mean height of 39’-6.”  The overall 
mean roof height for the town houses is 35’-9 ½.”  The garages could be lowered to 
reduce the overall height but the soil is clay so the water doesn’t percolate and drains 
would be required.  The applicant looked at other designs to reduce the FAR and height.  
Three units, as opposed to four, would reduce the FAR but not the height which is 
required for the garages.. 
 
The town houses will have Anderson windows.  Mr. Zecca proposed vinyl style 
clapboard siding but is willing to use Hardy Plank.  The ground floor will have 
manufactured stone.  The roofs will be asphalt shingle.  The three town houses facing 
the church have 4’ by 7’ functional balconies over the front entry porch.  The patios at 
the rear of the units will be separated by fences for privacy.  Mr. Zecca was willing to 
change the fencing from vinyl to board-on-board wooden fencing.  Mr. Zecca is also 
willing to add a roof across the rear of the building at the balcony level to provide more 
articulation on that elevation.  The house to the rear is a two-family house and is 
separated from the property in question by a 6’ fence. 
 
Mr. Japko didn’t know if anything else in New Providence matches the proposed roof 
height.  Mr. Lynch commented that the town houses farther south on South Street put 
the third floor in the attic to comply with the height requirement.  Mr. Japko stated that 
units need garages, which contribute to the overall height of the town houses, because 
there’s no room to park a car in front of the units.  Mr. Hollows said the dome of the 
church is 45’ high, the deli is 29.5’ and the office building on Westview Avenue is 38’ to 
the ridge.  The height of the attics in the proposed units is 5’ to 6.’  The attic is accessed 
by pull-down stairs and is used mostly for mechanical equipment.   
 
The air conditioning compressors will be located along the patios.  The deli is the closest 
building to the compressor and the applicant is willing to landscape around it.  The 
compressor for the rear (western) unit will be on the western side of the building.  No 
generators are proposed. 
 
Mr. Lynch informed the applicant that he is required to sprinkler the garage and attic.  
Each town house is built as a separate unit so that each can stand on its own for two 
hours if the others fail.   
 
A copy of the building height calculations was marked as Exhibit A-5.  Mr. O’Krepky 
noted that these need to be included on the site plan. 
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
The public had no questions of the witness. 



 
Paul Grygiel of Phillips Preiss Grygiel was sworn in and accepted as a licensed 
professional planner.  The property is located in the OR District which is a transition 
district and gateway to downtown New Providence.  There are two two-family houses in 
poor condition on the site.  The larger house on South Street encroaches more into the 
front yard than the proposed town houses.  The site is between two non-residential 
developments, the church and the deli, in a mixed use area that is within walking 
distance to downtown and a half mile to the train station.  The two houses do not have 
garages.  The OR District permits town houses and other uses.  The proposed town 
houses comply with some of the bulk requirements such as lot area and front- and side-
yard setbacks.  A d(4) variance is required for a FAR of .545, 19.5% more than what is 
permitted, and a d(6) variance is required for the mean roof height of 35’-9 ½” where 30’ 
is permitted.  C variances are required for the number of stories and the size of the 
buffer areas and setbacks for the three guest parking spaces.  
 
The additional height and FAR can be accommodated in the OR District which permits 
various uses.  The town houses are taller than what’s permitted but are in line with 
what’s being developed.  The garage spaces, which contribute to the height, eliminate 
street parking and the need for dumpsters for trash.  The property is between a deli and 
church on a main commercial strip not in a single-family, low density neighborhood.  The 
extra 6’ in height can be accommodated.  The additional FAR can be accommodated 
because the town houses are farther back on the street.  The building coverage for the 
existing dwellings and the proposed town houses are basically the same:  The footprint 
is just being re-arranged. The garages for the town houses represent 10% to 11% of the 
FAR.   
 
Mr. Grygiel addressed the impact on zoning.  The lots are smaller (14,645 SF) than 
required in the district so it’s harder to accommodate all the zoning requirements.  The 
property is in a visible location and the town houses are an improved building design.  
The proposed development improves the circulation and drainage on the site and 
represents a substantial upgrade.  Moreover, it’s in line with the Master Plan and the 
Downtown Master Plan.  As stated earlier, the additional height and FAR can be 
accommodated.  The proposed development represents no substantial detriment. It has 
adequate yards, landscaping, additional trees and the site is an appropriate setting for 
development.  The impact on municipal services is minimal.  The town houses are a 
permitted use and the development improves the gateway to downtown and furthers the 
Master Plan.  
 
The extra half story is typical for town houses and is required for the garages.  The 
smaller buffer for the guest parking spaces is mitigated with additional landscaping and 
has no detrimental impact.  The narrowness of the lot is an existing non-conformance 
and a hardship. 
 
The applicant responded to additional questions from the Board.  The applicant will 
probably put the utilities underground and is willing to landscape for the additional boxes 
for cable and TV service.  It’s not economically feasible to raze the two two-family 
houses and build only three town houses rather than four to reduce the FAR given the 
expense for the underground utilities.  The applicant talked to the adjacent properties 
about purchasing them but couldn’t come to an agreement with the property owners. 
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 



questions from the public. 
 
The public had no questions of the witness. 
 
No further witnesses appeared to testify and the hearing was opened to 
comments from the public. 
 
June Nielsen, 363 Union Avenue, Middlesex, NJ, was sworn in.  Her grandmother 
owned 123 South Street which supported a house and tiny apartment.  It was never a 
two-family house.  She is going to be the owner of her deceased aunt’s property (Lot 32, 
21 Westview Avenue) and the proposed development will destroy her aunt’s “meadow” 
which will become a paved parking.  She would rather see two two-family houses on the 
lots.  No traffic study was done for the proposed development.  There will be a lot of 
families on a little piece of property.  The property doesn’t meet the lot width.  Three 
town houses may be better than four.  The town houses will tower over the other 
buildings.  Too much relief is requested for the proposed development. 
 
Osama Ahmed, 31 West View Avenue, was sworn in.  The town houses will be behind 
his house and 5’ from his property line.  He would be okay with three town houses but 
not four.  The property is too small for four units.  He won’t get any sun.  He spoke to Mr. 
Zecca about selling his property but couldn’t come to an agreement to sell.  Mr. Ahmed 
agreed with Ms. Nielsen that the development doesn’t meet the zoning and too much 
relief is requested.   
 
Mr. Webber asked Mr. Osama about his property.  He used to operate a limousine 
business from his house but gave it up after Uber came to town.  It’s a two-family house 
to the south of the development.   
 
Mr. Webber summarized the application.  The applicant proposes 800 SF of additional 
building coverage when the two two-family houses, without garages, are re-developed 
into four town houses with garages.  If the existing dwellings had garages the building 
coverage would be higher.  The development meets all of the side-yard setbacks 
whereas the existing house doesn’t.  The existing dwelling encroaches into the front-
yard setback whereas the proposed development meets the setback.  Currently 
residents have to back out onto South Street and the back property is landlocked.  The 
development is carefully planned, provides a better gateway into downtown and is 
consistent with the Master Plan. 
 
The hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Lynch clarified that the home in back had a garage which was converted into a third 
illegal dwelling unit.  Mr. Karr had a huge problem with the proposed FAR which is 
higher than any FAR previously approved by the Board.  In addition, the town houses 
are too high for a gateway property.  Ms. Ananthakrishnan also had a problem with the 
height especially in terms of the neighbors on Westview Avenue and believes the 
applicant could make the third floor into an attic.  Mr. DeSarno struggled with the 
application.  The development is big although it represents a significant upgrade.  Mr. 
Lynch added that there’s room for improvement on the site: however, two legal units  
can’t be made on the back lot.  Also, if the Board approves a third floor, this will become 
a standard going forward.  Mr. Webber disagreed with this stating that each application 
has to be evaluated on its own and this is a unique property.  Mr. Grob saw a strong 



argument for the development and thinks four town houses could work on the site but 
the overall height is an issue and is a little high compared to what’s around town.  He 
was comfortable with the materials and architectural design of the town houses.  The 
development is a considerable improvement over what’s there now. 
 
Based on the Board’s comments, Mr. Webber asked to adjourn the hearing so the 
applicant can look at the plans to see if there is a way to address the Board’s concern 
about the height.  The hearing will be carried to February 5, 2018.  No further notice is 
required or will be given. 
 
 
Carried from November 6, 2017 
David and Luisa Azevedo        Application #2017-31 
48 Edgewood Avenue, Block 75, Lot 2, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedules II & III for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed front-yard setback to the porch is 34.6 feet and 39.6 feet to the 
addition whereas 40 feet is the minimum required.  The proposed side-yard setback to 
the addition on the left side is 10.9 feet whereas 17.7 feet is the minimum required.  The 
proposed side-yard setback to the addition on the right side is 7.7 feet and 15 feet 
whereas 15.9 and 18 feet are the minimum required.  The proposed building coverage is 
1,676 square feet whereas 1,635 square feet is the maximum allowed.  The existing 
shed is on the property line. 
 
David and Luisa Azevedo, previously sworn in on November 6, 2017, presented their 
revised plans.  Mr. Azevedo testified that they listened to the Board’s comments and 
revised their plans to include the peak roof height, square footage of the house and the 
location of the air conditioning compressor at the rear of the house by the proposed 
addition.  The peak roof height is 31’-6” from the grade.  The roof has been changed 
from a gable to a hip roof.  
 
The applicants responded to questions from the Board.  One tree in front of the house 
will be removed to enable construction of the second floor.  Mr. Lynch stated that 
removal of the tree presents an opportunity to require the applicants to plant two street 
trees.  The peak roof height of the house to the left is 30’ so their house will be even with 
it.  The applicants may remove the shed, but if they don’t, they will move it off of the 
property line to a conforming location.  Mr. Lynch asked why the applicants chose to buy 
this house which requires so many changes.  Mr. Azevedo responded that their house 
sold faster than they expected and they needed to find a new one and they had looked 
at this one previously.  They plan to stay in this house when the addition is completed.   
 
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:  Mr. Karr commented that the change in the roof line is a great improvement 



in terms of its visual impact.  Mr. Grob was impressed with the changes and the revised 
plans are much better.  Ms. Ananthakrishnan and Mr. Morgan agreed.      
 
Mr. Grob moved to approve the application with the following conditions: The applicant 
will plant two street trees in front of the house and move the shed off the property line to 
a conforming location.  Mr. Morgan seconded the motion.  A resolution will be passed at 
the next meeting.  Members voting in favor:  Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Ms. 
Ananthakrishnan, Mr. Sorochen and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those opposed:  None. .  
 
 
D. REVIEW OF PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR DECEMBER 18, 2017 
 
Janice Barstow Reitter      Application #2017-36 
35 Ashwood Road, Block 91, Lot 3, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed rear-yard setback to the addition is 40.85 feet whereas 58.2 feet 
is the minimum required. 
 
Richard Angel        Application #2017-37 
75 Acorn Drive, Block 254, Lot 22, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed rear-yard setback to the addition is 46.2 feet whereas 50.29 feet 
is the minimum required. 
 
Ms. Ananthakrishnan is the architect for the applicant so she will recuse herself from the 
hearing. 
   
 
E. COMMUNICATION ITEMS  
 
No communication items. 
 
F.  MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS 
 
No miscellaneous business. 
 
G.   MINUTES FROM 11/20/2017 
 
The minutes of November 20, 2017, were approved as submitted.  

 
J.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:55 p.m. 


