
Zoning Board of Adjustment

Regular Meeting Minutes

September 22, 2016
The Regular meeting of The Borough of Florham Park Board of Adjustment was called to order on Wednesday evening September 22 , 2016  at 7:00p.m., in the Municipal Building, 111 Ridgedale Avenue, Florham Park, New Jersey.
Members Present:

Mr. Michael Cannilla, Chairman
Mr. Jeffrey Noss, Vice Chairman

Mr. John Novalis 
Mr. Martin Chiarolanzio
Mr. James Gallina

Mr. Brian O’Connor

Mr. Ron DeRose (1st alt)
Members Absent:
Mr. Rick Zeien 
Also Present:
Mr. Kurt Senesky, Esq., Board Attorney
Mr. Michael Sgaramella, Board Engineer

Mr. Robert Michaels, Board Planner

Call to Order:

Mr. Cannilla, Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00p.m.

Statement of Adequate Notice:

Mr. Cannilla issued the following statement:

“I hereby announce and state that adequate notice of this meeting was provided by the Secretary of this Board by preparing a notice, specifying the time, date and place of this meeting; posting such notice on the bulletin of the Municipal Building; filing said notice with the Clerk of the Borough, forwarding the notice to the Florham Park Eagle, and forwarding, by mail and fax, the said notice to all persons on the request list, and that said notice will be included in the minutes of this meeting.  This action is in accordance with the N.J.S.A. 10:4-6, et sec., “Open Public Meetings Act.”

Approval of Minutes:
Approval of Minutes from the September 7, 2016 Meeting.

Mr. Noss made a motion to approve the minutes, second by Mr.DeRose.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the minutes.
Resolution of Approval:
5.
 Robert & Beth Brabston


Application # BOA16-7


34 Riverside Drive


front yard setback


Block 3301, Lot 20

Applicant is seeking approval for the construction of a  portico over an existing front stair platform.

Mr.  Gallina made a motion to approve the resolution, second by Mr. Novalis.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the resolution.
6.
Russ Corrao



Application #BOA16-6


43 Woodbine Road


lot coverage, building coverage, rear yard setback


Block 3701, Lot 21

Applicant is seeking approval for the construction of a roof dormer and covered porch.  Pre-existing, non conforming conditions.

Mr. Noss made a motion to approve the resolution, second by Mr. Chiarolanzio.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the resolution.

7.
Armando DiRienzo


Application # BOA16-10

17 Roosevelt Blvd.


side yard setback


Block 2804, Lot 26

Applicant is seeking approval for a second floor addition (vertical expansion of an existing structure)

Mr. Novalis made a motion to approve the resolution, second by Mr. DeRose.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the resolution.
C-Variance:
8.
Gene Eng



Application #BOA16-11


8 Indian Lane



rear yard setback, lot coverage, building coverage


Block 2103, Lot 5

Applicant is seeking approval to reconstruct a pool house that collapsed.

Carried from September 7, 2016 with no further notice.

Mr. Cannilla reviewed the discrepancy in dimensions in connection with the  existing resolution for the pool house and what was ultimately built.
Mr. Eng stated that as requested, he consulted with his structural engineer for the project  about whether it would be possible to rebuild the structure to the dimensions that are in the resolution.  The structural engineer’s report has been submitted to the Board.  The structural engineer said  that the rear setback cannot be changed because moving the structure will compromise the pool wall.  He also said that any movement on the easterly side will also affect the pool wall.  However, they are able to adjust the west side slightly.  They can move the wall 30 inches back to the east at the most which will reduce the length to 52.6 feet from 55 feet.
Mr. Eng reiterated that he was unaware that the slab was larger than what was approved.  He is the 2nd owner of the property.  The original variance and subsequent construction was applied for and granted to the 1st owner of the property.

The Board was concerned about the timeframe of the project since the property has been left in disrepair for a long period of time and has been the subject of complaints.  

Mr. Eng stated that his contractor indicated that he could start in four weeks and as long as he is able to stay on schedule, the project can be completed in 2 months.  

Mr. Cannilla and other Board members felt that weather and delivery delays could impact this timeline.  They stated that they felt it was fair to give Mr. Eng six months from the approval date to complete the project.  This deadline will be in the resolution.  Mr. Eng was agreeable to that and was confident that the project will be completed by then.

The meeting was opened to the public.

Jonathan DiLauri, 7 Cherokee Trail.  He stated that he sees Mr. Eng’s backyard since his home is directly in back of him. He is not concerned with the dimensions and understands that the project is subject to some delay.  He wants to know what the recourse is if the work is not done.

Mr. Cannilla stated that completing this project within a six month period is achievable.

Mr. Novalis added that the job must be managed properly or a wait time for product is possible.

Mr. Senesky said that if the work is not done in the agreed time frame, the variance will expire.  However, this Board does not have the power to impose fines.

The final dimensions are now 31.9 feet x 53 feet.  There were no other questions or comments.  Mr. Cannilla called for a motion.
Mr.  Novalis made a motion to approve the application, second by Mr. Chiarolanzio.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the application.

Break:  7:35pm-7:40pm 
D-Variance:

9.
2 Hanover Road, LLC



Application # BOA15-18

2 Hanover Road




non-conforming use, 


Block 905, Lot 30.02



preliminary, final site plan

Applicant is seeking approval to construct residential townhomes. 

Carried from August 17, 2016 without further notice.

Steve Azzolini, Esq. briefly reviewed the history of the application up to the present time.  He stated that the height of the building will be slightly reduced by 6inches with an adjustment in the foundation.  The final height is 39 feet 5 ½  inches.  He also noted that the low/moderate units will be ADA accessible (no steps) from the outside.  

Mr. Azzolini stated that his final professional witness is the Planner for the project, Paul Phillips, who was sworn in.
Paul Phillips stated that he was asked to evaluate the application and the variance relief.  He visited the site, reviewed the plan, compared it to the Master Plan and also the prior approval for an office building.  The plan has been revised to include 14 market rate town home units and 2 affordable units.  
Mr. Phillips stated the following:

The property is in the PB-2 zone that allows office use and residential use of single family detached, but not attached homes.  This triggers a D-1 use variance.  

They are also seeking a D-6 height variance since the project is slightly higher (39 feet) than 10% of the 35 feet (38.5  feet) height requirement .  If it was less than 10% , it would be a bulk variance only.  They also are seeking a D variance to permit 3 stories where only 2 stories are allowed.  There are also bulk variances associated for building coverage, setback and buffer.
There is some question on whether the PB zone allows three stories or not since the ordinance is vague, however, a height variance is needed.

They must demonstrate special reasons and particular suitability and balance the positive (special reasons, and suitability) and negative criteria(variance can be granted with substantial detriment to the public good or substantial impairment of the zone plan)
The D-6 height variance is conservative and requires a lesser proof requirement.    
Special reasons:  The property is a unique site and physical location.  It shares land area and access with HSBC Bank.  There is not much roadway frontage exposure.  This PB-2 zone abuts single family homes all the way to Felch Road with frontage on Columbia Turnpike.  There is poor visibility from Columbia Turnpike to this property because the bank shields it.  That is not ideal for an office use, especially in a challenging office market, but it is good for residential use.  Townhouses are compatible with single family residential.  It is an appropriate location that is near the town center.  This type of  development is  geared towards empty nesters and older professionals.  This is a good opportunity to appropriately develop this land that has sat empty for years.
The approved medical office use is a more intense use than even a regular office building.  This use is compatible with single family use .  There is a strong market demand for this type of product.  People want to be near the downtown section and this is close to the center.  It is a good fit for the area.

There are special reasons that should be considered for the height variance (D-6).  The 35 foot height does not work for this type of product.  The three stories are needed for sufficient living space are due to the garage level.  Also, the ordinance measures to the peak of the roof and this is a pitched roof.  In other areas, many townhomes are close to 50 feet.  There are also 9 foot ceilings that is a desired element for this type of product.
The building is 4.5 feet higher than what the code allows in this zone.  However, the building is set back at least 100 feet from the property line along the residential  area.  The  landscaping in the berm will create a visual screen.  The applicant agreed to increasing the caliper of the shade trees by ½ inch and also evergreens that will be 2 feet higher than last proposed.  The two sizes are now 8-10 feet and 10-12 feet. 

The two affordable units will be under 35 feet (approximately 32 feet) and there are only 3 units closest to the residential area. Since the unit count has been reduced, it provided greater separation between the 2 southerly townhouse structures.

Mr. Phillips concluded that the impacts are not substantially detrimental to the public good and neighboring properties.  When compared to a multi-family zone, those zones permit 40 feet heights and 3 story building.

Also with respect to the D-1 use variance, this use will satisfy the criteria  to  advance the purpose of zoning, guide development in manner that promotes the public welfare, provide sufficient space in appropriate locations for a variety of uses to serve the citizens, and promote visual environment through creative development and good civic design.

  As far as any negative criteria, the townhouse is compatible with both the adjacent single family residential and the office uses on Columbia Turnpike.   The trip generation is less than the medical office.  He added that development of any land that is fallow will have an impact, the question is whether that impact is substantially detrimental.  He does not believe there is any substantial detriment because the applicant is substituting townhomes in place of a medical office building on what would be characterized as an infill site.
This is not an apartment building or stacked units, and trip generation is less than an office building particularly medical office that would have expanded hours of operation.
Any use variance will be at odds with the zone plan and the Master Plan.  The Master Plan Reexamination calls for new multi-family when there is an affordable component, which this plan has.  This is a unique site that would not unduly compromise the zone plan.  It is a residential use and not out of character of what is allowed since the zone allows residential use.  It would not undermine the intent of the PB-2 zone which is a transitional zone between commercial and residential zones. 
There is a small side yard setback deficiency of 2 feet which relates to the decks on the Columbia Turnpike which is the commercial side.  The requirement is 15 feet.  They are providing 13 feet to the decks (21 feet to the building).  Mr. Phillips stated that a C-2 variance for this is requested.
There is a variance needed for coverage for 20% where 10% is required.  If the buildings were one story, 20% would be permitted.  Mr. Phillips stated that 20% is not unreasonable or overwhelming for a small townhome development.  The multi-family zone allows 25% and he considers this a  C-2 variance.
A variance is need for buffer size.  The ordinance calls for a 150 foot buffer to residential zone in the PB zone that this project cannot meet.  A buffer of that size would wipe out any realistic building envelope for any practical use.  This is a C-1 hardship variance due to the practical difficulty.
There is also a minimum 30 foot buffer for lots in excess of one acre.  It is only 10 feet for lots less than one acre.  There is  one area that it is just under 10 feet where there are no buildings proposed, and only parking area that will be screened.  It is well removed from homes on Midwood Drive and Hanover Road. An 11 foot buffer was granted as part of the prior approval that indicates a physical constraint had been  recognized.   There is a 30 foot buffer everywhere else.  This is as a result of the shape of the site (C-1 and C-2).
Jeff Noss was curious about the economic viability comment.  Was any research done on the demand for this type of product?  
Mr. Phillips stated that he did not do independent market study  but has empirical evidence from the work that he does that he is cognizant of trends in lifestyle choices of being near downtown centers.  Also, he has seen courts rule that a showing of need can be special reason in a D-1 variance.
Mr. Cannilla asked if the intent of this is for empty nesters like the age restricted housing.  Is this age- restricted?
Mr. Phillips stated that it is age targeted and geared towards an older buyer, but would include young professionals.  It is not age restricted.
Mr. Noss asked for a comparison of size between the approved office building and this proposal.

Mr. Phillips said that the office building is 15,000 square feet and has 60 parking spaces.  This proposal has more square footage, but less parking spaces, and less people.  There is less traffic and less activity.

Mr. Noss verified that although more square footage, it is a less intense use in terms of activity.

Mr. Cannilla was sympathetic to the privacy issue concerns raised with respect to the three decks that face the opposite residential neighborhood.
Mr. Phillips replied that the 2nd floor decks is an amenity that is an important element to each unit.  They are primarily used in the warmer months, when the landscape foliage is at its heaviest.  The applicant has agreed to increase the plant height at initial planting time in order to better screen the rear decks.  The noted that the house to house separation is 150 feet or the equivalent to half of a football field.

Mr. Phillips continued that there is nothing to stop a single family home from having a second floor deck with no buffer requirement.  That should be taken into consideration.
Mr. Cannilla felt that most single family homes would not put a deck on the second floor and that there should be an effort to keep these homes private even in their rear yard.
Mr. Phillips said that the elevation of the berm will be 1st floor height and the decks are 11 feet.  They have agreed to install 12 foot evergreens that will grow 1 foot per year.  There are also  shade trees.  The landscape architect said that you will not see someone sitting in 2 years and not someone standing after 4 years.  He believes that this is reasonable.  There will be a heavy screen between what exists on the residents property and what is being provided by the applicant.  Visibility will be greatest when the decks are not typically used.

It was stated that propane grills are not permitted on the decks.

Mr. Novalis asked if they could go with a bigger caliper tree.  They are out there.  
Mr. Azzolini stated that his client will agree to plant 10-12 foot and 12-14 foot evergreens  of Norway Spruce and Eastern Pine.  It is important to have different heights.
Mr. Azzolini also stated that the project will not be in phases;  it will be built all at once.

Bob Michaels reminded them that the affordable housing must be built at the same time.  He confirmed that there will be no public amenities associated with the project.  He asked if the affordable units will be sold or rented.

Mr. Phillips said that he thinks that they will be sold.  The Borough can claim the COAH credits for them.

The meeting was opened to the public for questions of Mr. Phillips.
Tom Shepard, 109 Crescent Road.  He confirmed that this is a multi-family project, comparable to Avalon Bay.

Mr. Phillips said that  is correct and they fit the Borough’s description of multi-family.
Mr. Shepard:  Did you ask the residents on Crescent Road on the east side what they think of the decks at Avalon?

Phillips:  No.

Shepard:  Have you ever crossed over Hanover Road and Ridgedale Avenue?  
Phillips:  Yes.

Shepard:  Do you think that they (buyers) would cross four lane roads?  Do you know of the serious accident that happened 15 years ago?
Phillips:  No, I am not aware of it.  Do I think that the buyers will walk this, yes I do.  Pedestrian activity is encouraged;  there are sidewalks.
Shepard:  You feel that this location won’t lose the transitional area?
Phillips:  This has transitional value.  This is an orderly transition.

Shepard:  The townhouses don’t look like single family homes.

Phillips:  The PB zone says “residential character”.  It does not dictate the style, materials.
Mr. Cannilla stated that it area office buildings have elements of residential buildings but they do not look like single family homes.  They have a residential character.
Shepard:  This will not harm the zone plan?
Phillips:  No it will not substantially impact it.  

Shepard:  What part of the zoning ordinance permits multi-family units in the PB zone?

Phillips:  We are here because the use it is not permitted, but I believe that it meets the spirit of the zone plan.  It is transitional zone and it is my opinion that townhouses serves that transition.
Mr. Shepard asked if Mr. Phillips reviewed the 2000, 2005, and 2015 Master Plans.  He asked if he knew that the plans recommends  no new multi-family. 
Mr. Phillips stated that he did not recall seeing that in the older master plans but it would not surprise him.  However, the 2015 Master Plan reexamination noted that any multi-family project must provide an affordable housing component which his client is providing.
Mr. Senesky asked how far this is from the town center and what the density is.

Mr. Phillips said that it is two blocks from the center and the density is comparable to the multi-family zones.

Frank Sweetin, 15 Northern Ave.    He stated that most older people want a ranch.

Mr. Noss stated that these units come with elevators.

Sweetin:  Come walk with me on Ridgedale.  It is a trip of lunacy.  If I am 12 feet up on a ladder, it is the same level.  He said that the garages should be moved so that they are detached.

Mr. Phillips replied that the project would not be marketable.

Mr. Azzolini stated that Mr. Dorey is a principle in Two Hanover Road, LLC and he also owns the home at 6 Midwood Drive which is in the adjacent neighborhood.
Maureen Mulligan, 9 Kice Road.  She stated that all the variances are an indicator of why this should not be approved.  Do you agree with that?  The zone plan should be amended because your plan is better?
Mr. Phillips responded that he does not agree and that is not how the process works.  That is not the proof basis that an applicant must meet.  An applicant can ask for relief through witnesses and to try to demonstrate through the requirements of municipal land use law and through case law  as to whether they are entitled to variance relief.
Mr. Sgaramella confirmed that there are sidewalks from Hanover Road to Brooklake Road.

Suzanne Bowles, 4 Midwood Road.  What is the affordable process?

Bob Michaels stated that usually there is a separate administrative agent contracted by the developer that will qualify families that live within the region.  Our region is called Northwest Region 2 and includes Morris, Essex, Union, and Warren counties.
Mr. Cannilla informed the public that we have a legal obligation to provide affordable housing and the number of units has been established at 600 units.  This means that there will be more housing in Florham Park in the next 10 years.  It will not be in the form of single family.  The only way to meet these numbers is multi-family.

Bob Michaels stated that the Borough already has about 300 units of affordable housing.

Frank Sweetin:  Am I allowed to ask what the tax difference is between residential and commercial?  This plan will erode the commercial zone that keeps our taxes low.
Paul Phillips:  Based on the value of the units, that is S12 million for residential, compared to $5 million value  for commercial.

Mr. Sweetin responded that there will probably not be empty nesters, but it will be young families in there that will put more strain on the infrastructure.
Mr. Chiarolanzio asked if the stockade fence on the site plan will remain.  It is not on the landscape plan.
Mr. Phillips stated that if it is not on the plan it is probably being removed..

Mr. Novalis asked if there would be a condo association and if things like playground area would or would not be permitted.

Bob Michaels responded that there would likely be a condo association since the land is common area.  Any modifications to the site plan such as a playground area would require an amended site plan and hearing.

The meeting was opened for comments of the public.

Mr. Azzolini stated that Art Dorey, who bought the property on 6 Midwood Road supports the application.
Cynthia Orsini, 3 Hopping Lane.  She stated that she used to live in the Regency townhomes that are in Livingston.  She said they were built for older adults but it did not work out for them.  They are 3 story townhomes that became very crowded since young families moved in.

Tom Shepard:  He does not agree with the idea of the convenience of walking into town.  He used to walk in the area and it is hazardous.  He thinks that it is ludicrous to think someone will cross the streets with all the heavy traffic.
Mr. Noss stated that there are traffic lights in the area and he does not think that it is a reason to approve or not approve the application, whether people walk to town or not.
Tom Shepard:  Stated that he has been to social affairs and the Avalon balconies invade the privacy of the residents on the east side of Crescent Road.  He has  pictures of one of those resident’s (Mrs. Rowe) backyards that he wants to present but he cannot attest to the authenticity of the photos.

Mr. Senesky asked if the pictures deal with the application site.

Mr. Azzolini said that he looked at the photos and they are not of the application site.  He argued that he cannot cross-examine the person who took the pictures.
Mr. Senesky stated that the resident must be here to testify about the photos.

Mr. Shepard continued that we are concerned with the Board is making recommendations  like this is already approved.  The applicant made changes to the plans when they came back.
Mr. Cannilla replied that a decision has not been made.  The applicant is responding to your concerns when they revised their plans.

Mr. Shepard stated that the special reasons has to do with economics and what is best for the applicant.  He can’t make enough money and that is not a valid reason.
Mr. Senesky stated that it is not a valid consideration.
Mr. Noss responded that he does not consider economics at all when making a decision.

Mr. Shepard said that there are a lot of us and we are objecting because it is not a good use.  It has an adverse affect on the residents of Midwood Drive.  It is a PB-2 zone and they should expect that.

Mr. Senesky stated that whether people come to a meeting to object or not is not a reason to grant or deny an application.  
Mr. Noss added that everyone that comes to the Board is presumed not to have a right to the variance and  is it up to them to prove to the Board that they do.  The process to protect the property rights of residents is why there are master plans and boards of adjustment.

Mr. Azzolini questioned whether Mr. Shepard is representing anyone.  He is lumping everyone into a group that is objecting and acting as an attorney.

Mr. Senesky asked Mr. Shepard and he replied that he is not.

Mr. Shepard stated that we have a zoning ordinance that prohibits this, a master plan that does not recommend this and it is not good for the neighborhood.  It should be denied.

Mr. Cannilla responded that he is not a huge proponent of multifamily but we had to modify.  The State supersedes municipal and we are required to build affordable housing.   It can only be done with multi-family.
Mr. Shepard said that he is disappointed with the state ruling.  
Mr. Azzolini stated that the Town Center Task Force created a pedestrian path in the downtown development guidelines so they are in essence support people walking.
 Mr. Shepard was, not aware of the Town Center Task Force and a pedestrian path, and he would be opposed to that.
Walter Cummins, 6 Hanover Road.  I am the one that is closest to this property and I have a very different view of this application.  I moved here because I wanted to walk to the center of town.  I find it easy and with no issues.  I do not go during commuting hours.  I have lived near the empty lot for 10 years.  My wife and I are in favor of the application and want residential use.  We do not want medical building and the parking lot and traffic that come with it. It may satisfy people who live a distance away and have some theoretical view of zoning. But we like the more residential feel and the subdued lighting.  We bought an older home and want the area to be residential so our home and the other homes on Hanover Road will continue to be residential.  We would rather have people living next to us and prefer our immediate neighbor to be residential rather than a  medical lot.  
Frank Sweetin:  Personally, I would prefer six homes with no variances if I lived there.  These don’t belong here;  and I don’t like the height.  

Diane Lucas, Midwood Drive.  She appreciates what the developer did, not much was done with the setbacks.  She felt that it is detrimental to her privacy and the landscaping may not take care of that.  She was surprised that the fence was coming down because the first developer installed it as a courtesy.
Mr. Azzolini stated that the fence can remain if that is what she wants.
Maureen Mulligan, Kice Road.  I was on the Planning Board and the Board of Adjustment years ago.  The town is well planned and followed the Master Plan.  That is the reason that it grew in an orderly fashion.  There must be integrity in the zone plan.  I understand that he wants to have neighbors, so put in housing instead.

Ryan Savino, 10 Hanover Road.  More neighbors are better than a  medical office building that brings in transient people.
Kevin DeCoursey, 8 Hanover Road.  I am in favor of this.  There is too much traffic with an office and we don’t need any more traffic along Hanover Road.  I disagree with the idea that it is not a walkable area.  My wife and I walk every day along Hanover Road and in the area.  There is traffic all over Morris County.  I can’t understand why anyone would want a medical office there.  It is better to have a community feel and you do that with residents.  I am on the Board of Education and we agree that multifamily housing is the only way that can meet the affordable housing obligation.  It will be landscaped and buffered.  We can all look into our neighbors back  yard.  This is the best possible use.  It helps grow the neighborhood.  I urge you to approve it.
There were no other comments from the public.
Mr. Azzolini gave a summary of the request.  He stated that all towns have outlier properties; ones that don’t quite fit one zone or another. The MLUL says that you can change the zone or get a use variance.  Even a small deviation is a use variance.
Regarding particular suitability, it is inherently site specific.  He cited a similar case and reviewed the history of this application.  They reduced the density, height, and building and lot.  They enhanced the landscaping.

It is better for the community because they is less of a traffic impact.  Mr. Cummins is one of  four property owners who spoke tonight that are within 200 feet of this site.  He is not sure how it personally impacts the other members of the public who voiced objections.  Maybe they are concerned that it will set a precedent but that will not happen.  It is site specific.  Mr. Phillips noted that zone permits single family homes and commercial buildings but neither is particularly suited for this property.  This project is a better transition to residential from a business zone.
We have acknowledged Ms. Lucas’s concern about privacy and the area will be screened appropriately.

We believe that we have proved particular suitability and the intent of the zone plan and ask for your approval.

Mr. Cannilla said that Ms. Mulligan brought up a valid discussion on  the intent of zoning.  But things have changed in the last few years.  There was much  more separated zoning years ago.  Now there are residential uses migrating into business areas and we are seeing more and more of that type of development.

He agreed that historically the Master Plan frowned on multifamily and there was much more separation between zones, but you will see much more multi-family in Florham Park in the near future.  We have no choice and it is not our doing.  Florham Park has changed very much in the last 30 years.  He does understand the potential intrusion of privacy.  The parcel is not large enough to get single family homes in there.
John Novalis:  I have lived here for 65 years and I have seen the town grow from 2 small buildings in the center of the town.  I am very aware of the commercial impact.  The population grows from 15,000 to 30,000 during the work week during business hours and I am not that interested in having more people coming into town each day.  The town center has gotten very attractive and people are coming to it.  Regarding the intrusion, everyone is losing their privacy.   I live on Roosevelt and the house next door to me came down and a new one is now 25 feet away from me.  They can look down on me and see everything but I don’t do anything differently.  They put blinds on their windows.

Marty Chiarolanzio:  I wondered about this property and agree that it is unique.  I work in Livingston and we have 55 foot high townhomes there.  The applicant made concessions here, especially on height and landscaping.  I used to have a bi-level with a 2nd floor deck and felt like I was on display so the screening will work for both ways.  I think the design here is nice.  Livingston had gone to court and was told to build multifamily.  That could have happened here and we may have wound up with a greater density.
Jeff Noss:  It think that it is exciting that we are participating urban planning and mixed use.  Morristown is much more vibrant and diverse as a result.   Florham Park is well conceived and is similar with high quality restaurants and is reflecting the trends.  We are doing things the right way.  It is an odd piece of property and I think that the use is appropriate.

Jim Gallina:  This type of development is going on all over.  I have no problem with the walking.  I think it is a  great idea, a beautiful structure,  and a good choice over an office use.

Brian O’Connor:  I have been here for 48 years.  There were three issues here;  the building height, decks and the trees.  I do not like the office use due to the traffic.  I am sorry that we can’t make everyone happy.

Ron DeRose:  Either plan does not appeal to me.  The office plan comes with traffic and is transient in nature which are big strikes against that.  I personally do not think multi-family is a good idea for this spot either.   I need to reconcile this in the next few minutes.
Mike Cannilla said that this is not radically different than single family homes that would have a deck.  The decks are not entertaining decks.  He thinks that smaller clusters of townhomes are better in and near the town center.  Other small buildings in the area will come down eventually. Residential use is a better buffer in a PB zone.
There were no further comments.  Mr. Cannilla called for a motion.
Mr.  Noss made a motion to approve the application, second by Mr. Gallina.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the application.
On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at   10:35p.m.
Marlene Rawson
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