TOWNSHIP OF MORRIS
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 24, 2018

Call to Order
The regular meeting of the Township of Morris Board of Adjustment was called to order on
Monday evening, September 24, 2018, at 7:32 P.M. in the Municipal Building, 50 Woodland
Avenue, Township of Morris.
Statement of Adequate Notice
Vice Chairman Woodford issued the following:
“I hereby announce and state that adequate notice of this meeting was provided by the Secretary of this Board of
Adjustment by preparing a notice dated September 19, 2018 specifying the time, date and place of this meeting,
posting such notice on the bulletin board in the Municipal Building; filing said notice with the Clerk of the Township of
Morris; forwarding the notice to the Morris County Daily Record and the Morris News Bee, and forwarding, by mail,
the said notice to all persons on the request list, and I hereby hand a copy of such notice to the Secretary of the
Board of Adjustment for inclusion in the minutes of this meeting, all of the above actions being in accordance with
N.J.S.A. 10:4-6, et seq., Open Public Meetings Act.”

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Paul Woodford, Vice-Chairman
Roll call of Board Members and Professionals
Members Present
Mr. Paul Woodford, Vice Chairman
Ms. Kathleen Kalaher
Ms. Joen Luy Ferrari
Mr. Donnell Williams
Mr. Paul Staudt
Mr. John Christensen
Mr. Jeremiah Loughman, Alternate #2
Members Absent
Mr. Timothy Kronk, Chairman
Also Present
Mr. Richard Oller, Board Attorney
Mr. Paul Phillips, Township Planner
Mr. James Slate, Township Engineer
Ms. Sonia Santiago, Board Secretary
Consideration for approval of minutes of September 25, 2017 regular meeting.
On motion duly made by Ms. Kalaher, seconded by Ms. Ferrari, and unanimously carried, the minutes of
the September 25, 2017 regular meeting were approved as circulated and placed on file in the office of
the Board of Adjustment.
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Resolution
Consideration of the following resolutions thereby memorializing the action taken by the Board at the
August 27, 2018 meeting.

BA-07-18
Block 7302, Lot 3, 349 South Street, RA-15 zone. Section C.

Marcio & Blanca Salas

Applicant proposes construction of a 24 x 24 two car garage creating a side yard setback of 6 feet where
20 feet is required and a combined side yard setback of 13.71 feet where 50 feet is required.
Ms. Kalaher moved, seconded by Mr. Staudt, roll call as indicated that resolution of approval, attached
hereto and by reference made part of the official minutes of this meeting, be adopted as presented,
memorializing the action taken by the Board at the August 27, 2018 meeting.
Approval
Roll Call: (Voting Members) Ms. Kalaher, Mr. Staudt, Mr. Christensen

BA-04-18
Block 8006, Lot 20, 22 Bradwahl Drive, RA-15 zone Section C.

John & Tymara Delatush

Applicant proposes construction of an 18 x 20 deck creating a rear yard setback of 8.3 feet where 25
feet is required.
Mr. Staudt moved, seconded by Ms. Kalaher, roll call as indicated that resolution of approval, attached
hereto and by reference made part of the official minutes of this meeting, be adopted as presented,
memorializing the action taken by the Board at the August 27, 2018 meeting.
Approval
Roll Call: (Voting Members) Ms. Kalaher, Mr. Woodford, Mr. Staudt, Mr. Christensen

BA-09-18
Block 5502, Lot 11, 47 Molly Stark Drive, RA-15 zone. Section C.

Averam Watsky

Applicant proposes construction of a second story addition expanding a non-conforming structure
creating a front yard setback of 2.5 feet on Chestnut Street.
Ms. Kalaher moved, seconded by Mr. Christensen, roll call as indicated that resolution of approval,
attached hereto and by reference made part of the official minutes of this meeting, be adopted as
presented, memorializing the action taken by the Board at the August 27, 2018 meeting.
Approval
Roll Call: (Voting Members) Ms. Kalaher, Mr. Woodford, Mr. Staudt, Mr. Christensen
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Certified shorthand reporter present for the following application
See attached transcript.
Public Hearings
BA-16-18
Block 10308, Lot 13, 241 Martin Luther King Avenue, RB-7 zone, Section C.

122 Mt. Kemble, LLC

Continuation from the June 25, 2018, July 23, 2018 and August 27, 2018 public hearings, applicant
proposes construction of a two family dwelling which requires bulk variance relief for pre-existing, nonconforming conditions including deficient lot area, lot width and accessory building side yard setback of
5.6 feet where 10 feet is required and a front yard setback for the principal structure on Walnut Street of
14.7 feet where 25 feet is required.
Ms. Nancy Lottinville, attorney for the applicant entered her appearance and presented a summation of
the application to the Board.
This is a revised application, in response to many comments made by the neighbors and other citizens
of Morris Township. The neighbors’ comments dealt with objections on the first application to the interior
floor plan design. It had proposed a two-family home with loft-style narrow front-to-back interior layouts
where both units fronted the MLK Ave elevation, which is the narrower of the elevations. They also
objected to the original design that provided for 3 bedrooms per unit which resulted in comments that
many thought the 3rd bedroom was much too small as well as objecting to the identification of one of the
two residential units as a potential moderate income affordable unit. In response to these comments,
the applicant revised his application. The revisions include an alteration of the front elevation from MLK
Ave to Walnut Street, which provided for a wider elevation as well as permitted a more traditional sideby-side, two-unit two-family home. It also reduced the bedroom count in both units to two bedrooms.
This revised development plan continues to propose a two-family home where one unit can qualify as an
affordable unit. It is not relevant to this Board’s consideration of the proposed use, which is a permitted
two-family home. The MLUL addresses the fact that Planning and Zoning Boards should consider
occupancy and use as planning considerations but may not use issues of ownership or tenancy in an
affordable context or as any part of a zoning and planning decision. A prior resolution obligates the
applicant to construct an off-site unit but that resolution did not designate this neighborhood or this lot as
the required venue. Mr. Grant testified that this site was chosen because it was available and because
the RB zone provides the opportunity for a permitted two-family use.
Several bulk variances are required, and the majority of these variances are because of preexisting
conditions. First, this is a corner lot, and it is undersized. The RB-7 zone requires a minimum of 10,000
square feet of lot area where Lot 13 contains 7500 square feet. This is a preexisting condition. The RB7 zone requires a minimum lot area per family for a two-family home of 5000 square feet of total lot size
where Lot 13 provides 3750 square feet per unit for a permitted two-family home. This is also a
preexisting condition. The corner lot provides for 3 front yard setbacks. Only the MLK Ave elevation can
provide the required 25 foot front yard setback due to lot configuration. Neither the Walnut Street
elevation nor the front yard associated with the alley, which is considered a third street, can provide a
permitted front yard setback.
The applicant seeks to develop a long vacant, neglected and unkept undersized corner lot with an
attractive new construction two-family home, new landscaping, off street parking and the rehabilitation of
an old and neglected garage. There are 7 'C' variances required due to the preexisting lot or garage
conditions: 2 for lot width, one for lot depth and 4 with the existing garage (which is an accessory use,
front yard setback, accessory use side yard setback and accessory use building height). They qualify
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under the C(1) hardship and C(2) benefit detriment analysis. Ms. Lottinville reviewed Exhibit A-1, which
indicates the permitted variance-free building envelope. This 10 foot wide by 100 foot long building
envelope demonstrates that no permitted residential building can be developed on this lot without
multiple bulk variances. This exhibits that the C(1) hardship test applies. Our planner, Mr. Abramson,
testified that at 7500 square feet, Lot 13 is one of the smaller parcels in the neighborhood, but is not the
smallest. The shape and size make it impossible to build within the building envelope. Both a permitted
single family home and a permitted two-family home require multiple variances. The application requires
variances for total lot square footage and a permitted two-family home requires only one additional
variance for square footage per dwelling unit. The dwelling units are short each 750 square feet. These
C(1) variances for permitted uses are due entirely to existing lot conditions. There is no self-created
hardship for the proposed two-family home because both a single family and the two-family home have
the same set of setback requirements. The building dimensions are not altered or exacerbated by a twofamily home instead of a one family home.
Ms. Lottinville stated that this project can and should also be approved under the C(2) criteria, the
benefit/detriment analysis, because the benefits of the variances advance the zone plan and outweigh
any detriment. In addressing the positive criteria, Mr. Abramson testified that the Master Plan favors
this type of in fill development. A long vacant property does not advance the neighborhood context, just
the opposite as Mr. Abramson pointed out on Exhibit O-1, a set of photographs taken by a neighbor
showing an overgrown and gravel filled lot with stored covered cars and a tractor trailer overnighting on
the parcel. Mr. Abramson’s testimony indicated that this project satisfies the goals of zoning and the
satisfaction of these goals are appropriate to the neighborhood. The density of a proposed two family
home is appropriate because the neighborhood is one of the few places in Morris Township that permits
multifamily development. The project provides infill multifamily development without traffic congestion.
Ms. Lottinville continued to summarize stating Mr. Abramson conducted an analysis of the
neighborhood. He used Exhibit A-11 indicating the 12 residential buildings within 200 feet of the project
site, 50% or 6 residences are single-family non-conforming as to the lot size. 25% or 3 of the 12
residential buildings within 200 feet are two-family homes, and are non-conforming to lot area. The rest
of the buildings are not residential. Within 400 feet, there are 32 buildings containing 46 dwelling units.
Eight structures are two family homes and they are also nonconforming as to the lot size. Most of the
lots within 400 feet are also deficient for lot width. The average lot width is 49 feet where 70 feet is
required. In addition the mean lot width on corner properties is 44 feet. Mr. Abramson concluded that
while a variance for lot area per unit is required, it will not affect the overall cohesiveness of this
neighborhood “because this is a condition that is out there uniformly among two-family homes in the
neighborhood.”
Regarding negative analysis, we argue there is no impairment to the zone plan or public good. We find
that the proposed two-family home provides adequate air, light, space and the yards provided are
sufficient in size, the traffic is minimal, parking is provided, four spaces all on site. The location is
walkable to shopping with considerable shopping nearby at the intersection of Horsehill Road and East
Hanover Avenue, both existing and under construction. Trash is an issue that can create a detriment
but this site can accommodate the trash of two residential families.
The Applicant agrees to comply with all of the comments made in the engineer’s and planner’s reports
and that would be the agreement of the Right of Way paving on Walnut St.
In conclusion, we believe we have proven the case for granting this application and the variances
required. Most of all we believe that the approval of this project will remove a longstanding eyesore from
the neighborhood and will address all of the issues surrounding it. The proposed development will bring
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a brand new and very attractive construction to an older neighborhood which will signal a significant
investment in this neighborhood which will benefit the neighborhood and individual property owners.
A discussion was carried among the Board members and professionals regarding the Right of Way on
Walnut St. Mr. Slate stated they discussed the overall roadway improvements will include the applicant
submitting an escrow for frontage improvements that would apply to the reconstruction of the roadway.
Mr. Oller reviewed the conditions. One is that the applicant would provide the Board Secretary with a
revised application, and that has been received already. There will be a fair share contribution for the
roadway repair along Walnut Street. The applicant would amend the plans to show a sight triangle
easement at the corner of Walnut Street and MLK. Manholes will be placed on the seepage pits for
future access and maintenance.
Mr. Staudt moved, seconded by Ms. Ferrari that approval be granted to the application of 122 Mt.
Kemble Ave. thereby permitting on Block 10308, Lot 13 for the construction of a two family dwelling with
conditions stipulated and that the Board Attorney be authorized to prepare a formal resolution
memorializing the action taken by the Board, same to be presented for consideration at the October 22,
2018 meeting.
Roll Call: (Voting Members)
Ms. Kalaher
YES
Mr. Williams
YES
Mr. Woodford
YES
Ms. Ferrari
YES
Mr. Loughman
YES
Mr. Staudt
YES
Mr. Christensen
YES
7 Ayes 0 Nay 0 Abstain

Certified shorthand reporter present for the following application
See attached transcript.
BA-08-18
Block 10301, Lot 3, 51 Highland Avenue, RA-7 zone. Section D & C.

Dawn Smith

Applicant proposes to convert existing two car garage into a kitchenette for catering purposes. Applicant
also seeks a variance for two accessory structures on a single lot.
Proof of Publication and Affidavit of Service filed and approved by the Board Secretary and Board
Attorney.
Ms. Dawn Smith entered her appearance sworn in by the Board attorney presented the application to the
Board.
The following professional being sworn in by the Board Attorney appeared to be heard.
Michael Pessolano, Professional Planner
No exhibits were submitted as evidence during testimony.
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Summary of Testimony – Dawn Smith, Owner
Ms. Smith stated she loves cooking and would love to start a business and have a commercial kitchen in
her two car garage. Ms. Smith cooks mostly West Indian American food and will mostly deliver the food
to the hospital where she works. This is where most of her clients would be based. Ms. Smith stated the
kitchen will include a triple sink, double sink, mop sink, single work station, 6-burner stove with an
overhead hood, bathroom as indicated on the plans. There would be at least one part time chef. She
further stated that she would be using this facility Friday, Saturday and Sunday for catering purposes
from 7 am to 4 pm and that there would be no customers on site. All food would be delivered to the
clients by her or her sons. No additional noise would emanate outside of the commercial kitchen.
She further stated that there would be three parking spaces behind the garage and two spaces behind
the home, one being a handicap parking space. She also stated that she is proposing a shed behind the
garage to clear out the garage. A discussion was carried among the Board members and the applicant
regarding the parking, food delivery and layout of the kitchenette.
Mr. Loughman suggested that there should be a stipulation that this garage would not be able to be
turned into a residence if this was no longer a business. Ms. Smith stated the garage would only be
used as her kitchenette, nobody would be living in it and if the business grows, she would move it into a
commercial area.
Ms. Smith was asked how many clients she will have and how much food she will be delivering. She
stated she has worked at the hospital over 30 years, and most of her clients are there. She would be
delivering mostly lunches. The raw materials would be acquired by Ms. Smith herself. Regarding fire
protection and security, Ms. Smith plans to have fire alarms and sprinklers. Ms. Kalaher asked what
would be in the proposed shed. Ms. Smith stated it would be for personal storage for items that are
currently in the garage, such as a lawnmower. Ms. Smith stated she has 2 free standing gas operating
generators. Mr. Christensen is concerned of the intensity of the use, as this is fully in the neighborhood,
and what if it continues to grow. Ms. Smith stated this is a startup and she would fully comply with any
conditions from the Board.
Summary of Testimony – Michael Pessolano, Professional Planner
Mr. Pessolano stated he reviewed the application to have a full understanding and Ms. Smith has given
this considerable thought. The application works because we are dealing with an existing structure and
this will continue to look and feel like a residential property. This will continue to be the same structure,
and the smell of cooking foods is a common occurrence in neighborhoods. This is not something out of
the ordinary.
This application requires a D(1) variance. Under the Medici analysis, consideration of the particular
suitability of the site, and special reasons along with an analysis of the negative criteria needs to occur.
There is also a second D(1) variance by having 2 principal structures on the same property, by changing
the garage from an accessory use to a principal use. Those two items of relief are intertwined and we
could not have this application without the use of the second building. Finally we have the ‘C’ bulk relief,
due to the absence of a landscape buffer. In Mr. Pessolano’s opinion, the suitability analysis is satisfied.
The site has separation of uses between the two buildings with enough parking to satisfy both uses. This
will be defined space within the accessory building. The Board of Health will monitor it as it does other
commercial kitchens so that the proper sanitation and food preparation techniques are utilized.
The building has appropriate dimensions; the additional storage building proposed will contain displaced
household goods that are currently in the garage. The site is suitable for the proposed use. Mr.
Pessolano stated the special reason he finds for this application is the promotion of general welfare by
providing another opportunity for nourishment. This gives the community a new culinary presence for
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Eastern Indian Caribbean cooking. By offering this type of food in an efficient way to the community, it
gives the Township access to a different type of food. The delivery of prepared food supports an
emerging lifestyle trend, where people are cooking less, consuming delivered food more and people will
continue this trend. This type of use provides fulfillment of this lifestyle and choice and also provides
realistic means for support for the applicant and translates into a community benefit. This provides a
realistic means of support for a long standing Morris Township household. The applicant resides on the
site, cares for her property and this translates into a community benefit through the revenue as it will be
re-spent in this community.
Regarding impact on the surrounding neighborhood, cooking part time will be hard to distinguish from an
avid lover of cooking. If there is a smell of food in the air, that is expected in a neighborhood. Cooking
smells dominate the air on weekends. Odor is something my client is willing to install equipment to vent,
but once they are out of the kitchen they are outside in the air. My client is willing to implement
reasonable controls that the Board might want to put on the proposed operation. The Building and
Health Departments will be monitoring to keep this operation safe and clean.
Parking will not be an issue, there are 5 parking spaces proposed on the site. Three are proposed
behind the existing garage and two between the existing garage and home. Parking spaces are well
placed and will not affect neighbors.
The delivery of food is going to be batched. In order for food to be delivered fresh it will have to be
grouped in multiple deliveries in one outing. Mr. Pessolano stated he does not see an overburdening of
the neighborhood street or the greater street network beyond by the measured trips to carry out the
delivery side of things.
Potential impact of the purposes of the zoning ordinances is not substantial. The property is and will
continue to look and be residential. In Mr. Pessolano’s opinion, as the use in the rear is three days a
week and could be perceived as an accessory rather than a whole separate use on the property, this
can be treated along the basis as a permitted home occupation use, such as a medical use, conditional
use, where there could be multiple doctors and patients. This application is low intensity use compared
to other possible permitted home occupation uses.
As for the enhanced quality of proof, the Medici analysis has been met. By virtue of the change in
trends, to help households get their nourishment in a variety of ways, there is no direct conflict with the
Master Plan as it is still a new trend and is not a purposeful undoing of the zone plan, but is part of its
evolution.
As for the C relief that is required, the landscape buffer is required. There are no formal separations
between adjoining lots, and screening may not be the right solution. The lot and adjoining lots give a
sense of greater space and openness. No substantial detriment was found to the surrounding
properties as it works in the current format. The applicant is willing to consider Board suggestions for
buffering if it is deemed essential.
A discussion was carried between the Board members and applicant’s Professionals regarding if the
property was sold and how to govern future use. Mr. Oller stated the variance would run with the
property and if someone bought this property and they were a chef, they could continue this use. Mr.
Oller stated once the kitchen was removed, it would be abandoned and the variance relief is no longer
valid. To use it for this purpose again, one would have to re-apply for the variance. The applicant stated
there will be no signage. Mr. Phillips pointed out relative to zoning, this lot is oversized, which will allow
for parking; spatial arrangements for this property are good for this use. Mr. Oller stated a condition
would be Ms. Smith would have to comply with refuse handling if there is a regulation.
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The meeting was open to the public for questions and comments of the witness; no one appeared to be
heard.
Public portion closed at 8:55 pm.
Mr. Oller reviewed the conditions. With respect to use, it would be Friday, Saturday and Sunday from
7am to 4pm. There will be a maximum of one employee besides the applicant. The applicant will satisfy
any Township DPW regulations or requirements and regulations for trash pick-up. Ms. Smith will comply
with the Health Department and outside agencies that have jurisdiction. There will be no retail sales, no
clients coming to the site, and all food would be delivered. There will be no third party rental of the
garage space, it would only be for your use and not rented to others. There will be no signage indicating
a second use. There is no conversion to a residential use.
Mr. Williams moved, seconded by Mr. Loughman, that approval be granted to the application of Dawn
Smith thereby permitting on Block 10301, Lot 3 the conversion of a two car garage into a kitchenette
with conditions stipulated and that the Board Attorney be authorized to prepare a formal resolution
memorializing the action taken by the Board, same to be presented for consideration at the October 22,
2018 Board meeting.
Roll Call: (Voting Members)
Ms. Kalaher
YES
Mr. Williams
YES
Mr. Woodford
YES
Ms. Ferrari
YES
Mr. Loughman
YES
Mr. Staudt
YES
Mr. Christensen
YES
7 Ayes 0 Nay 0 Abstain
BA-13-18
Block 3103, Lot 15, 35 Alexandria Road, RA-15 zone. Section C.

Robert & Lynn Vogel

Applicant proposes installation of an emergency generator creating a side yard setback of 17.2 feet
where 20 is required and creating a combined side yard setback of 46.6 feet where 50 feet is required.
Proof of Publication and Affidavit of Service filed and approved by the Board Secretary and Board
Attorney.
Mr. Robert Vogel and Lynn Vogel, entered their appearance and sworn in by the Board attorney
presented the application to the Board.
No exhibits were submitted as evidence during testimony.
Summary of Testimony – Mr. Vogel, Homeowner
Mr. Vogel stated they have lived here for 20 years, have no intention of moving however have run into
power provision issues in their neighborhood. There were 10 outages on Alexandria Rd in the last year,
and 7 in the previous year. We would like a fully automatic generator at our location. We looked at the
most logical place to put the generator on our property was in a regulated area in the 20 foot side yard
setback. We looked at conforming locations on the property and found we have uniqueness in our lot
and decided to apply for the C variance.
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Our generator is proposed to be a conforming generator in terms of noise level. The RA-15 zone has a
20 foot side yard setback requirement, the mechanical equipment would be one existing and one
proposed as it would be next to a condenser. It would encroach upon the side yard setback by 3 feet.
In the application, on the survey it was marked and the zoning officer determined it was a setback
encroachment. Mr. Vogel referred to pictures in his application and the Tax Map. The front lot width is
somewhat smaller than the rest of the lots in our neighborhood, and that is the reason we are here for
the variance. Any other fully conforming lot width would be 100 feet and ours is smaller, lending us to
the C variance. Also the residence is offset to the left side of the property. If it was centered on the
property when constructed we would not need the variance. All things considered, all utilities run down
the left hand side of the property. The photos show side of the yard is well screened from the street.
The front of the property is screened with foundation plantings and we plan add to it to wrap it around to
screen the generator with boxwoods. The neighbor next door is supportive as well as the neighbors
around us. The neighbor on the adjoining lot also installed a generator; it is conforming, 25 foot off the
property line.
The meeting was opened to the public for questions and comments of the witnesses; no one appeared
to be heard.
Public portion closed at 9:14 pm
Mr. Oller stated that there are standard conditions of testing the generator and that would be Monday
through Friday from 9am to 5pm.
Mr. Staudt moved, seconded by Mr. Williams that approval be granted to the application of Robert Vogel
thereby permitting on Block 3103, Lot 15 for the installation of an emergency generator with conditions
stipulated and that the Board Attorney be authorized to prepare a formal resolution memorializing the
action taken by the Board, same to be presented for consideration at the October 22, 2018 meeting.
Roll Call: (Voting Members)
Ms. Kalaher
YES
Mr. Williams
YES
Mr. Woodford
YES
Ms. Ferrari
YES
Mr. Loughman
YES
Mr. Staudt
YES
Mr. Christensen
YES
7 Ayes 0 Nay 0 Abstain

BA-11-18
Block 3907, Lot 22, 36 Center Avenue, RA-11 zone Section C.

William Houst

Applicant proposes a second story addition creating a side yard setback of 12 feet where 15 feet is
required and a combined side yard setback of 32.5 feet where 40 feet is required.
Proof of Publication and Affidavit of Service filed and approved by the Board Secretary and Board
Attorney.
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Mr. William Houst, entered his appearance and sworn in by the Board attorney presented the application
to the Board.
The following professional being sworn in by the Board Attorney appeared to be heard.
Keith Gianakopoulos, Registered Architect
The following exhibit was submitted as evidence.
Exhibit A-1 consisting of 2 pages (P1 rendering of the new house and P2 photos of neighboring
houses)
Summary of Testimony – Mr. Houst, Homeowner
This application is for a second story addition, on a house that is preexisting non-conforming. We need
a C variance for the setbacks. We are also adding a porch to the front stoop, covering it, reducing the
setback to 28 feet where 35 feet is required. There is already a concrete stoop there; we are proposing
adding 6 feet to the side. The rest does not add to the coverage of the yard. The house was built
without the right setbacks initially. We need to get the variance for the addition. We are proposing
taking a ranch style house and adding a second floor to include 2 bedrooms, bathroom and a storage
area upstairs. On the first floor we are proposing combining the rooms to make a master bedroom, and
renovating the existing kitchen and bath, and updating the electric and air-conditioning. This ranch style
home is the only one in the neighborhood, and we will be conforming more to the neighborhood by
making these improvements; the style will fit in better with the neighborhood.
Summary of Testimony – Mr. Gianakopoulos, Registered Architect
Mr. Gianakopoulos reviewed Exhibit A-1 showing neighboring houses with 2 stories, dormers, and Cape
Cod style. Other houses in the neighborhood have porticos or porches similar in shape and size to what
we are also proposing. Mr. Houst’s has the only ranch style house in the neighborhood.
Sheet P1 shows we are keeping first floor, changing window locations, adjusting the front door and
doing a new 2 story structure above. There will not be a big attic. It will be a cape style house. The
windows, siding, and shutters will be new. It will be sage green vinyl siding with cream trim and black
shutters.
Mr. Gianakopoulos proceeded to review the floor plan to show what they are doing structurally to the
house. He referred to sheet A-1 of the plans submitted with the Board showing the demolition plan. The
basement is existing and has garage access from the rear of the house; there is no increased coverage
over the driveway. The only increased coverage is with the portico enlargement.
He reviewed sheet 2 of the plans submitted with the Board, showing the first floor renovations and the
additions room layout. There is a living room, an office, renovated kitchen, new bedroom and master
bathroom. On the second floor there is an open loft in the rear, bedrooms in the front two corners, and
storage in the middle. There is also a laundry room and a bathroom. Sheet A-3 is the roof plan. Sheet
A-4 shows the elevations; from the side you will see a gable coming down both sides and the dormer
going the full length of the back. It also shows the portico. He referred to sheet A-5 to show the
incorporation of fish scale shingles in the upper gable in contrasting color. The dormer goes across, and
the roof protrusion will give it the Cape Cod look. Sheet A-6 shows the existing ceiling/attic and the
structure we build will be on top of it. This will minimize construction cost and amount of construction
that gets done on the first floor.
The existing house is 1180 square feet; with the new addition it will be 2200 square feet. Building
coverage before was 10.5% and now it will be a little over 11%. The impervious coverage was 26.9%
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and now will be at 27.7%, all complying with requirements. The requested variances are for side yards,
combined side yards and front yard setbacks. They are 12 feet and 20 ½ feet where 15 feet and 25 feet
are required for the side yard. For the combined side yard setback there are 32.5 feet where 40 feet is
required. For the front yard setback 28 is proposed where 35 required. The first 2 variances requested
are for existing conditions to an existing non-conforming structure. Our intent is to build straight up, and
not make that condition any worse. The intention is to get the house to be in keeping with the
neighborhood, and add the front porch on. The usability and the aesthetics will give the house a good
look.
The meeting was opened to the public for questions and comments of the witnesses; no one appeared
to be heard.
Public portion closed at 9:32 pm
Ms. Kalaher moved, seconded by Ms. Ferrari that approval be granted to the application of William
Houst thereby permitting on Block 3907, Lot 22 for the construction of a second story with standard
conditions and that the Board Attorney be authorized to prepare a formal resolution memorializing the
action taken by the Board, same to be presented for consideration at the October 22, 2018 meeting.
Roll Call: (Voting Members)
Ms. Kalaher
YES
Mr. Williams
YES
Mr. Woodford
YES
Ms. Ferrari
YES
Mr. Loughman
YES
Mr. Staudt
YES
Mr. Christensen
YES
7 Ayes 0 Nay 0 Abstain
Other Matters
A discussion was carried regarding the storage facility on Columbia Road and the appropriate signage.
There are a number of signs similar to political signage placed out daily and removed at night on the
property that is a detriment to the neighborhood. The Board agreed the smaller signs should be
removed. Mr. Slate stated he would look into it.
With no further business for consideration by the Township of Morris Board of Adjustment, on motion
duly made, seconded and unanimously carried, the meeting was adjourned at 9:38 P.M.
Respectfully submitted,

Sonia Santiago, Secretary
Township of Morris Board of Adjustment
Approved: October 22, 2018
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1

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

2

move on to the public hearings.

3

Kemble.

4

MS. LOTTINVILLE:

Next we'll

First on is 122 Mt.

Good evening,

5

Mr. Chairman.

6

I believe we've had quite a few hearings and multiple

7

absences and reappearances of board members so I was

8

wondering how the transcript certification process

9

was.

10

Nancy Lottinville for the Applicant.

MR. OLLER:

Well, why don't we find

11

that out.

That's a correct starting point.

So what

12

she's asking is of the seven members of the board

13

that we have present this evening how many are

14

eligible to vote on the application.

15

All except?

16

(All Board Members indicating they are

17

eligible by a show of hands.)

18

MR. OLLER:

So all seven.

19

MS. LOTTINVILLE:

20

MR. OLLER:

21

MS. LOTTINVILLE:

22

I believe that we have concluded the

We have seven?

Yes.
Great.

Thank you.

23

public hearing and that we're teed up for closing

24

argument.

25

MR. OLLER:

We did leave off for a
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summation by you and a vote by the board.

2

MS. LOTTINVILLE:

Great.

Thank you.

3

So then I'll start that.

4

Good evening, Mr. Chairman and Members

5

of the Board, as you know my name is Nancy

6

Lottinville and I'm with Prime Law.

7

Mt. Kemble L.L.C., the Applicant, 13:53 of which

8

Mr. Jay Grant is the managing member.

9

We represent 122

This development project concerns

10

property located 241 Martin Luther King Avenue in

11

Morris Township's RB-7 zone, where the applicant is

12

seeking approval for the construction of a two-family

13

home which is a permitted use in the RB-7 zone.

14

This application has had the

15

distinction of being presented over many months

16

including all three of the summer months.

17

And in that regard I thought that

18

because board attendance, as well as witness

19

availability, is difficult and very challenging in

20

the summer, that it might be a good idea to have just

21

a brief history of the application process.

22

You will recall that this is a revised

23

application.

And it falls directly on the heels of

24

an earlier one.

25

revises the earlier application and does so in

This application significantly
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1

response to the many comments made by the neighbors

2

and other citizens of Morris Township.

3

The neighbors' comments dealt with

4

objections to, on the first application, the interior

5

floor plan design which had proposed a two-family

6

home with more or less loft-style narrow

7

front-to-back interior layouts where both units

8

fronted the Martin Luther King Avenue elevation which

9

is the narrower of the elevations.

10

They also objected to the original

11

design that provided for three bedrooms per unit,

12

with the resultant comments that many thought that

13

the third bedroom was much too small.

14

Other comments concerned the

15

identification of one of the two residential units as

16

a potential moderate income affordable unit.

17

In response to these comments the

18

Applicant significantly revised his application in

19

accordance with the one that is now before you.

20

Those revisions included an alteration of the front

21

elevation from Martin Luther King Avenue to Walnut

22

Street, which provided for a wider elevation as well

23

as permitted a more traditional side-by-side two-unit

24

two-family home.

25

in both units to two bedrooms.

It also reduced the bedroom count
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This revised development plan, however,

2

continues to propose a two-family home where one unit

3

can qualify as an affordable unit.

4

I believe it would be helpful at this

5

point to address any lingering confusion on the

6

relevance of an affordable housing unit.

7

to say that it is not relevant to this board's

8

consideration of the proposed use, which is a

9

permitted two-family home.

10

And that is

The Municipal Land Use Law addresses

11

the fact that planning and zoning board should

12

consider occupancy and use as planning

13

considerations, but may not use issues of ownership

14

or tenancy, much less ownership and tenancy in an

15

affordable context as any part of a decision in a

16

zoning and planning decision.

17

No one in Morris Township gets to pick

18

their neighbors.

No one in Morris Township gets to

19

decide whether their neighbors own or rent the unit

20

they occupy.

21

whether or not a tenant or an owner does so at market

22

rate or at an income-restricted rate.

23

housing obligations have always been satisfied

24

traditionally on-site, off-site and in some cases

25

with financial contribution to other affordable

Nor does anyone get to weigh in on

Affordable
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housing projects.

2

A prior resolution from the township

3

obligates the Applicant to construct an off-site

4

unit.

5

neighborhood or this lot as the required venue.

But that resolution did not designate this

6

You have heard the testimony of

7

Mr. Grant indicating that this site was chosen:

8

First and foremost, because it was available; and,

9

second, because the RB zone is one of the few that

10

provide, in Morris Township, the opportunity for a

11

permitted two-family use.

12

You've also heard the uncontested

13

testimony of your professional planner Phillip

14

Abramson that the RB zone is one of the very few

15

zones in the township which permits a two-family

16

home.

Enough said on affordable and affordability.

17

So why are we here before the zoning

18

board for a permitted two-family home?

19

several bulk variances are required.

20

majority of these variances are the result of

21

preexisting conditions.

22

It is because
The clear

First, this is a corner lot that

23

presents particularly, peculiar and unusual

24

characteristics.

25

undersized.

We start out with a lot that is

The RB-7 zone requires a minimum of
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10,000 square feet of lot area where Lot 13 contains

2

7500 square feet.

3

This is a preexisting condition.

The RB-7 zone requires a minimum lot

4

area per family for a two-family home of 5,000 square

5

feet of total lot size, where Lot 13 provides

6

3750-square-feet per unit for a permitted two-family

7

home.

This is also a preexisting condition.

8

To make things even more interesting,

9

the corner lot and the technicalities of the Morris

10

Township ordinance definitions require that this

11

undersized corner lot provide not one, not two, but

12

three front yard setbacks.

13

King Avenue elevation can provide the required

14

25-foot front yard due to lot configuration.

15

the Walnut Street elevation nor the front yard

16

associated with the alley, which is considered a

17

third street, can provide even close to a permitted

18

front yard setback.

19

Only the Martin Luther

Neither

So the Applicant is seeking to develop

20

a long vacant, long neglected and very unkempt,

21

undersized corner lot with an attractive two-family

22

home, new construction, new landscaping, off-street

23

parking and the rehabilitation of an old and

24

neglected garage.

25

I should mention at this point that
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there are seven other (c) variances required due

2

entirely to preexisting lot or garage conditions.

3

And these include:

4

depth; and four associated with the existing garage

5

which are accessory use front yard setback, accessory

6

use side yard setback, and accessory use building

7

height.

All of which, again, are preexisting.

8
9

Two for lot width; one for lot

I would hasten to point out that these
are all (c) variances.

And they qualify both under

10

the (c)(1) hardship definition in the Municipal Land

11

Use Law as well as under the (c)(2) benefit/detriment

12

analysis.

13

So what do Applicant's proofs show?

14

Let's look at Exhibit A-1, which I forgot to put up,

15

but I will.

16

Exhibit A-1 indicates in the green

17

dotted line the permitted variance-free building

18

envelope.

19

Luther King elevation and 100-feet long on the Walnut

20

Street elevation.

21

100-foot long permitted as-of-right building envelope

22

demonstrates that no permitted residential building

23

can be developed on this lot without multiple bulk

24

variances.

25

the (c)(1) hardship test applies.

It is only 10-feet wide along the Martin

Clearly this 10-foot wide by

And especially this exhibit that (c) --
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In view of the building envelope

2

demonstrated by Exhibit A-1 our planner,

3

Mr. Abramson testified to the factors that support

4

the grant of the requested relief under (c)(1) as

5

follows.

6

13 is one of the smaller parcels in the neighborhood.

7

And I quote him here:

8

smallest".

He indicated that at 7500 square feet, Lot

9

"But is nowhere near the

As we can see from Exhibit A-1 the

10

shape and size of the lot make it impossible to

11

construct anything within the permitted building

12

envelope.

13

Both a permitted single-family home or

14

a permitted two-family home requires multiple

15

variances.

16

The application requires variances for

17

total lot square footage.

18

home requires only one additional variance for square

19

footage per dwellings unit or the dwelling units are

20

short each 750 square feet.

21

And a permitted two-family

These (c)(1) variances for permitted

22

uses are due entirely to existing lot conditions.

23

There is, as Mr. Abramson testified no self-created

24

hardship for the proposed two-family home because

25

both a single-family home and the two-family home
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have the same set of setback requirements.

2

the building's dimensions are not altered or

3

exacerbated by a two-family home instead of a

4

one-family home.

5

That is

The project can and should also be

6

approved under the (c)(2) criteria, the

7

benefit/detriment analysis, because the benefits of

8

the variances advance the zone plan and certainly

9

outweigh any detriment.

10

In addressing the positive criteria

11

Mr. Abramson testified that the Master Plan favors

12

fasts in-fill development appropriate to the

13

neighborhood context.

14

development provides exactly this type of in-fill

15

development.

16

not advance the neighborhood context, just the

17

opposite.

18

and cannot be well policed.

19

He indicated that the proposed

And that a long vacant property does

It is the breeding ground for bad things

His testimony was actually borne out

20

later on by the introduction of exhibit O-1 which was

21

a set of photographs taken by a neighbor showing an

22

overgrown, gravel filled lot with stored covered

23

cars, and believe it or not, a tractor trailer

24

overnighting on the subject parcel.

25

bad things that Mr. Abramson pointed out were not in

These are the
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the neighborhood context at all.

2

Mr. Abramson's testimony indicated that

3

this project satisfies the goals of zoning and the

4

satisfaction of these goals as -- as we propose are

5

appropriate to the neighborhood.

6

density of a proposed two-family home is appropriate

7

because the neighborhood is one of the few places in

8

Morris Township that permits multifamily development.

9

Specifically, the

The application raises no issue with

10

the requirements for adequate air, light and space.

11

In his opinion even with the yard deficiencies the

12

proposed development does not run afoul of this

13

zoning purpose.

14

The project provides in-fill

15

multifamily development without traffic congestion.

16

The traffic impact of a two-family home, he

17

testified, is negligible to unnoticeable.

18

The project also satisfies the goal of

19

appropriate density in a neighborhood with

20

appropriate concentrations and located in the right

21

place.

22

To quote Mr. Abramson this is a

23

"unique, compact, walkable, older, established

24

neighborhood."

25

In support of his analysis of the
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context of the neighborhood and the appropriateness

2

of the proposed application Mr. Abramson conducted an

3

analysis of the neighborhood.

4
5

And I will direct your attention to
Exhibit A-11 which is the handout.

6

Do you have the handout?

7

MS. SANTIAGO:

8

MS. LOTTINVILLE:

9

MS. SANTIAGO:

10

Is it on the back?

All the way in the back.

No, no.

11

One of the big ones, the one in the

12

front, Nancy.

13

second one from the back.

14
15

No, they are in there.

It's attached to all of them.

MS. LOTTINVILLE:
to just flip this off.

16

I'm sorry.

Just a moment.

The

I'm going

Excuse me.

Mr. Abramson's testimony with regard to

17

Exhibit A-11 indicated the 12 residential buildings

18

within 200 feet of the project site -- that there are

19

12 residential buildings within 200 feet of the

20

project site:

21

single-family homes; half of these single-family

22

homes are not conforming as to lot size; 25 percent

23

of the 12 residential buildings within 200 feet of

24

the project are -- or three residential buildings are

25

two-family homes.

50 percent or six residences are

All three, or 100 percent of the
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two-family's within 200 feet are nonconforming as to

2

lot area.

3

are non-residential.

The rest of the structures within 200 feet

4

We also see that Exhibit A-11 indicates

5

that within 400 feet of the project site there are 32

6

buildings containing 46 dwelling units.

7

structures are two-family homes.

8

two-family homes are nonconforming as to lot size.

9

Most of the lots within 400 feet are

Eight

All of these

10

also deficient for lot width.

11

within 400 feet of the subject property is 49 feet

12

where 70 feet is required.

13

width on corner properties is 44 feet.

14

The average lot width

In addition the mean lot

As your own planner the esteemed Paul

15

Phillips observed, most of the corner properties

16

don't meet the enhanced lot requirement.

17

Mr. Abramson concluded that while a

18

variance for lot area per unit is required, it will

19

not affect the overall cohesiveness of this

20

neighborhood "because this is a condition that is out

21

there uniformly among two-family homes in the

22

neighborhood."

23

Having satisfied the positive criteria

24

we move to the negative analysis.

And we argue and

25

believe there is no impairment to the zone plan nor
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to the public good.

2

As -- what did we look at to determine

3

whether there are any detrimental impacts to the zone

4

plan or the public good?

5

As discussed, the project replicates

6

the existing pattern of an older established

7

neighborhood in the RB-7 zone.

8

that might be detrimental and we find that the

9

proposed two-family home provides adequate air,

We look to factors

10

light, space, that the yards provided are sufficient

11

in size, that traffic is minimal, that parking is

12

provided four spaces, two in the garage, two outside,

13

all on-site.

14

with considerable shopping near by at the

15

intersection of Horsehill Road and East Hanover

16

Avenue, both existing and under construction.

The location is walkable to shopping

17

Trash, is an issue that can create a

18

detriment, but that this site can well accommodate

19

the trash of two residential families.

20

Mr. Abramson further testified that

21

there is nothing going on on this site that a tenant

22

might not expect.

23

building on this site would function normally.

24
25

And in his opinion a two-family

There simply are no detriments that
effect the zone plan nor the public good.
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I think at this point I would point out

2

that the Applicant agrees to comply with all of the

3

comments made in the engineer's and the planner's

4

report.

5

not the case we'll be happy to discuss it this

6

evening.

7

We believe we have done so.

And if that's

And that -- of course, the highlight of

8

that would be the agreement on the right-of-way that

9

Mr. Slate discussed at, I believe, the July meeting

10

with respect to paving the Walnut Street front yard

11

or not paving it as I think we agreed, due to the

12

fact that while the right-of-way extents further than

13

is currently paved is it makes no sense to -- and the

14

front yard at the 14.7 feet that the setback --

15

technical setback is due to the visual of a more

16

extended front yard based on the existing

17

right-of-way pavements.

18

So, in conclusion, we believe we have

19

proved the case for the grant of this application and

20

the variances required.

21

the approval of this project will remove a

22

longstanding eyesore from the neighborhood and will

23

address all of the issues attendant to it.

24
25

Most of all we believe that

The proposed development will bring a
brand new and very attractive construction to an
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older neighborhood which will signal a significant

2

investment in this neighborhood that can only redound

3

to the neighborhood's benefit as well as the benefit

4

get of the individual property owners.

5

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Board,

6

it is clear that anything other than an approval of

7

this revised application would be an arbitrary,

8

capricious and unreasonable result.

9

Thank you.

10

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

11

I have a question, where did we leave

12

Thank you.

off about the pavement and sidewalk along that area?

13

MR. SLATE:

We took a look at that and

14

originally it was discussed that the Applicant would

15

install curbing and frontage improvements along the

16

property, but more than likely we would do some

17

widening and we'd want to coordinate that with the

18

overall roadway improvements so I wouldn't want to

19

have him put in curb if we go to reconstruct the road

20

it gets taken out because it's not at the proper

21

location.

22

So what we discussed was an escrow

23

contribution towards the frontage improvements that

24

we would apply to the reconstruction of the roadway.

25

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

Would the
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frontage improvements include a sidewalk along there?

2

Because I know that's what a lot of the residents

3

were talking about safety waling along there with the

4

traffic, especially from the -- the facility across

5

the street.

6

MR. SLATE:

There is sidewalk along the

7

Martin Luther King frontage, I don't know if we would

8

do sidewalks on -- on Walnut.

9

something that we'd have to take into consideration

I mean that's

10

with the -- with the full reconstruction and we

11

would --

12
13
14

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

I would like

to see that.
MR. SLATE:

-- have to look at the

15

design on that and see if there is sufficient, you

16

know, area and then what's it going to link to.

17

know I wouldn't want to just do sidewalk in front of

18

this house and find out that you can't, you know, do

19

it further down the road the provide a link to the

20

next road down.

21

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

You

Yeah, I'm

22

just concerned about people walk along there.

23

They're not going to walk along the parking lot.

24

They're going to be walking along this side of the

25

street on -- this lot side of the street so they're
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either going to be out in the street, which is not

2

ideal at all, or they should have some place to walk

3

at least along there, least along that frontage

4

there.

That's my thought.

5
6

MR. SLATE:

I mean I agree that

sidewalks would be -- would be beneficial.

7

But without having the overall

8

improvements on the whole roadway, where that

9

sidewalk goes, it's difficult to determine until you

10

have a full plan.

11

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

But are we

12

going to be looking towards putting sidewalks in

13

there hopefully?

14

MR. SLATE:

15

But it's hard to say without knowing,

16

you know, where the other structures are located or

17

whatever other improvements are along people's

18

property frontage.

19
20

Most likely we would.

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:
members, any comments?

21

(No response.)

22

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

23

Mr. Staudt,

any comments.

24
25

Board

MR. STAUDT:

On the order overall

application?
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ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

2

MR. STAUDT:

Yes.

Yeah, I think there's been

3

a lot of improvement over the initial application.

4

I think the neighbor's concerns have

5

been addressed to a large degree.

6

not good for our town, you know.

7

lot, which is a breeding ground for bad things that

8

the Applicant has pointed out versus a new home which

9

will have an affordable unit.

10
11

A vacant lot is
I look at a vacant

I think the choice is obvious.

I would

be inclined to vote yes.

12

CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

Okay.

Any other

13

comments from any other members of the board on any

14

aspect of the application.

15

Yes, Mr. Loughman.

16

MR. LOUGHMAN:

17

It's my feeling that the Applicant has

Yes.

18

made their case for this application and as well as

19

for the various variances they've requested.

20

think I would be voting yes on this application as

21

well.

22
23

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

Any other

comments from board members?

24

MS. FERRARI:

25

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

Yes.
Yes.
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1
2

MS. FERRARI:

I agree with both of the

gentlemen's comments.

3

Going past that it's really an eyesore.

4

And I think that that building on that lot with a new

5

house and landscaping that goes with it, I think it

6

would be an improvement.

7
8

Besides that it's a two-family home.
It's already zoned for that.

9
10

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

Any other

members with comments?

11

(No response.)

12

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

Well, I

13

concur.

I went by there again tonight, got out of

14

the car and walked around and looked at the property.

15

It is an eyesore now and with -- there's still the

16

car with the tarp over it and the weeds growing up.

17

And this would be a significant improvement.

18

I was particularly interested in the

19

testimony about the other two-family housing in the

20

area.

21

the required area for a two-family -- two-family

22

dwelling.

23
24
25

And how none of them conform in lot size to

So I would also -- I would approve it.
I would love to see sidewalks in there, though.
So anybody have a motion?
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1
2

MR. OLLER:
if --

3
4

Well, let me just point out

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

Yes, let's

go over the conditions.

5

MR. OLLER:

Yes.

If the board's

6

inclined to make a motion to approve the application

7

there were a few conditions.

8

One is that the Applicant would provide

9

the board secretary with all required copies of the

10

application and any other documents required by the

11

township.

12
13

I do note that we did receive the
revised application already.

14

As Jim pointed out there would be a

15

fair share contribution for the roadway repair along

16

Walnut Street.

17

The applicant would amend the plans to

18

show a sight-triangle easement at the corner of

19

Walnut Street and MLK.

20

I think that was it.

21

Jim, is there anything else?

22

MR. SLATE:

I had a minor item on

23

manholes on the seepage pits for future access and

24

maintenance.

25

And did you mention the sight-triangle
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1

easement?

2

MS. LOTTINVILLE:

3

MR. OLLER:

4

CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

5

MR. WILLIAMS:

6

Yes.

Yes.
Yes.

Mr. Chair, is there any

opportunity for the public at the end --

7

MR. OLLER:

We did that already.

8

MR. WILLIAMS:

9

We did that.

-- to question?
Okay.

10

MR. STAUDT:

11

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

12

Mr. Chairman?

conditions?

13

(No response.)

14

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

15

MR. SLATE:

16

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

17

Any other

No.

That was all I had.
Entertain a

motion.

18

MR. STAUDT:

Yes, Mr. Chairman, with

19

the conditions noted I would like to make a motion to

20

approve this application.

21
22

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

Do you have

second?

23

MS. FERRARI:

Second.

24

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

25

MS. SANTIAGO:

Roll call.

Yes, Mr. Chairman.
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1

Ms. Kalaher?

2

MS. KALAHER:

I would just like to also

3

agree with my fellow board members on what they have

4

said.

5

I think it's a real hardship to build

6

within the allowed setbacks.

7

have a nice looking new construction there, not out

8

of character with the neighborhood than a vacant lot.

9

I agree it's better to

So I am going to vote yes.

10

MS. SANTIAGO:

Ms. Ferrari?

11

MS. FERRARI:

12

MS. SANTIAGO:

Mr. Williams?

13

MR. WILLIAMS:

Yes.

14

MS. SANTIAGO:

Mr. Loughman?

15

MR. LOUGHMAN:

Yes.

16

MS. SANTIAGO:

Mr. Staudt?

17

MR. STAUDT:

18

MS. SANTIAGO:

19

MR. CHRISTENSEN:

20

MS. SANTIAGO:

21

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

22

MS. SANTIAGO:

23

ACTING CHAIRMAN WOODWARD:

24

MS. LOTTINVILLE:

25

MR. OLLER:

Yes.

Yes.
Mr. Christensen?
Yes.

Mr. Woodward?
Yes.

So moved.
Thank you.

Thank you.

So the application is past.
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1

And I will have it at the next meeting.

2

I will need the transcript, though.

3

MS. LOTTINVILLE:

4

have that.

5
6

MR. OLLER:

For me to have it at the

next meeting I need it fairly soon --

7

MS. LOTTINVILLE:

8

MR. OLLER:

9
10
11

I'll make sure we

Of course.

-- otherwise it will be two

meetings.
(Whereupon, this matter is concluded.
Time noted:

8:07 p.m.)
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2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

I, LAURA A. CARUCCI, C.C.R., R.P.R., a Notary
Public of the State of New Jersey, Notary ID. #15855,
Certified Court Reporter of the State of New Jersey,
and a Registered Professional Reporter, hereby
certify that the foregoing is a verbatim record of
the testimony provided under oath before any court,
referee, board, commission or other body created by
statute of the State of New Jersey.
I am not related to the parties
involved in this action; I have no financial
interest, nor am I related to an agent of or employed
by anyone with a financial interest in the outcome of
this action.
This transcript complies with
regulation 13:43-5.9 of the New Jersey Administrative
Code.
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