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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MINUTES     JUNE 4, 2025  

 

REGULAR MEETING 

Salute to Flag:  7:05pm 

 

 

OPENING STATEMENT:  

This is the Regular Meeting of the Wanaque Board of Adjustment and adequate notice has 

been given and it has been duly advertised by the placement of a notice in the Suburban 

Trends on January 15, 2025 and a notice thereof has been posted on the bulletin board in 

the Municipal Building in the Borough of Wanaque and a copy thereof has been on file 

with the Borough Clerk 

 

 

ROLL CALL:  Chairman Jack Dunning, Members Dana Lynch, Michael Sbarra and 

Vincent Farinella, and Attorney Ronald Mondello and Engineer Christopher Nash 

 

ABSENT:  Vice Chairman Bruce Grygus and Members Frank Covelli, Donald Ludwig, 

Helena Aumenta and Edward Bonner 

 

 

ZBA2024-10 – AIC Holdings LLC - One Third Avenue, Haskell, NJ 

 

Andrew Kohut, Esq. appearing on behalf of the Applicant, AIC Holdings LLC, for 

property located at One Third Avenue, Haskell. (hereinafter referred to as “Attorney” in 

the Minutes). 

 

Attorney:  I just want to clarify one thing.  Obviously, there are only 4 Board Members so 

we can’t take a vote.  I think it would probably be prudent to continue with our testimony.  

We will then bring our witnesses back and whoever is not here can listen to the recordings 

and then if they have any additional questions, we can call the professionals back up. 

To summarize, the property was previously approved for light manufacturing and 

warehouse house.  We are in a light industrial zone and we are going to continue to want to 

use this as light industrial/light manufacturing warehouse.  The use is not changing.  From 

a zoning perspective, the entire building is in the IR-1 Zone so the entire building is in a 

permitted use for the zone; however, the parking lot is in the B District therefore, out of 

caution, we are applying for a Use Variance because that portion does not permit 

warehouse or light industrial use.  That is where the Use Variance is coming in; a little bit 

of a technical Use Variance.  As are as what is occurring on the site, the building is 

currently 155,976 square feet and we are reducing it to 138,456 square feet so it’s a 

reduction of a little over of 17,500 square feet and this is to allow the construction of the 

loading docks, reducing the size of the building and improving functionality, circulation of 

the building and the site.  We are also reducing the non-conforming parking number where 

94 are proposed, right now 312 are required, and we are down to 277.   We submitted a 

Traffic Report to go over both the parking and the traffic component.  The one thing I 

want to talk about, and you’ll hear testimony about it, I just want to remind the Board of 
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one thing.  My client could technically go in tomorrow and get a c.o. as it exists today.  It is 

previously approved by Use Variance by the Zoning Board, with subsequent Planning 

Board approval.  They could go in today and occupy this building as is.  However, based on 

conversations with this Board, there are still questions about traffic and trucks so we 

wanted to provide you with that information.  With that said, the testimony you will hear 

that in both situations, whether this is light manufacturing or warehouse, the trip 

generation will be less than what exists now.  The truck traffic with the proposed 

warehouse slightly increases but you will see that the number is really not significant over a 

span of a day.  In addition, I think after our very productive first meeting, we submitted 

several revised plans and additional plans.  I just wanted to highlight what was done with 

those plans.  We heard some concerns about landscaping at the site.  We then decided to 

propose landscaping along Ringwood Avenue, in the rear of the property by the multi-

family project and those Cherry Trees you wanted along the Second Avenue side of the 

property in between the building and the residentially zoned neighborhood.  We added 

those as well.  We revised the Site Plan to show the 94 parking spaces and those will be 

conforming in size.  We also provided a truck turning plan.  You’ll hear some additional 

testimony on that.  We did provide a Traffic Report and we also provided on what we 

wanted to do as far as signage is concerned.  There are some variances that were called for 

in that report as well.  I can tell you right now that we will meet the 2’ above the ground to 

make sure that’s conforming.  We will also make sure that it’s set 10’ back as required by 

Code.  Wherever the setback is required we will move it and put it in a conforming 

location.  Really the imperative part of the variance is the size of the sign.  We wanted some 

additional square footage on the sign because we want to put on the sign, as you saw, 

directions to the trucks to tell them where you go to enter the property.  We don’t want 

them entering on Ringwood Avenue which we were told is historically how things have 

been done on the site.  Unless the Board has any questions of myself, I will call James 

Ward, who was previously sworn in. 

 

Chairman:  Is this fully a warehouse operation or are you putting light industry in there? 

Attorney:  At this point, they don’t know what tenant they are going to have.  What we 

wanted to do was provide you with testimony, as far as traffic is concerned, what would 

happen if this was complete light industrial and what would happen if this is completely a 

warehouse and, if it’s a mix or match, whatever the worst situation is, it’s going to be less 

than that.  That’s how the testimony will be presented. 

Chairman:  But that can impact the parking? 

Attorney:  I don’t believe so, but we’ll confirm based on how the parking is calculated. 

Chairman:  Just bringing up a point because originally you just said warehouse. 

Attorney:  Remember, in the Traffic Report it was called a warehouse, and the reason we 

did that was because it’s an existing light manufacturing building now.  Because, anything 

we do, we are reducing the size, is going to be a better situation that can exist tomorrow if 

we wanted to occupy the building for light industrial.  That’s why we are concentrating the 

report on that but we will provide testimony. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  There is also a sign variance. 

Attorney:  Yes. 
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Attorney Mondello:  It’s not in the notice but it would be your position should the Board 

determine that new variance relief is needed by one or all of the listed above and the 

Applicant hereby requests approval. 

Attorney:  I believe my catchall phrase covers it but if someone wants to appeal my sign 

variance, I’ll be happy to remove the signs. 

Attorney Mondello:  I think you are in good shape.  Your witness. 

 

James Ward, Engineer 

Attorney:  In the interim we have submitted a truck turning plan that also has several 

other components to the site based on questions from the Board, and that was submitted 

with date last revised May 20, 2025.  You or someone under your supervision prepared 

those plans, page 12 of 12? 

Engineer:  Correct. 

Attorney:  Let us walk the Board through what additional information that has been 

provided. 

Engineer:  This shows the truck access we’re proposing coming off of Fourth Avenue and 

that signage will be on Third Avenue intersection directing people to Fourth Avenue.  They 

will come down the driveway towards the building and it will split to go either left or to the 

right.  If they go to the left, they go to existing loading docks that are on the east side of the 

property.  To the right is where the new loading docks are.  This turning template 

demonstrates how constricted the existing loading docks are.  Tractor trailer may be able 

to access maybe 4 of those spaces and the rest would be smaller box trucks and things of 

that nature.  That’s one of the points that we are trying to make is to modernize the 

building and give it adequate loading.  8 loading docks on the other side would have 

sufficient turning movements.  The docks, themselves, to the property line, is 221’, and this 

is annotated on the plan, and that provides plenty of turning movement to get in and out.  

A tractor trailer could actually make a u-turn in there if they had to. 

Attorney:  There were some questions in the Boswell Report about the path of the 3 

northern most bays on the west side.  Could you possibly provide some additional 

testimony on that? 

Engineer:  A tractor trailer could easily do a u-turn in here so they have no problem 

accessing those bays. 

Attorney:  What about the path for backing into the 9 bays east of the movement shown for 

the north side bays? 

Engineer:  That refers to the existing loading docks on the eastern portion of the site which 

is very constrained and, like I previously just said, I don’t think much more than a box 

truck could access that. 

Engineer Nash:  So that’s the answer to the question.  Tractor trailers won’t be utilizing 

those bays. 

Engineer:  No, and that’s an existing condition anyway.   

Engineer Nash:  While we are on the trucks, there was a statement in the Traffic Report 

saying 

Engineer:  We have a Traffic Consultant that’s going to testify. 

 

Engineer:  The next exhibit I have is was prepared by Crown Sign Systems showing the 

entrance sign that we plan to put at the corner of Ringwood and Third Avenues directly 
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truck traffic to Fourth Avenue.  The sign will have identification and identification for the 

site.  We will make sure that is setback 10’ from the property line that is required and the 

variances for the size. 

Attorney:  We’ll testify to that in a bit.  Again, I just want to point out that we will 

eliminate the variance for the location you said and we’ll also eliminate the variance that 

the height of the sign will be 2’ off the ground.  Is that correct? 

Engineer:  Correct. 

Attorney:  There was also a comment about possibly providing some landscaping around 

that sign.  We have no issues working with your Board Engineer about providing some 

additional landscaping for that sign. 

Engineer Nash:  That’s required by the Ordinance. 

Engineer:  No problem, we’ll provide some. 

Chairman:  Is a that a lit sign? 

Engineer:  No. 

Engineer Nash:  Can that sign be shown on the Site Plan? 

Attorney:  Yes, if the Board chooses to approve this application. 

Engineer Nash:  Yes, because that’s where we can determine all those variable. 

Attorney:  Is a ground lit permitted for signage? 

Engineer Nash:  No. 

 

Chairman:  Over the years of seeing trucks come in there with rolls of steel on it for Arrow, 

it’s a tough corner to turn and to come out heading south.  Is there any way you can widen 

that intersection or re-work that a little bit? 

Engineer:  Are you talking about Third Avenue? 

Chairman:  Yes. 

Engineer:  We are directing traffic up to Fourth Avenue. 

Chairman:  Right, once you hit Fourth and Ringwood, that’s not a wide intersection. 

Engineer Nash:  The curb returns are tight. 

Chairman:  We’ve seen a lot of trucks coming out of there over the years.  Years back they 

were very busy.  The last couple of years very limited, but tight corner. 

Attorney:  Let me take that under advisement.  We’re not having a vote tonight we can get 

back to you. 

Chairman:  It’s just a question.  It’s a safety thing. 

Engineer Nash:  And it’s a County intersection. 

Attorney:  We did submit to the County and the County did a letter of no interest. 

 

Engineer Nash:  I do have a question about your question on the lights.  My question to you 

is are you planning on operating at night, therefore, you need the signs lit? 

Attorney:  Obviously, there is no tenant so we don’t know, but we would have to comply 

with the Ordinances in the town for hours of operation.   

Engineer Nash:  It wasn’t a question other than just to know what your plan was and so 

the Board has some more information. 

Attorney:  It was a good question to ask if the sign would be lit and I just thought maybe 

ground lit is a little less obtrusive. 

Chairman:  In most warehouse operations, it is 24/7 because you can’t control what time 

the trucks come in and out.  If they come out later at night it’s even better with less traffic 



5 
 

on Ringwood Avenue.  You have no control over that so lighting is very critical for that 

whole area.  That’s a big area you have there. 

Attorney:  What I would be happy to do, again, if the Board approves this application, to 

make sure lighting is reviewed and approved by your Board Engineer.  I know in other 

municipalities where Boswell Engineering is the Board Engineer they require six month 

review on construction being completed.  I have no issues with that as well. 

Engineer Nash:  The only thing is, if it’s prohibited, and we are putting it in, and you’re not 

asking for a variance. 

Attorney:  Again, we’re not taking a vote tonight so let me look into this. 

Chairman:  And on the east side of the property, you are right against those condos or 

houses units that come in off of Fourth Avenue and Boulevard. 

Attorney:  There are two possible entrances, so we have to pick one. 

Chairman:  You can’t get out that way, I’m just saying the lighting would flood into the 

housing  if it’s not done right. 

Attorney:  Obviously, we want to avoid spillage into a residential area. 

Chairman:  That’s why we are asking for a Lighting Plan. 

Attorney:  We can provide that as well. 

Chairman:  And you are going to provide it.  You are here to explain what you’re doing. 

Attorney:  There wasn’t any proposed change to the lighting at this point, but if the Board 

wants to see what the current lighting situation is, we’d be happy to supply that. 

Chairman:  Yes, we would.  It’s one of our questions that we usually ask all the applicants 

since it can affect the neighbors. 

Attorney:  Not a problem. 

 

Engineering:  The Planting Plan was prepared by Tier II which shows 21 Cherry Trees 

along Second Avenue to break up that façade.  It was requested we provide some screening 

between the easterly existing loading docks and the residential use so we are doing that 

with some arborvitaes.  We are also proposing some shrubby along Ringwood Avenue 

along the existing the fence line.  Of course, we will provide landscaping around the 

signage. 

Attorney:  This was prepared due to the direct comments of the Board? 

Engineer:  Correct. 

 

Attorney:  Those are the changes to the plans.  Also, there was a question regarding the 

dimension of the 94 parking spaces.  Those will all comply with the Code? 

Engineer:  Yes, there is plenty of room in there for more than 94 parking spaces.  That 

dates back to the survey and then once we put it on there we noticed that there was more 

room for that so we can even up that number if necessary. 

Chairman:  How big are the parking spaces? 

Engineer:  I think they were laid in just like standard parking space so we’ll have to review 

the Ordinance. 

Chairman:  10x20 is the Ordinance. 

Engineer:  Then they will be 10x20. 

Chairman:  Handicapped parking? 

Engineer:  Yes, there is I believe 2 existing handicapped parking spaces. 
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Engineer Nash:  Do you know if you are required to add EV parking?  I know if it is 

residential you do. 

Attorney:  My understanding in past conversations with DCA is, that if you are not 

developing a site from scratch, you are not required to do EV. 

Engineer Nash:  It doesn’t appear that you would. 

Engineer:  That would be my understanding as well. 

Engineer Nash:  While we are on the parking lot, I was asking for the aisle widths as well.  

Because those are either variances or waivers as well.  If you don’t have the adequate 

widths for the aisles, and you don’t have the adequate parking stall 10x20s, again that’s 

either a variance or a waiver, but we have to know what it is and it needs to be quantified. 

So if you have 94 parking spaces and they all conform, it’s basically 94 variances.  

Engineer:  We will make sure that the stripping will meet the Ordinance requirement.  We 

do need a variance for the number. 

 

Member Sbarra:  Quick question on the Landscaping Plan.  I appreciate that you took 

some of the Board’s comments and implemented that.  I know you said you were going to 

landscape along the fence along Ringwood Avenue, do you have any plans on renovating or 

replacing the fence itself?  I know it is a fairly old chain link with like a barbed-wire. 

Engineer:  Along Ringwood? 

Member Sbarra:  Along Ringwood, I know along Third Avenue and even between Third 

and Second. 

Attorney:  We’ll replace it.  We’ll put it on the plans when resubmit with the other 

revisions. 

Chairman:  You are going to modernize the look of the front. 

Attorney:  I tried to provide you with the before and after pictures to give you a sense of 

what my client really is about. 

Member Sbarra:  You absolutely seem like you are trying to improve the site.  Just trying 

to clean up the neighborhood as best as possible. 

 

Chairman:  Chris, the other issue in your report is sump pumps. 

Engineer Nash:  Is that somebody else?  Are you the Site Engineer as well? 

Engineer:  Yes. 

Engineer Nash:  You didn’t address the comments regarding the stormwater. 

Engineer:  The technical requirements along with all the landscape and everything else we 

added will be included in the resubmission document. 

Engineer Nash:  Some of the piping questions are easy to resolve; what size pump and pipe.  

But you are piping it to this seepage pit that I don’t know anything about. 

Engineer:  It’s a scour hole. 

Engineer Nash:  I didn’t see a perc test or anything like that.  How do you know it’s going 

to work? 

Engineer:  We could modify that to just be a splash pad, if that’s a concern. 

Engineer Nash:  How is it going to absorb the water that you are pumping to it?   

Engineer:  It pumps to that splash block and after that it should float out into the roadway 

like it does exist. 

Chairman:  Do you realize how high the water table is there?  The building on the corner 

that is being worked on, when they dug the footing for the basement, they had 4’ of water 
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in the hole.  We have an extremely high water table here because of the Wanaque 

Reservoir. 

Engineer:  The elevation of the loading dock will be the same as what’s out there existing 

on the east side. 

Chairman:  But you are pumping it all to one receiving area. 

Engineer:  Yes, we are not pumping ground water.  We are pumping stormwater that’s get 

collected. 

Chairman:  You have a large roof on the building and you’re going to some stormwater. 

Engineer:  Yes, that’s all existing.  That’ll be taken care of. 

Chairman:  Chris’ report is asking you what’s the capacity of this “drywell” you’re putting 

in. 

Engineer:  It is a sump pump. The capacity of that will be determined but it doesn’t have to 

be a very high flow.  It’s just a sump pump to drain out the loading docks. 

Chairman:  What about the roofs?  You are not taking the stormwater off the roof. 

Engineer:  No, that is existing.  There is no change to that. 

Engineer Nash:  The issue that I have is you are telling me don’t worry about it, it’s going 

to be fine.  All I’m asking for is for you to come back with some level of confidence that it’s 

going to work and prove to us that it’s going to work.  You are pumping to one spot.  It’s in 

the exact corner of your property so if there’s anything that overflows, it’s going to go on 

an adjacent property.   

Engineer:  Correct, that is the point to discharge into the street as it does today.  That’s 

exactly where it goes today. 

Engineer Nash:  Is there more water coming or not because I’d need calculations? 

Engineer:  There is no change in impervious coverage.  We are taking a building down and 

we are putting in locking docks.  And that’ll just be pumped out over time so it’ll be less 

intense than a rainfall event where it’s direct discharge. 

Engineer Nash:  If you are comfortable with working out the engineering details, but if 

they don’t work in your favor, and then you have to come back and say the Board 

Engineer is giving me a hard time.   

Chairman:  We don’t want to have the neighborhood suffer with water running into that 

thing all over the place.  It’s just a matter of Chris asking for some engineering reports on 

how that’s going to work. 

Engineer:  Correct, the stormwater management report was provided.  There are technical 

details that are requested. 

Attorney Mondello:  I’m misunderstanding.  I’m hearing that we need a stormwater 

report, I’m hearing that we’ve already provided one, I’m hearing that the Chairman is not 

comfortable at this time and it sounds like our Board Engineer is on the fence and leaning 

towards falling over, so how do we fix this? 

Engineer:  A report was provided. 

Attorney:  A report was provided.  Let us look at the comments, let us see what can be 

addressed now through additional information in the report, and if Mr. Ward has 

concerns, questions or things he’s not sure of how to address at this point, I’m sure he can 

reach out to Board Engineer and they can discuss it. 

Chairman:  He is going to go back and re-engineer it. 
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Attorney Mondello:  I think what Mr. Kohut is saying is that Mr. Ward will contact Mr. 

Nash and they will have a further in depth discussion, off the record, and try to resolve this 

problem to the Board’s satisfaction. 

Engineer:  Correct. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any other questions from Board Members?  Hearing none, seeing 

none, questions, and questions only, of this Engineer Ward’s testimony? 

 

Resident, Ralph Barnett, of 10 Hannibal Place, Haskell, NJ 

 

Resident:  I have questions about the lighting.  If they use the warehouse at night, and they 

are putting up directional signs for these trucks to go, if they are not illuminated or lit, 

these guys aren’t going to know where to go at night. 

Attorney Mondello:  You have a resident who is interested in lighting and who wants to see 

some lighting. 

Resident:  Also, Second Avenue is a very narrow street, and we’ve had a lot of problems 

with tractor trailers and one tried to make it onto Second Avenue and tipped up and 

clogged up Ringwood Avenue for the whole day until they got cranes in to lift that truck 

off.  We only have one way in and out of town.   

Attorney Mondello:  I may have missed something, but I know the Applicant had said that 

there will be no tractor trailers to be used for bays numbered 4, 5 and 6.  I’m not sure if 

that fits in the scheme of what you just spoke about. 

Chairman:  He’s talking about Second Avenue, which doesn’t give you access to that 

property.  The driver got lost. 

Resident:  The second question is about the water in the bays.  I don’t know if you are 

familiar with Ringwood Avenue in Haskell, when it rains heavy the whole street clogs up 

and floods.  I’m on Hannibal Place and have had 3’/4’ of water in the street because the 

drains are not adequate to carry that water.  If they are going to put more docks, and catch 

more water, and then they are going to pump it out into the same system we are trying to 

get rid of the water is not going to work. 

Chairman:  They are not pumping it into Ringwood Avenue. 

Resident:  Where are they pumping it to? 

Chairman:  To a storage facility that the Engineer has created.  It’ll dissipate into the 

ground, like a drywell, a gigantic drywell. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any questions from residents as to the testimony that Mr. Ward has 

given thus far?  Hearing none, seeing none, next witness. 
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Attorney Mondello swore in Todd Rosenblum, Rosenblum Architecture, 221 Quaker Road, 

Pomona, NY, an Architect licensed in New York, New Jersey, Connecticut and 

Pennsylvania, having my own company for over 35 years doing a mixture of residential, 

commercial, hotel and warehouse projects.  I routinely appear in Rockland County before 

Planning Boards, Zoning Boards, Architectural Review Boards and have done so for 25 

years.  I have never appeared before a Board in New Jersey. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any objection from the Board Members?  Hearing none, seeing none, 

Mr. Rosenblum is admitted as an expert in the field of Architecture. 

 

Attorney:  We submitted Architectural Plans that you have up on the board that are dated 

May 8, 2025.  You or someone under our supervision prepared those plans? 

Architect:  Yes. 

Attorney:  What I wanted to do is go through these plans and explain to the Board why we 

are showing these plans. 

Architect:  I’ve been working on this project for several years and anyone familiar with the 

property knows that the front of the property is a wood-framed structure that part of it is 

really in terrible condition and behind that is some office space that Arrow was using for 

their offices.  The proposal is to remove all the wood construction and just leave the 

warehouse industrial construction which is all non-combustible.  The way the building 

works now is the loading docks, although there are 10 of them at the back, as you heard 

from the previous person, many of them are not really functional for 18 wheelers, only box 

trucks and things of that nature.  The concept was brought up, and I actually think I raised 

it, that we should remove the wood-framed structures and put in a new loading dock.  That 

is what I have designed.  This existing warehouse building has many doors, but they are not 

loading dock doors.  They are drive-in doors so that limits the type of trucks and deliveries 

that they can have.  What they really want is more actual loading docks up in the air so 

that trucks can back down in there.  The idea was to remove the building that are in poor 

condition, the wood-framed buildings, thus reducing the warehouse or light industrial to 

about 138,000 square feet. 

It has been asked of me several times and I heard that you asked that at the last meeting, 

how do we anticipate dividing this building.  Right now it was for one tenant/one use.  As 

everybody knows today that’s probably difficult to find one company that is going to want 

138,000 square feet.  What I’m showing at the moment is maybe breaking it up into three 

(3) tenants.  Since we don’t know exactly who they are and what size they’ll be but, at the 

moment, I’m showing at the western side, approximately a 54,000 square foot tenant, then 

the next tenant would be about 46,000 and then the tenant farthest to the east would be 

about 36,000 square feet.  What that does is the 54,000 square foot tenant would have the 

benefit of all the new loading docks and the 46,000 and 36,000 would share.  As you can see 

right here, I was able to get two of the actual loading docks that work for the middle 

tenant, and these two here and all these remaining would be for box trucks as you heard in 

testimony because there is not enough turning radius.  Again, this is all hypothetical but 

I’ve been told by my client that the intent is not to have 20 tenants in there.  Obviously, 

they would love to have one (1) company come in and take the whole thing, but they are 

really more thinking about two (2) or three (3) and that’s the way the loading docks 

existing and proposed would allow for that. 



10 
 

Attorney:  Do you see this being conducive to become 20 individual spaces for warehouse 

and light industrial uses? 

Architect:  Because of the traffic flow and where the doors are, no I don’t see that. 

Attorney:  So you see something like three (3) to five (5), something like two (2), or 

hopefully one (1). 

Architect:  Correct.  They would love for one (1) to come. 

Attorney:  But you don’t see this as being a little condos; commercial condos. 

Architect:  No.  If the site was different and you had access all along here for actual loading 

docks and you don’t because there is not enough property, not enough turning, so I don’t 

think that is possible. 

Attorney:  You prepared that rendering and it reflects what is being proposed as part of 

this application? 

Architect:  Yes, correct. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Mr. Kohut just mentioned that tenants could be anywhere from three 

(3) to five (5).  Do you think it could be more than that, possibly six (6), seven (7). 

Architect:  I think the issue will be the fact that there is only two (2) locations for loading, 

basically on the western and northeast side.  That’s the limiting factor, so I don’t see it that 

way. 

Attorney Mondello:  So you would have to find tenants that have very infrequent loading 

or unloading. 

Architect:  Or they don’t need to tractor trailers.  They would be able to have just trucks 

pull up to roll-up overhead doors and just unload so that would be kind of a much more 

limited use. 

 

Member Farinella:  If you have more than one (1) tenant, maybe four (4) or (5) tenants, on 

the inside of the building are they partitioned off or is it going to be open space where they 

drive thru and just have spaces where people are going to use or is it going to be separated.  

How are you going to separate them? 

Architect:  Yes, there would be, at a minimum, one-hour fire rated demising walls between 

the tenants’ spaces. 

Attorney:  If you have more than three (3) tenants you have to come up with something like 

a hallway integration so that people can access that don’t front directly along where the 

loading docks are, correct? 

Architect:  Correct.  We looked at it and there’s a tremendous amount of wasted internal 

circulation space so I think this is the best use, something like this.  Three (3) tenants would 

be ideal and there probably could be a way to squeeze a fourth tenant, but the doors and on 

configuration on the site just don’t really lend itself to something more than that. 

Member Farinella:  If you have fire rated walls in between each of the tenants that are in 

there, I guess you would have to have roll-up doors to separate each tenants area so those 

would be fire rated doors that would stay up during the day or they close down every time 

someone came in to load? 

Architect:  The plan is, for example on this plan, this would be one fire rated wall and this 

would be the other.  This fire wall zigzags to allow these two loading docks, so no there 

would be really no interaction in the interior between the tenants as shown.  In this 

particular space, there is a shared common bathrooms that exist already so we did have 
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fire rated doors leading to a common corridor to provide access to the restrooms.  This 

tenant here is a distant away so they would have their own restrooms. 

Attorney Mondello:  Those are things that the Building Code would require. 

Architect:  Yes. 

 

Chairman:  To the left of Unit 1, you’ve got a rectangle and a smaller rectangle, what is 

that for? 

Architect:  Those are existing.  You’re talking about this existing structure here which is 

approximately 34’ long and this other structure.  Those are not classical loading docks, 

they are separated.  You asked an excellent question.  How could you get easily, with this 

plan, a fourth tenant?  It could be this other just needs a small amount of warehouse space 

and these two buildings right here could run independently of whatever businesses are 

happening at the two loading docks.  So that’s actually how it could happen. 

Chairman:  So then you would have a small tenant in Unit A.  Unit 1, you have eight (8) 

loading dock doors, and its unknown how you are going to divide that up. 

Architect:  Correct. 

Chairman:  How do you get out of there if you divide that into three (3) spaces without 

going through the loading doors? 

Architect:  If the first unit, 54,000 square feet as I’m proposing it, was divided, we would 

have to add exit corridors and doors and things like that, so yes, but everything would have 

to obviously be done to the Building Code. 

Chairman:  Bathroom facilities. 

Architect:  They would either have to be common, which could be done. 

Chairman:  There is a lot of rework. 

Architect:  Right and that’s one of the reasons again why we’re probably not going in that 

direction because it gets much more complicated to keep subdividing that way. 

Chairman:  In the lower right-hand section, there is a little cubicle with stairs, what is that 

elevated office in Unit 1, the lower right-hand corner, southeast? 

Architect:  That’s a non-existing office space in there. 

Chairman:  Elevated? 

Architect:  Yes, it’s already there.  Don’t know if it’ll stay depending on what the tenant’s 

use is. 

Member Sbarra:  As far east on this building as you can go, is that another loading dock or 

something, which is off Second.  What is going on with that one as well? 

Architect:  There is an existing overhead door there with a flat roof.  Basically, I think 

garbage came out of there area and that’s what that door was used for Arrow Shed. 

Chairman:  And that’s where you have 14 or 15 doors on that building. 

Architect:  Those doors are right here, but there is one more door over here that is hard to 

get to. 

Chairman:  But that’s not a loading dock? 

Architect:  No. 

Chairman:  The other thing is that, you have or 15 doors, depending on how you subdivide 

that, you are going to have to create common restrooms. 

Architect:  It’s hard to know when you don’t know exactly who the tenants are going to be. 

Chairman:  Would you have to come back each time to get an approval from the Building 

Department for this? 



12 
 

Architect:  Absolutely, for the fit-ups if you have electrical and plumbing work. 

Chairman:  Power in the building.  If you put light industry in here you probably would 

use a lot more power than you would for just storage. 

Architect:  Sir, but the building was/is currently used for light industry so I would imagine 

that the electricity is sufficient.  I don’t know if you have been inside, but there were 

serious amounts of equipment in there.  6,000AMPS that is a lot.  I don’t think we are 

worried, and if it goes to warehouse then we’re going to have much more power than we 

need. 

Chairman:  How about the storage facilities?  Each one with a separate restroom, does that 

impact what goes out to the storage plant and then what’s there now?  From the looks of it, 

there is only a couple things there. 

Architect:  These are, again, bathrooms are marked. 

Chairman:  I’m saying anything new?  If you had to create 10 or 12 new restrooms, does 

that impact the lineage going out to Ringwood Avenue? 

Architect:  I don’t think so because the square footage is the square footage.  When you 

look at the Plumbing Code it tells you per square foot how many bathrooms and how many 

occupants there’ll be.  Even if we subdivided it into multiple tenants, I think the number 

would come out to be the same. 

Chairman:  As what it was with Arrow? 

Architect:  Correct.  In a warehouse, there is typically one (1) person per 300 square feet.  

So you don’t have a lot of people in these facilities.   

Chairman:  Not in a warehouse, but if you go light industry, you could have more people 

working there. 

Architect:  Typically with light industry a lot of the space is used considered warehouse, 

manufacturing and you don’t have a lot of people.  Obviously, if you were converting this 

to an office building, the usage would be much higher and you’d need more parking and so 

forth.  That’s not the case. 

Chairman:  In parking requirements, if you went more light industry to use the space up, 

you have a lot of square footage here, that may impact the parking. 

Architect:  We can’t predict exactly. 

Chairman:  But we don’t want you coming back here. 

Attorney:  Our Traffic Engineer will discuss. 

Chairman:  And that would impact the traffic in and out of this onto Ringwood Avenue. 

Attorney:  My comment to that is that, like I said in my opening, it’s light industrial now at 

155,000 square feet and my client can go in tomorrow and get a c.o. and occupy it as light 

industrial. Anything we are doing, whether we go to warehouse or continue to be light 

industrial, the fact that we are reducing the square foot of the building is improving the 

existing parking situation because it’s less square footage. 

Chairman:  Trucks that don’t leave and want to stay overnight or whatever, where do they 

park? 

Attorney Mondello:  Are we bringing Mr. Ward back up here or prefer to wait for the 

Traffic Engineer? 

Attorney:  I think that’s more an operational question so I think it may make sense that we 

are not finishing tonight and that’s another good question that we’ll have a definitive 

answer of what’s going to happen if there is overnight parking. 

Attorney Mondello:  Okay, make a note to make sure we ask that again. 
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Attorney Mondello:  Any other questions from Board Members?  Hearing none, seeing 

none, questions, and questions only, of Mr. Rosenblum’s testimony thus far from anyone?  

Hearing none, seeing none, next witness. 

 

Attorney Mondello swore in Victor Anosike, 460 Veterans Drive, Burlington, NJ, licensed 

in New Jersey, Pennsylvania, New York and Delaware, over 35 years’ experience in Traffic 

and Transportation Engineering and experience with NJDOT, represent municipalities as 

Joint Board Traffic Engineer in Princeton, and have not testified in Passaic County but am 

working on a project in Passaic. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any objection from the Board Members?  Hearing none, seeing none, 

your witness. 

 

Attorney:  You are familiar with the application materials that have been submitted on 

behalf of the application and you were charged with preparing a Traffic Report, correct? 

Traffic Engr:  Yes. 

Attorney:  We have submitted a Traffic Report dated May 20, 2025.  You or someone 

under your supervision prepared this report, correct? 

Traffic Engr:  That’s correct. 

Attorney:  Why don’t you walk through the Board what your findings were regarding 

traffic and parking for this location. 

 

Traffic Engr:  Let me start with the definitions for the public because I’m sure the Board 

Members are familiar with these terms.  When we talk about a “trip”, we are not really 

talking about vehicles.  In Traffic Engineering, the “trip” is more like a one way movement.  

So when a vehicle goes to the site, it is counted as a trip, and when it leaves the site that is 

another trip.  One vehicle can make two (2) trips.  The numbers we are showing in this 

Report are trips of vehicles.  In the Report I submitted, I basically used the ITE, which is 

the Industry Standard in estimating what the number of trips on a site can generate.  In 

this case, we have an existing use, even though the site is vacant, but what we do is to look 

at its present nature, and if the Applicant decides to occupy the site as it is today, versus 

what he is proposing now. 

We did a comparison of the existing 155,000 square foot light industrial versus the 

proposed 138,000 square foot warehouse.  The light industrial will generate more overall 

traffic as compared to the warehouse.  In the Report, you will see that it’s going to be, on a 

daily basis, 318 less trips on a daily basis.  If this was a complete warehouse, during the 

morning peak you are going to have 17 less trips and in the afternoon you are going to have 

about 12 less trips.  We received comments from your Board Professional which talked 

about truck traffic so I went into more general calculations to determine the amount of 

truck traffic that each use would generate.  We looked at the two scenarios; the proposed 

warehouse and proposed 138,000 light industrial which is if you reduce the site by the 

17,000 square footage and use the site as light industrial for truck traffic.  Again, that 

information you don’t have, but I’ll be glad to provide that to you. 

The 138,000 square footage light industrial would generate 62 less passenger vehicles on a 

daily basis.  The p.m. it will be by 11 trips. 
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Attorney:  I just want to make sure everyone is clear.  What you are talking about is 

passenger vehicle trips, not truck traffic. 

Traffic Engr:  Right. 

Attorney:  And your saying I just wanted to let the Board know that it wasn’t in your 

Report something fairly obvious that if we are reducing the size of the light industrial 

building, obviously the number of trips are going to less, correct? 

Traffic Engr:  That’s correct. 

Attorney:  You are giving them the actual numbers of what the difference is between the 

155,000 square foot trip generation and the 138,000. 

Traffic Engr:  That’s correct.  Like I said, it’s not in the Report, it’s a calculation I just did. 

Attorney:  Because it’s self-explanatory but you just wanted to give the numbers. 

Traffic Engr:  That’s correct, so you have the numbers.  In terms of the trucks, for the   

proposed reduced building, on a daily basis, four (4) less trucks, if you are using the light 

industrial.  The peak hour is one (1) less traffic in both the a.m. and p.m. 

If you use the reduce 138,000 square footage proposed warehouse, you are going to have 

more trucks.  It is going to be an additional 41 trips, which is the Professional’s Comment 

No. 6.  This is daily trips, 41 additional daily trips, but in the peak hour, which is really of 

more concern about traffic impact, it’s going one (1) additional new trip in the a.m. and 

two (2) additional new trips in the p.m. peak hour.  I’m talking about the commuter peak 

hour.  This is obvious because a warehouse most times the trucks don’t apply to roads 

during the commuter peak hours.  They are already out in the early morning or in 

between.  So in the peak commuter hours, you have less of an impact which is one (1) in the 

a.m. and one (1) trip in the p.m.  Overall, for the daily, it’s an additional 41 trips. 

Attorney:  In essence what you are telling the Board is, as far as the pedestrian trips, the 

light industrial is going to provide more trips daily for the pedestrian trips, but less for the 

truck trips. 

Traffic Engr:  Passenger cars, yes. 

Attorney:  But, when looking at the truck trips, it’s 40 extra trips over the course of the 

entire day. 

Traffic Engr:  Yes. 

Attorney:  We are not talking about during peak hours or one time or anything like that. 

Traffic Engr:  No. 

Attorney:  While the Board knows this and the Board’s Professionals, and some members 

of the public may not, when you analyze traffic and trip generations you look at the peak 

hours and what the impacts are during the peak hours, correct? 

Traffic Engr:  That’s correct. 

Attorney:  Again, your testimony is that, based on the ITE Standards, the warehouse use, 

which will be the more intense truck traffic, will result on one (1) extra in the morning and 

then two (2) extra trips in the evening. 

Traffic Engr:  Yes, and in the p.m. peak hours. 

Attorney:  I’m glad you talked about the definitions in the beginning of your testimony, 

trips doesn’t mean trucks.  So two (2) trips can be one (1) truck. 

Traffic Engr:  Yes. 

Attorney:  A trip in and trip out. 

Traffic Engr:  Yes. 
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Traffic Engr:  So with the warehouse, if you combined the passenger trips and the trucks 

overall, you are going to have 318 less daily trips for the warehouse and in the a.m. peak 

hours you are going to have 70 less trips and 12 less trips.  This is for the warehouse.   

If you want to the light industrial overall, which is, if you combined all the trips, it’s going 

to have 12 less trips in the a.m. peak, and 4 less trips in the p.m. peak.  Overall, you are 

going to have about 66 less trips it was light industrial.  Again, in terms of overall trips, the 

warehouse will reduce your Borough impact than the light industrial of the same size. 

 

Attorney:  I just want to make sure members of the public understand what we are 

testifying to as far as traffic trip generation for this site.  In both situations, both reducing 

the size of the building, whether it’s 100% completed used as warehouse or completely 

100% of light industrial, the total trip generation will be less than what exists today as the 

use. 

Traffic Engr:  That’s correct. 

Attorney:  As far as just truck traffic, again the only increase in truck traffic at peak times 

is 1 trip in the morning and 2 trips in the evening at peak hours if it’s completely 100% 

warehouse.   

Traffic Engr:  That’s correct. 

Engineer Nash:  But that’s not what he said.  He testified it would be 1 trip more or less 

than compared to the existing. 

Traffic Engr:  No, for the warehouse.  For the warehouse it will be 1 additional trip in the 

peak hour. 

Engineer Nash:  I think what the Board needs to hear too, because you are giving 

comparisons between one existing use and then the new use, which is less intense and a 

smaller square footage, so of course it’s going to be less.  What are we going to see in terms 

in traffic because we haven’t heard that testimony yet.  Just provide those numbers.  The 

p.m. peak and a.m. peak for trucks and cars. 

Traffic Engr:  The background information is important.  If I said to you that the traffic 

impact is going to be insignificant, it’s good to understand how much traffic we are talking 

about.  Why I relaying that information is that if the proposed warehouse at reduced size, if 

you compare it to what the site is now today, it will be an additional 1 trip in the a.m. peak 

hour and in the p.m. will be an additional 2 trips.   

Engineer Nash:  Okay, so right now there are no trucks because there is no activity at the 

site. 

Traffic Engr:  That’s a good comment and information. 

Attorney:  While it’s vacant right now, it could vacant tomorrow. 

Engineer Nash:  I understand that.  You are giving the perspective that’s way slanted and 

favorable to the Applicant which, of course, that’s what you hired to do.  But what are the 

actual numbers.  The Board Members here hear Traffic Engineers all the time so these are 

just estimates so if you get a company that has a particular business that’s doing well or the 

type of business that needs a lot of turnover just to survive, there’s going to be more trucks.  

You can’t control that and the owner can’t control it.  These estimates based on data from 

warehouses all over the place. 

Attorney:  Every Traffic Engineer in New Jersey, when they are doing these types of 

reports, is based on the ITE. 
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Engineer Nash:  I understand it, so it’s an estimate.  I’m just telling you and the public that 

the Board understands, we’re experts too because we’ve heard it all. 

Traffic Engr:  You’ve heard this for many years so you know. 

Engineer Nash:  We heard from the other Engineer and he can tell me how much water is 

going to be pumped out of this pipe at a given storm, but you can’t tell me, two years from 

now how much traffic will be on site; it’s an estimate.  I’m not criticizing you.  What are 

the numbers?  What are we going to see in terms of trucks because that’s what we have to 

deal with in the town? 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Mr. Chairman, you have a question? 

Chairman:  One question we haven’t addressed, how do you rate Ringwood Avenue 

traffic? 

Traffic Engr:  How do you rate it? 

Chairman:  Is it bad, good, medium, terrible? 

Attorney Mondello:  Level of service? 

Chairman:  Impossible some days. 

Traffic Engr:  Without doing a capacity analysis, I can’t give you a rating, but what I can 

tell you is that, the additional traffic will not change the level off site.  So if you have level 

off site is 8 today, whatever traffic that is there is not going to change that level of traffic. 

Chairman:  Ringwood Avenue has the worst traffic rating you can get.  All I’m saying is 

Ringwood Avenue has issues.  All of your numbers whether it’s cars, trucks, whatever it is, 

the public’s concerns is how much worse is this going to make Ringwood Avenue? 

Engineer Nash:  Mr. Chairman, I can answer the question.  The Applicant has testified 

that they have a site that they can occupy today for light industrial and will have “x” 

amount of traffic associated with it.  This proposed development is going to be “x” minus 

something.  So they are actually going to improve the traffic on Ringwood Avenue if this is 

approved.  How about that? 

Traffic Engr:  That’s the point. 

Engineer Nash:  Is that a good summary? 

Traffic Engr:  Yes. 

Attorney:  We are going to improve the situation over what it could be. 

Engineer Nash:  You’re not going to improve the traffic, but they are certainly not going to 

make it worse. 

Chairman:  If you lived here, you’d understand what I’m asking. 

Attorney:  Mr. Chairman, I completely understand it.  Frankly, if we were coming in and 

said we wanted to build 155,000 square foot building and put light industrial in there and 

all these questions, we’d have a much bigger uphill battle to address with the Board, Mr. 

Nash and Mr. Mondello; we can’t deny that.  My whole point is that, in this particular 

situation, we have 155,000 square foot building on a property that is zoned I-R, which 

permits this use, and if we didn’t have this parking lot, traffic couldn’t be an issue because 

we wouldn’t be before this Board.  My direction, and what I thought was the proper thing 

to do is to say, this is what we can do now, this is what this project will do that’s better.  I 

think that’s the most important thing is that this project will improve whatever we do at 

the site for current traffic.  If you would like to know the actual numbers of what the trip 

generation will be for 155,000 and what the trip generation will be when it’s reduced, we’ll 

be happy to provide that. 
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Chairman:  Simple problem, if it’s a warehouse, you have less employees and the trucks 

will be leaving at all different hours and entering at different hours.  If you go heavy on the 

light industry, people are working from 8am to 4pm, Ringwood Avenue is a parking lot 

now.  That’s the only reason I’m asking.  I understand you have building that you’re going 

to use for something. 

Attorney:  The question makes sense.  I just said this is a unique situation. 

Chairman:  Warehouse sounds betters than light industry. 

 

Member Sbarra:  I understand what it could be and the comparison.  I understand that 

obviously it was light industrial, more trucks, more traffic, etc. 

Attorney:  Less trucks, more trips. 

Member Sbarra:  Yes, however, we are proposing warehouse at this point.  I understand 

it’s an estimate, bottom line, how many trucks and/or cars are we anticipating?  Or what 

you are proposing to do with warehouse?  That’s all I personally want to know. 

Attorney:  Mr. Anisoke right now is going to provide you with 3 sets of numbers; existing 

trip generation for the building as it is right now as far as trucks and passengers – if its 

proposed to be completely warehouse, what those numbers will be, -- and the light 

industrial proposal.  This way you’ll have worse case scenario for each case. 

 

Traffic Engr:  The numbers I gave before, the additional number of truck trips (I don’t 

want to call it trucks) will be 44 over the existing site if we propose the warehouse.  The 

light industrial will generate less truck trips than the warehouse.  In terms of truck trips, 

it’s an additional 44 daily trips; not peak hour trips.  For passenger cars, you are going to 

have 24 less for this warehouse.  So we are going to be reducing the passenger cars just like 

the Chairman said, you are going to have less walkers for the warehouse as against light 

industrial.  If you combine those trucks and passenger cars, you have overall 318 less trips 

for a warehouse. 

 

Attorney Mondell:  Mr. Kohut we are going to wrap up in about 15 minutes so we can give 

the second application an opportunity so anything further with respect to traffic 

testimony? 

Traffic Engr:  I just want to address the comment that Boswell had on Comment No. 6 

asking for testimony regarding the number of truck trips, the ITE which is what we talked 

about the 41 trips, and in the report I have 10 daily truck trips.  The 10 daily truck trips 

was based on the Applicant’s anticipated truck operation.  So he anticipated maybe 10 

daily trips.  ITE says 41 for the warehouse of that size. 

Chairman:  You are taking averages from across the whole country in those reports.  There 

is no way to predict the number, let’s fact it.  Every tenant will be different and light 

industry will be different with every application.  All our concern is that, no matter what 

we do, Ringwood Avenue is a problem.  That’s why we ask these questions.  There is no 

way to fix that.   

 

Member Sbarra:  I have a question about the flow on site.  I’m looking at this point, based 

off the truck turning exhibit, we are looking at everything going out through Fourth 

Avenue.  Is it the testimony that the existing Third Avenue gate and that existing Second 

Avenue gate, are we proposing to either shut them down or make them emergency use 
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only?  I also saw on the sign plan as well, obviously we are directing the truck traffic down 

to Fourth Avenue, away from the residential area, but it is the testimony of the Applicant, 

or whoever, that we are, indeed, shutting down that Third Avenue and Second Avenue gate 

and/or making it an emergency only or something to that effect? 

Attorney:  We are going to get back to you on that next month.  I think that’s the smart 

answer.  I don’t want to stipulate one way or another. 

Chairman:  There’s a lot more questions that we have to address. 

 

Engineer Nash:  Now we have an estimated truck trips per day, does this warehouse 

facility, with the loading docks, support that number? 

Traffic Engineer:  Yes.  Because the loading docks by themselves will not generate 

additional trips.  It’s the building area that’s the independent variable that triggers more 

trips. 

Engineer Nash:  I understand that.  My question was more regarding the number of 

loading docks, and there is 24. 

Attorney:  Are you saying the 40 truck trips over the span of one day, are there enough. 

Engineer Nash:  Yes, some can’t stay all day and some will have to come and go. 

Attorney:  We can give you a little bit more operational information. 

Engineer Nash:  The only other pointed question would be, if the Applicant doesn’t make it 

10 trips per day, why are there so many loading docks? 

Traffic Engineer:  16 of them are existing and some of them are not able to serve the bigger 

trucks, only box trucks.  So in order to accommodate longer, larger size trucks, that’s the 

additional 8 loading docks. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any other questions?  Seeing none, hearing none, anybody in the 

audience have any questions, and questions only, on the testimony that Mr. Anosike has 

provided thus far?  Hearing none, seeing none. 

 

Attorney:  Mr. Mondello, I think it’s smart for us to stop at this point.  There is no need to 

listen to planning testimony since there are additional site questions I have.  One thing I 

would ask of the Board, is there any additional traffic information you want supplemented 

in this report so that if you want that, I can will get that to the Board before the next 

hearing?   

Chairman:  I think we are done with the traffic. 

Attorney:  He’ll be back in case any other Board Members have questions. 

Chairman:  Basically, there are a lot of questions about the site and the use of the site. 

Attorney Mondello:  Fine job, the next meeting is date July 2, 2025. 
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Application ZBA2023-07 – 1025 Ringwood Avenue, LLC,  - 1025 Ringwood Avenue, 

Haskell, NJ 

 

Larry Calli, Esq. appearing on behalf of the Applicant, 1025 Ringwood Avenue, LLC, for 

property located at 1025 Ringwood Avenue, Haskell.  (Hereinafter referred to as 

“Attorney” in the Minutes). 

 

Attorney:  I see the numbers up there, and I know we are light on voters so Mr. Chairman 

here is our pleasure this evening.  We’ve got very limited action items to conclude our case 

even if there had been a fully constituted Board up here tonight with 7 Members.  Realizing 

there are only 4, we’re certainly not voting, not even eligible to vote, but what we are going 

to do is the same plan that we had leading up to this meeting, which is a limited recall of 

Karen Luongo, our Project Architect, who was previously sworn and qualified, to go over a 

few lingering items that we left at the last meeting at the conclusion of testimony.  If the 

Board recalls, at the last meeting our May, our Project Architect, testified again, and our 

Project Planner, Jessica Caldwell, testified.  Following that, we had the benefit of Mr. 

Williams, who was here with us at the last meeting on behalf of the Board and confirmed 

the variance proofs congruent with our testimony, which was the site is particularly suited, 

the aesthetics supported the height relief, the height relief was not as significant, and his 

opinion and agreed with our C-1 hardship, so we were wrapping up our case at that point.  

We left with three questions from you Mr. Chairman and a few Board Members.  Ms. 

Luongo will testify to those tonight and then we’ll be looking for another date to simply 

conclude at this point.  Hopefully, all 7 Members will are here, if July is a possibility, but 

we want to make sure we have a full Board here and I’ll work with the Board ahead of time 

to make sure we have 7 Members.  With that said, we want to give you those 3 answers 

tonight and hopefully conclude this positively at the next meeting Mr. Chairman: 

 

(1) Those questions were duration to remove rock.  We discussed that at the last 

meeting.  Our Geotechnical Engineer, Environmental Consultants and our Civil 

Engineers tell us blasting is about three (3) to five (5) weeks; hammering would 

probably be double that; and a complement of both combined somewhere in the 

middle.  That’s their best estimate as far as timing for rock removal from the site 

for this project as it is proposed now. 

 

(2) We talked at length if the gurney would fit in the elevator.  It will. We have a cut 

sheet that was submitted.  Ms. Luongo will put on the record for the Board this 

evening. 

 

(3) We wanted to reconfirm if the Fire Chief was okay with the Plan as proposed.  

Mr. Olivieri was so kind as to issue an updated letter on May 29, 2025, and that’s 

on file with the Board we know and it confirmed that he approves the Plan as 

presented.  He can fit the largest rig on this property safely and no issues with 

that Plan. 

 

That’s all we’re hoping to do and answer maybe any lingering questions the Board might 

have. 
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Chairman:  I have parking questions. 

Attorney:  We had our Traffic Engineer testify completely at an earlier public hearing. 

Chairman:  You have 11 apartments, two of them are three bedrooms.  One is three 

because of the UHAP requirements.  And then you have another three bedroom in the 

upper floor so you have two-three bedrooms in the building. 

Attorney:  I think there is only one. 

Chairman:  There is one standard and one affordable housing. 

Attorney:  Ms. Luongo will confirm the programming now. 

Chairman:  With parking, you are showing 20 parking spaces. 

Attorney:  We’re not prepared to testify on that.  We’ve testified to conclusion on this so 

I’m just going to take you at your word right now and not even bring up the plans, and we 

offered testimony completely and I want to see where the question is going.  Hopefully, I 

can help you with an answer. 

Chairman:  Since your taking credit for e.v. charges. 

Attorney:  That is the State’s requirement that we take credit. That’s not us being piggish, 

that is the State Law that we take the credits. 

Chairman:  You are showing three on the drawing. 

Attorney:  Showing three as a credit? 

Chairman:  No, you are showing three charges.  For 11 apartments, you technically need a 

minimum of 22 parking spaces.  Forget whatever this credit issue is.  When it comes to the 

e.v. spots, they are actually e.v. charges but they permanent parking spaces for a tenant.  

What happens if four tenants have e.v. cars? 

Attorney:  Can’t answer that scenario.  Similar to the last application, you don’t plan for 

worst case.  You don’t design the Target Shopping Center in Riverdale for Black Friday.  

You design per the State Requirement.  The odds of there being four e.v. cars in this 

parking lot is highly unlikely.  I could think of a three mile road I live on where everybody 

is a tree hugger and I don’t see four Teslas all day when I’m driving up and down in my 

diesel truck.  I don’t think you’ll see that, but even if you do, the requirement for e.v. is met 

at the State Level and the credit being taken for the surplus is being met and that fully 

complies.  There is no ask by the Applicant in this regard. 

Chairman:  How is there a surplus?  I don’t understand that.  What do you get a credit 

for? 

Engineer Nash:  That’s the Law.  It doesn’t make sense, but that’s the law. 

Chairman:  Another question here, and we addressed that at The View, which is right next 

door to you 

Architect:  Can I interrupt you for one second to put on the record what the actual 

numbers are? 

 

Architect:  We really do only have one (1) three-bedroom in the whole building; not two 

(2), but one (1). 

Chairman:  That’s not what’s on your paperwork.   Low income housing is there a three 

bedroom? 

Attorney:  Yes, there has to be. 

Architect:  There is only one (1) three-bedroom and the other one is two-bedroom. 

Chairman:  But up on the second and third floor there is a three-bedroom unit. 

Attorney:  No there is not. 
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Architect:  No. 

Attorney:  There is one (1) three-bedroom unit in this programming and that’s because it is 

required by UHAP.  That’s the only reason there is a three-bedroom here. 

Architect:  If I could direct you to Sheet A-102 has a chart on it and indicates the number 

of units per floor and whether they are one-bedroom, two-bedroom or three-bedroom.  

There is one (1) three-bedroom unit on the first floor and that is the only one that exists. 

There are three (3) two-bedroom units and seven (7) one-bedroom units, and that totals 11. 

The other clarification I did want to put on the record, based on the 11 units, 21 spaces are 

required per RSIS and 2 e.v. credits is 19 required for the 11 units that we have, and 20 

spaces are proposed. 

Attorney:  We are showing more than is required pursuant to State Law and Local 

Ordinance when you combine the two legal realities together. 

Engineer Nash:  And that’s because we added the ride-share space. 

Architect:  Yes.  Previously, before we reduced it, we were required to have 21 spaces.  But 

as we eliminated the number of units, we are now down to 19 required. 

Chairman:  We can ask for more. 

Attorney:  We have a surplus. 

Chairman:  How do you have a surplus? 

Attorney:  19 are required and 20 are proposed. 

Chairman:  I don’t understand something.  The basic requirement is two parking spaces 

per unit times eleven is twenty-two (2x11=22).   

Architect:  I don’t believe that. 

Attorney:  That’s not the requirement in your Code and you should look to your left, Mr. 

Chairman, to your Board Engineer, to confirm these.  Our numbers have not been 

challenged.  One-bedroom mandates 1.8 spaces per unit.  This is your Code.  That’s 13.  

Two-bedroom units mandate 2 spaces per that’s 6 more.  Three-bedroom unit mandates 

2.1 per that’s 2 more.  13+6+2=21.  When you include our e.v. credit, that is a 19 

requirement, we have 20 physically on site.   

Attorney Mondello:  We have gone down this road many times with the Chairman.  He 

does not agree with RSIS.  He doesn’t agree with it.  He understands that it is State Law 

and he typically requests more.  The Applicant either does or cannot provide any more. 

Attorney:  And we have provided more than what is required. 

 

Chairman:  In your drawing on A-102, second floor, shows a three-bedroom unit. 

Architect:  That is the only three-bedroom unit in the building, and that is the affordable 

unit. 

Chairman:  That says it’s three-bedroom. 

Attorney:  Correct.  That’s the affordable unit. 

Chairman:  Not on the second floor.  It doesn’t that anywhere. 

Attorney:  It doesn’t have to say that, nor should it, because than it becomes discriminatory 

thing as far as locating it.  It’s a three-bedroom unit.  It is dedicated to affordable housing. 

 

Chairman:  A one-bedroom unit requires 1.8 cars.  I’ve never seen an 1/8th of a car. 

Attorney:  That’s your Code, Mr. Chairman. 
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Chairman:  I know that, but I’m saying we can make it stricter.  Here’s the problem and 

we’ve had this in a lot of places, you get people living there, their friends want to come visit, 

where do they park? 

Attorney:  The Code accounts for that.  The Code accounts for visitors’ spaces in RSIS and 

the Local Code Standards and RSIS precludes, as of 2023 RSIS Controls, the Town can no 

longer 

Chairman:  If everyone is home, where do they park? 

Attorney:  Well your Code has already protected that reality. 

Chairman:  How? 

Attorney:  Counsel I’m not certain.  We are kind of running in a circle on this topic now.  

We’ve made our case.  I’ve stated it for the record.  That’s our position Mr. Chairman.  

This is a new item today.  This did not come up during our Traffic Testimony.  Our Traffic 

Counts and Parking Counts were all accepted by your Board Professionals.  They are 

objectively real numbers and, in parking, we are in the green.  We are not asking for a 

Parking Variance.  Four nights a week, I’m out at a hearing and I’m asking for a Parking 

Variances four nights a week.  This is the one night this month I’m not asking for a 

Parking Variance.  Parking complies.  It is that objectively simple here, sir. 

Attorney Mondello:  Jack, he is basically saying, he hears you and he understands, but he 

has to follow the Law.  He wants his client to follow the Law and that’s exactly what he is 

doing.  They have already provided more than they believe they should be based on the 

Law, which is accurate.  Nobody objected, the Board Engineer hasn’t said this is sufficient, 

so there is nothing else that can be done.  We hear you, they hear you, but too many folks 

are coming to visit, they are parking somewhere else. 

Chairman:  There is no place to park.  If it’s not on the side street, it’s on Ringwood 

Avenue. 

Attorney Mondello:  They comply legally though. 

Chairman:  Watch, next door at The View, they have visitors parking.  We demanded that 

and we got it. 

Attorney:  This is not that application, Mr. Chairman.  You demanded a surplus.  We’ve 

given you a surplus here.  We are providing more than is required.  I want to back-up a 

second. 

Chairman:  I don’t agree with what Trenton does to all these towns and cities up here. 

Attorney:  Neither here nor there for this dialogue however. 

Chairman:  I know.  You can’t fight about it. 

Attorney:  So that said, I want to be very clear about something.  The Applicant who owns 

this property and is vested in to the tune of nearly seven figures at this point, to be here 

tonight for the third hearing, and we are going to be at a fourth, right, has interest very 

much aligned with this Board relative to parking, because if we cannot park there, how do 

we rent it?  How do we keep tenants happy?  So, I would say, Mr. Chairman, I would 

respectfully submit to you that there is someone in this room who cares more than you 

about parking on this site, it’s the property owner.  It’s the Applicant and this is how it is 

designed.  So it’s just not compliant under the Law, and that’s my big legal period at that 

point, more so than that, from a pragmatic standpoint, the Applicant cares more than 

anybody in this room about parking conforming at 1025 Ringwood Avenue.  It complies 

and the Applicant is satisfied with that. 
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Attorney Mondello:  Let’s reel this back because there is only one Member of the Board 

who is speaking with respect to parking; the others are not.   

Attorney:  I am aware. 

Attorney Mondello:  And, although Jack disagrees with the way the scheme, the law is, I 

don’t believe the other Board Members do.  Let’s move on to the next item. 

 

Attorney:  I was prepared not to even discuss parking this evening Counsel and I 

appreciate that and I agree with that read of the room.  That said, again, Mr. Chairman 

and Members of the Board, there were three questions we were asked to answer.  We 

provided those answers tonight.  Ms. Luongo is happy to go into more detail if needed.  The 

gurney, Mr. Chairman, was your large item at the last meeting that you wanted a 

confirmation of and, beyond that, the Applicant is resting their case effectively now.  We 

would ask the balance of the Board Members not hear this evening review the transcript, 

certify that they’ve done so. 

Attorney Mondello:  CD recordings you mean.  You haven’t ordered transcripts. 

Attorney:  Correct.  However you produce them for certification. 

Attorney Mondello:  It is a CD Audio. 

Attorney:  It’s an audio, fine.  Certified they’ve done so, so we have a full complement of 

the Board.  It’s a D Variance case so we would like all 7 Members to be here to vote on this 

case.  This matter is a lot for the Applicant and, like I said, it’s a long haul to be here and 

very costly.  We presented this case.  We reduced the programming on this case a number 

of times.  Your consultants have all agreed with us throughout the testimony to conclusion.  

We think we’re there Mr. Chairman and Members.  We just need obviously the balance of 

the Board here.  We’d be looking to conclude at the next available day and if we find out 

that we are short Board Members, I will speak with your Board Officer, Mr. Mondello, 

ahead of time and we can then pivot and I’m guessing at that point we’re probably in 

September, but it is what it is. 

 

Member Sbarra:  A-7 that is up here, we’ve seen this already right? 

Attorney:  Yes. 

Member Sbarra:  This is basically the rendering of what we are looking at, including the 

walls now, right.  I see there is a buffer between Ringwood Avenue and the parking lot, I 

see you have it depicted here, but did we touch on the landscaping end of that.  Refresh my 

memory. 

Attorney:  We had a lull for a few months if you recall.  Mr. Duarte, who is the Scribner of 

Record from Dynamic Engineering, did testify as to the Landscaping Plan.  The full 

Landscaping Plan is provided on the Dynamic Engineering’s Civil Set.  Karen can 

certainly walk us through it, bearing in mind that she didn’t prepare that Plan.  This was 

designed by a Landscape Architect for a proper buffer upfront.  We are glad to augment 

this.  If we have the benefit of a Board Approval, we are glad to work with your 

Engineering Consultant, post approval, to implement and supplement any plantings that 

they feel are required to the benefit of the town.  But we are providing a nice screen 

upfront.  It’s a nice building.  We don’t want to hide like it’s a warehouse, but none the 

less, there is a screen.  Mostly I think it’s for the residents to not see the vehicles going by 

all the time and it’s an acoustic damper too. 
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Architect:  Just to answer your question, there is a 20’ setback from the property line to the 

first parking space.  It’s actually more than that because some of the green that you see is 

in the right-of-way.  So there is a pretty decent buffer.  There were comments from Board 

Members at, I believe, two meetings ago, where some additional enhanced landscaping was 

request and, at the last hearing, that was present. 

Member Sbarra:  Okay. 

Member Farinella:  My colleague was just concerned about that coming down Ringwood 

Avenue that there’s enough buffer that people won’t see the cars parked in the parking lot.  

Architect:  No.  There is a very accurate representation. 

Member Sbarra:  It’s a very nice depiction there and I really very much hope that, if you 

do get approval, that’s what we’ll be looking at. 

Architect:  That is what they actually developed the rendering from the drawings. 

Attorney:  Over the years, we’ve told our professional teams, Karen and I both on this, 

when you render it make it look like it will look in the field because once it gets approved 

and built we have to go back and see that board in three or six months for another project 

and they are going to say we saw a beautiful rendering and what you built was not that all 

so we try and have the renderers prepare something now that is not just mocked up, 

looking nice, when you see people walking dogs in the foreground or a Porsche, we don’t 

like that.  We want it to look like in the picture what you are actually going to see in the 

field because that’s what you are going to see in the field.  This is as accurate a 

representation of the rendering as you are going to see, including the landscaping detail. 

Engineer Nash:  And the Stop sign. 

Attorney:  Yes, blocking the building. 

Architect:  IF you look at Sheet 7 on the Engineer’s Drawing, the Landscaping Plan just 

for a reference, you can see they have the trees there and the buffer.  When renderings are 

prepared for this setting, it’s actually not marketing advertising.  It’s done to really 

represent the project. 

 

Member Farinella:  In the State of New Jersey, when it comes to COAH, what is the 

percentage on new buildings, how many apartments are supposed to be affordable, is it 

20%. 

Architect:  If it’s a “for sale” unit, then it’s 20%.  If it’s “for rent” building, then it’s 15%. 

Member Farinella:  This is “for rent” so it would be 15%. 

Attorney:  Exactly and then within in that we have to comply with the bedroom 

distribution counts under the UHAP Standards so that’s why three-bedrooms usually are, 

they’re not really from a landlord standpoint to point, but we have to provide a three-

bedroom as part of our composition for the COAH units.  That’s the reason that you see 

that one-three bedroom unit because one and two bedrooms make more sense we think. 

Member Farinella:  Is there anyway, because I know you guys are close to a vote, that we 

could possibly get a third COAH unit in the building. 

Architect:   They are actually boosting at two. 

Attorney:  Two is already a boost.  Remember that distribution count came down.  We 

came down from the total density originally with that programming and we are still at two. 

We were at two when we had a higher density at 13 units I believe. 

Architect:  We started at 16. 
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Attorney:  We’ve always been showing a heightened number of affordable units even 

throughout our reduction down to now 11 units. 

Member Farinella:  When the State decides upon how many COAH units whether rental or 

buy, and you do the math and say 2.2, 2.3, do they round up? 

Attorney:  Round down. 

Architect:  It depends.  I would say most commonly the whole number is required as a 

deeded unit and most of the communities have a fractional unit often is a contribution. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any other questions from the Board Members?  We did have some 

testimony from Ms. Luongo. Any questions from members of the public with respect to the 

testimony she has given thus far?  Hearing none, seeing none. 

 

Attorney:  That’s all we have tonight Counsel.  I want to thank you for folks and we asked 

to be carried to a date certain to preserve notice and whether or not we have a quorum, 

especially leading into 4th of July weekend.  We’ll see. 

Attorney Mondello:  July 2nd is the date. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PUBLIC DISCUSSION:  No one in the audience to come forward. 

 

 

RESOLUTION:  None 

 

 

CORRESPONDENCE:  Handed out Engineer Nash’s Review Letter on 16 Second Street, 

Wanaque. 

 

 

VOUCHERS:  submitted by Ronald Mondello, Esq. for attendance at the June 4, 2025 

Meeting in the amount of $500. 

MOTION TO APPROVE:  made by Member Sbarra, seconded by Member Farinella.  

Voting yes were Chairman Dunning, Members Lynch, Sbarra and Farinella 

 

 

VOUCHERS:  submitted by Oweis Engineering Inc. on the 1025 Ringwood Avenue LLC 

Application in the amount of $2,250. 

(Discussions were held before vote taken to deny payment) 

MOTION TO DENY THE APPROVAL OF PAYMENT OF THIS VOUCHER:  made by 

Member Farinella, seconded by Member Sbarra.  Voting yes were Chairman Dunning, 

Members Lynch, Sbarra and Farinella 
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MOTION TO APPROVE APRIL 2, 2025 AND MAY 7, 2025 MINUTES:  made by 

Member Farinella, seconded by Member Sbarra.  Voting yes were Chairman Dunning, 

Members Lynch, Sbarra and Farinella 

 

 

ENGINEER’S REPORT:  All review letters have been prepared except for the new 

Application handed out tonight. 

 

 

DISCUSSION:  Member Lynch questioned what if everybody can’t be here July 2nd. 

The meeting would be cancelled and we would carry.  We don’t have a quorum, if we don’t 

have 4 people.  Even if we do have 4 people, certainly the second application is not showing 

up with less than 7 Members.  Board Secretary will send out an e-mail asking the Board 

Members’ availability for meetings July 2nd and August 6th  

 

 

MOTION TO ADJOURN AT 9:05PM:  Motion made by Member Lynch, seconded by 

Member Sbarra and carried by a voice vote. 

 

 

       ____________________________________ 

       Jennifer A. Fiorito 

       Board of Adjustment Secretary 


