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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MINUTES     MAY 7, 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 Frank Covelli, Dana Lynch, Michael 

Sbarra and Vincent Farinella, and Attorney Ronald Mondello and Engineer Giselle Diaz 

 

ABSENT:  Vice Chairman Bruce Grygus and Members Donald Ludwig, Helena Aumenta 

and Edward Bonner and Engineer Christopher Nash 

 

Engineer Giselle Diaz is filling in for Engineer Christopher Nash who was unable to attend 

this meeting. 

 

Attorney Mondello advised the Applicants the Chairman has indicated that the meeting 

needs to cease approximately at 9:30pm.  There are some issues that he needs to take care 

of.  You’ll have about an hour and then there is another Application that kept getting 

adjourned for a number of reasons and they will have an hour as well. 

 

 

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 Calli stated we’ll try and keep it moving along as fast as we can realizing that we 

are probably not getting to a vote tonight anyway with a lack of full membership of the 

Board considering we dearly would like a fully constituted Board here when we push for a 

vote.  The road map for tonight Mr. Chairman and Members will be a continued testimony 

of our Project Architect.  Two meetings ago, Karen Luongo, our Project Architect was 

sworn in, qualified of record and scrivener of the Architectural Plans.  Karen will testified 

tonight as to the continued architectural testimony of the project.  It has evolved over time; 

we’ve tightened footprint, we’ve gone up a little bit and at the last meeting, before we went 
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through engineering testimony with the Geotechnical Consultants, we talked about the 

height of the structure.  We said we could do it but it might not look as great, we can do a 

flat roof, we can reduce it a little bit.  We actually brought to the Board’s review tonight 

consideration of alternatives showing you would it would look like if we brought it a little 

lower, it doesn’t really have a nice roof aesthetic to it any longer, but it’s a sharp looking 

building either way.  We expect to get through Ms. Luongo’s testimony relatively quickly.  

She testified at length at the prior public hearing and we’ve already implemented those 

items, Mr. Chairman, that we talked about, which is we can fit the gurney in the elevator.  

We can make this so it is adaptable for a generator for purposes of the elevator.  We’ve 

removed the home offices because there was a concern that it would be used as another 

bedroom.  We’ve retained the affordable units that were previously part of the 

programming and still are and the dwelling unit count is down from 12 to 11.  From there, 

time permitting, we can get into Planning.  Our Project Planner is here and we can go 

through the variances.  I know that your Planner is here at well. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  First Witness - You remain sworn, just state your name for the record 

again. 

Architect:  Karen Luongo. 

 

Architect:  Larry introduced most of the changes but briefly just to recap them.  We went 

from a three (3) story building to four (4) with this redesign.  Our footprint became 

smaller.  We reduced the number of units from 12 to 11.  We have 7-one bedrooms; 3-two 

bedrooms and 1-three bedroom.  We have a lower garage level with enclosed parking in 

addition to the on-site parking.  The building total brought down from 24,000 square feet 

to 22,572 square feet.  Our footprint is 5,643 square feet.  Overall, with this change, we’ve 

accomplished a building coverage reduction of about 30%.  Primarily what this allowed us 

to do was to bring the footprint in more centralized on the site which gave us more room 

for the grading and whatnot that had to be accomplished. 

On the ground floor, which is evidenced by A-101, Exhibit A-10, this is a duplicate of what 

was submitted to all of you with the revision date of January 24, 2025.  It shows a smaller 

footprint.  It shows a total 10 spaces enclosed, 1 of which is handicapped accessible and the 

other 9 spots.  There are two stair towers at opposite ends of the building.  There is a small 

lobby that leads to an elevator that circulates throughout the building.  One difference that 

occurred is the entrance to the garage was brought around the side. 

Each of the floor plans, again this is what was submitted to the Board, have a similar 

footprint.  The difference is that we have accommodated a three-bedroom unit on the 

second floor and two-bedroom and one-bedroom.  The three-bedroom only exists on that 

second floor and it’s there to conform with the code requirements.  It will be an affordable 

unit.  The second and third floor each have 3-one bedrooms and 1-two bedroom in the 

corner.  Circulation space are all the same. 

COAH units are going to be two (2); one is going to be a 3-bedroom and one is going to be a 

2-bedroom. 

The fourth floor plan duplicates that of the third.  I have 3-one bedroom units and 1-two 

bedroom unit. 
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The first level, the east elevation is what you see from the street, this is really the only 

façade of the four stories that’s viewed and our height calculation is calculated from the 

average grade around the building to the midpoint of the slope.   

We really varied the roof design with these gables in all four corners and then we connect 

with a false mansard roof between them, but the roof area is generally flat.  This helps 

soften the height, it gives us some variety and interest to the elevation, it gives scale to it.  It 

also allows us to completely screen any mechanical equipment that would be up there. 

 

Member Covelli:  You did a very nice job and it is a very attractive looking building. 

Architect:  Thank you.  The first level is all going to be stone veneer and then we mix brick 

and siding to really break it up.  Thank you.  I appreciate the fact that you like it. 

Member Covelli:  I don’t like the height of it, but I like the attractiveness of the building. 

 

Architect:  This is A-7 and was introduced to the Board at the last hearing through the 

Civil Engineering testimony.  This gives you a rendered perspective of how the building 

looks on the site.  One of the things relative to the height is we really are completely 

encompassed by a very heavily wooded, very steep slope behind us so that serves to 

minimize how this space is impacted. 

I can refresh the unit details if the Board would like me to do that or you feel comfortable 

that nothing has really changed from the prior proposal.  There’ll be 9’ ceilings. 

Chairman:  What is the square footage of the one-bedroom apartment? 

Architect:  The one bedroom unit ranges from 804 square feet to 1100 square feet; the 

three bedroom is 1600 square feet; and the two bedroom is 1400 square feet.  They are 

really nice sized room. 

Chairman:  My main question is what is the size of the elevator.  You were going to give me 

some information. 

Architect:  The elevator is sized to accept a full gurney.  It is the bigger size that 

accommodates. 

Chairman:  Can you give me information on that because the First Aid Squad is very 

concerned with that. 

Architect:  We went back and confirmed that the size of the unit that we have would 

accommodate a gurney. 

Chairman:  Can you get me a copy of that? 

Architect:  I don’t have it handy but we can provide it. 

Architect:  There was also a question about the size of the balconies.  They are about 30 

square feet.  The second floor units along the western elevation at the back of the building 

do not have balconies because they are at the grade level. 

 

Architect:  Regarding the height, as I explained the intent of the roof design there, these 

gable units occur on the four corners of the building with a mansard in between.  The 

height calculation is required to be an average grade height, which we have to take at all 

the around the building to the midpoint of the slope.  To further add to that, we have one 

section, which is this section which is a little larger than the other corners, that section 

obviously, because we are maintaining the roof geometry, does get a little higher.  We want 

to point out that the variance we are asking for is actually measured to this section of the 



4 
 

roof, which is an anomaly relative to the other three.  The number is 50.2’.  The Ordinance 

is 35’; 15’ above the Ordinance.   

Chairman:  You’ll need a variance for that 15’. 

Attorney:  Due to that feature only. 

Chairman:  It doesn’t matter where it is; that’ll be the variance. 

Attorney:  It does matter where it is because it would be a volume issue if it was 

everywhere and it’s not when it’s an architectural feature.   

Chairman:  The Architect is doing that so you can put all your mechanical equipment 

inside and hide and it from view of the public in almost every direction, but next door 

could still see it. 

Architect:  You will not be able to see it, and I’m not so sure it would be visible from the 

other side there is such landscaping along that border.  I do want to point out that we were 

also seeking a building height variance from the prior application as well. 

Chairman:  I know, but now it’s higher. 

Architect:  It’s higher because we added the fourth floor. 

 

Architect:  We did investigate putting a flat roof on the building and I have a new exhibit I 

will show you and is being marked as Exhibit A-10, which is a rendering taken from the 

exact same vantage point as Exhibit A-7 is.  What we did here is take off the slope roofs, we 

created a parapet, and we wanted to be able to offer this.  One as a visual to let you see 

what the difference between the impact of the sloped roof on the volume versus a straight 

distance.  We were able to reduce the height by about 14” overall.  However, we really 

think that it looks larger with the flat roof than it did with the sloped roof. 

Member Covelli:  I think it looks like a medical building. 

Architect:  And to further that, we’ll give you Exhibit A-11, which is side-by-side view of 

the images.  This was taken as if you were standing right at the roadway and it shows the 

various heights and it’s relationship as viewed from the street.  I’m not taking about height 

as by ordinance, I’m talking about what it scales if you are driving by on the street.  We 

put the other two properties in there and estimated them as well and you can see that the 

scale is sort of rising regardless what the heights are and the number of stories.  This kind 

of nestles right in there and with the forested area of the slope behind us, it tends to anchor 

the building down somewhat.  Next to it, on the upper right, this is the same thing with the 

flat roof and the same view below. 

Member Covelli:  Jennifer said, if she was going to vote, she would pick the left one. 

Attorney:  We like the left one as well.  The right one was a comparative done because we 

were really trying to heed to the concept of can we bring the height down.  That’s what we 

were trying to do and we wanted to show the Board alternatives to bring it down.  We also 

tend to like the left side one. 

Member Covelli:  With the modified roof, what is the height of the building? 

Architect:  It’s 14” less so it’s about 49’ 

Member Covelli:  You are seeking a 15’ variance and I’m going to believe the ceiling is 

pretty close to that, just to put things into perspective. 

Attorney:  To give you a sense, if you look up those are 4’ each of those tiles laterally 

across.  A series of 4 are more than the height we seek because that would be 16’. 

Architect:  We acknowledge this is a big variance that we are asking for.  We completely 

understand that.  However, we think the benefits that we are obtaining through this 
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redesign for the site and the way the building sits on the site, and the other contingencies 

that we had to work, which was the grading, the slopes, and everything else, we end up with 

a smaller building footprint so it’s impacting the site less in that way.  We think the way 

this particular site exists and the slope and the hill behind it, it is not a negative criteria for 

any of the surrounding properties, it actually the benefits the solutions that we can employ 

to accommodate the building.  We think, aesthetically, it’s appropriate and it is contextual 

for what exists along the roadway. 

 

Member Farinella:  Do we know approximately how much volume of rock, granite that will 

have to be taken out of that area in order for you to start building? 

Attorney:  The Civil Engineer provided that calculation previously and it was in the range 

of in the hundreds of truck units that would be involved when we remove the rock from 

there. 

Member Farinella:  That’s going to cause a big tie-up on Ringwood Ave.  How long do you 

think that it’s going to take for the all that movement to get all that rock out of there in 

order for you to start building?  How long for you to complete this project from start to 

finish?  Has it been determined how the rock is being removed? 

Attorney:  I don’t want to guess.  I think our Engineer opined to that previously but since 

we only have an hour, we will come back with an answer for the next meeting.  Good 

question and we’ll get the answer for you.  Regarding the rock removal, a lot of discussion 

went back and forth.  There’s ways to drill, drill and use chemicals, and then there’s 

blasting.  Your Engineer had initially said we don’t think blasting is a good idea and that 

was in the initial report from Boswell.  We said we would try and work around blasting.  

As the case the evolved, that idea was revisited and reconsidered and your consultant said 

blasting might be the best way to do it and we agree.  It could be a combination of various 

methods, we think.  In that respect, the Applicant is very much aligned with the Board.   

 

Chairman:  In your Geotech Report it talks about blasting may be necessary they need 

town approval.  When do you get the town approval? 

Attorney:  During the construction phase.  It’s not part of the zoning phase and not a land 

use consideration. 

Chairman:  If the Board does something with this and we say no blasting, what happens? 

Attorney:  I would question why would the Board impose no blasting scenario. 

Chairman:  Because we are worried the units to the north and south. 

Attorney:  That’s a consideration beyond the Board of Adjustment, Mr. Chairman.  There 

are standards that have to apply and, candidly, standards that are at the federal level when 

it comes to blasting.  These people are not fly-by-night contractors.  If the Board would 

blindly say no blasting with no basis, I think that is a problem for everybody. 

Chairman:  Also in the rear on the western end, you have a one level step up wall and we 

have an ordinance about walls like that, has that been visited? 

Attorney:  By design standpoint?  We went through this ad nauseum at the last public 

meeting hearing with Geotech prior to that twice with Civil Engineering, and we can do it 

again, but it’s been designed. 

Chairman:  With our ordinance? 

Attorney:  Yes, there was testimony on that Mr. Chairman. 
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Chairman:  There are no measurements on this.  How high is the first level and how far 

back are you going? 

Attorney:  There are absolutely measurements.  We filed Civil Engineering plans that you 

have had for some time Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman:  I looked, but couldn’t find them.  On the south side coming up to the level 

where The View is, the apartment building next door, is there any drawing, sketch or 

anything, on what that’s really going end up where.  We asked that before a couple of times 

and we never really got a picture. 

Attorney:  Mr. Chairman, respectfully, a moment ago you suggested that we didn’t have 

the height of the wall and we do and add and provided it.  I think this one is another one of 

those situations that this was provided, and granted its been protracted, it’s been three 

hearings, I understand that. 

Chairman:  Because with Geotech a lot of this stuff is very all over the place.  Depending on 

the angle of the wall, you are going to go basically to the property line and then come down 

at some angle.  I know you have a drawing with a measurement between the building and 

the base of that wall, but that could change drastically depending on what you plan when 

you start breaking the wall down. 

Attorney:  It can’t because we have to build pursuant to the approved plans.  We can’t 

change it drastically. 

Chairman:  In looking at this property, that rock comes right down onto the sidewalk on 

Ringwood Avenue basically, has the County seen this latest plan? 

Attorney:  The County has seen everything. 

Chairman:  Original, yes. 

Attorney:  The County has seen and approved everything within the County’s purview. 

Chairman:  The new plan, not the old one? 

Attorney:  The County has seen and approved everything within its purview. 

Chairman:  So they have no concern about Ringwood Avenue. 

Attorney:  Not only has this Board has been copied on the County’s transmittals, it is 

actually addressed to the Board and we are copied.  So this Board has everything from the 

County. 

 

Architect:  The wall actually on A-7, you can actually see the wall that you are referring to. 

Attorney:  And this was presented during the public hearing. 

Architect:  Granted, part of it is behind the trees, but it does illustrate the wall. 

Chairman:  The Board is concerned about the angle of that wall and in Geotech report they 

are talking about putting some kind of stabilization and the second letter is sort of moving 

away from that. 

Attorney:  No, there were options that were discussed.  I think this is definitely going in the 

purview of engineering and not lay discussions so I’m not sure of the value of this part of 

the conversation, but I will say that our Geotechnical Engineer provided reports, testimony 

and subsequent reports and I believe the last of which was to the satisfaction of Mr. Nash 

during discussions as recently as 24 hours ago about methodology of implementation.  

There is no fast one being pulled here.  It’s a rock wall and we have deal rock and it’s being 

dealt with by design professionals that are stamping their seal on it and putting their 

license on the line for it and there is absolutely nothing novel about that when you are 

dealing with topography and grade changes like this. 
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Attorney Mondello:  In order to move on, if the Board feels that there are additional 

Geotech questions, then we can request that the Application bring back Mr. Howell. 

Chairman:  The only reason I brought this up is recently I noticed something when you are 

going down 287 and get off at Route 23 North, they took a lot rock off there. 

Architect:  We are definitely not as high as that. 

Chairman:  What’s there holding the rock back, fencing?  Even though it looks like a very 

stable rock, I guess it does come off once in a while. 

Attorney:  I don’t know but I cannot draw a fair parallel between that level of design on a 

property we know nothing about it and this project that we have designed. 

Chairman:  I think that’s just a safety issue so no rocks fall and end up in the road.  That 

side is the only way people can come from the front to the back of the building on the 

outside without going through the building.   

Attorney:  Who is doing that? 

Chairman:  Anybody who wants to walk around the building. 

Attorney:  And they would be doing so in an area that is compliant with code and 

constructed in conformance with all modern and applicable code standards. 

Chairman:  So it’s guaranteed nothing is going to fall down. 

Attorney:  Nothing is guaranteed.  There are reasons there are standards and standards 

are there to say you have to meet this because this is what we need safe as a wall.  We are 

not asking for any relief from any of those standards Mr. Chairman. 

Member Covelli:  Jack, you talked about that you reduced the footprint of the building.  

Can anyone walk around the building?  I’m a tenant there and I’ve got to get my steps in, 

so I decide I want to walk around the building.  I want fresh air.  Can I walk around the 

building? 

Architect:  You would have a nice cardiac inducing walk to get from the level at the front 

of the building up to the level at the back.  Yes, but there is grade there.  You can circulate 

up there. 

Member Covelli:  Okay.  I guess the next question is, one of the things we normally do is 

the fire department weighs in on the building.  Has this been shared with them?  Have we 

gotten correspondence from the Chief? 

Attorney:  This is on the desk of the Fire Official and our Engineer has not received any 

correspondence. 

 

Architect:  I would like to make one note for the Chairman.  Part of us making this 

building’s footprint smaller and adding the fourth floor, was to enable us to bring those 

retaining walls in off the property line.  So we are significantly more inboard of the 

property lines then we were with that initial presentation. 

Attorney:  And that was part of our April explanation as to the footprint change, the 

reason for the height increase. 

Chairman:  The Fire Department has seen the plans. 

Attorney:  That’s my understanding from Dynamic Engineering.  Yes, sir.  If they had an 

issue, I think they’d be prudent enough to write a report. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Anything else on architecture?   

Architect:  I have nothing else to present. 
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Attorney:  I think the large takeaway here is Ms. Luongo is, along with your testimony, and 

the fact that when you get away from the numerics of numbers of the height proposal, 

when you look at it in scale, it works does it not Karen? 

Architect:  Yes, absolutely. 

Attorney:  Is it out of character with the surrounding area? 

Architect:  We don’t feel it is out of character at all and we think that the benefits by going 

taller for the site development and the community are actually significant. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any questions from the Board on Ms. Luongo’s architectural 

testimony? 

Member Covelli:  Ms. Luongo, just so I am clear, how much was the footprint of the 

building reduced? 

Architect:  By 30%. 

Member Covelli:  Percentages can be deceiving.  I’m looking for the hard numbers.  Maybe 

an easier way would be how far was it from the property line originally and how far is it 

from the property line now?  Understanding that the rear one is not a problem. 

Architect:  I don’t believe I have the original submission drawings with me.  On the north 

side yard setback it was originally 10.1’ now it is 28.5’ so we have increased that by 18’.  

The south side went form 38.5’ originally to 69.2’, which is an increase of 30.7’.  The 

building coverage, to answer your specific question, went from 8,479 square feet to 5,840 

square feet, which was a reduction of 2,639 square feet.  It was significant.  Just to correct 

the height, we were originally seeking a height variance for 38.36’ and now it’s 50.2’ and 

that’s an increase of 11.8’.  When you consider that a story is 9’ plus the roof construction 

that’s exactly where it’s coming from. 

Member Covelli:  Just as an observation and one person’s personal opinion, I think the 

architectural value and appearance of the building is worth the 14”.  I don’t believe gaining 

the 14” and making it look like a medical building is worth it.   

Attorney:  Thank you. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any other questions from the Board on Ms. Luongo’s architectural 

testimony?  Hearing none, seeing none.  Any members of the public which to question, and 

question only, on the testimony that Ms. Luongo provided with respect to architecture?  

Hearing none, seeing none, next witness. 

Member Covelli:  I have one other thought, and she is the Architect, so this isn’t exactly for 

her consideration, but I think she takes pride in what she drew, so she might be interested 

in what I’m going to say.  I am interested in how much room there is on the edge of that 

driveway on the northern side to the property line and what the landscape engineer is 

proposing.  The two most sensitive sides obviously are what you see on Ringwood Avenue 

and what the public sees when they by it, and what the property owner to the north.  The 

property owner to the south doesn’t care.  You are in a hole compared to him.   

Attorney:  The topographic change does minimize the impact of the south side owner.   

Member Covelli:  My thought is I would be interested to see what kind of plantings and 

like you have planned there to soften that to the northern property owners, which is a 

townhouse complex. 

Attorney:  Our Engineer is here and I’m sure he’s taking notes.  There is a landscaping 

plan as part of the civil plan but we can certainly come up with something.   
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Chairman:  It looks like from the cut stone to the edge of the paved driveway it’s 18”. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Anything else from the Board?  Anything from the public?  Hearing 

none, seeing none, next witness. 

 

 

Attorney Mondello sworn in Jessica Caldwell, 145 Spring Street, Newton, New Jersey.  A 

Licensed Professional Planner in the New Jersey, certified by the American Institute of 

Certified Planners and practicing as a Planner for over 25 years.  Owner of Consulting 

Firm in Newton, New Jersey, with several municipalities as clients in the northern part of 

the State, Ringwood Borough being one of them, and have been qualified before over 250 

Boards in the State. 

 

Attorney:  You are familiar with Application and all the plan iterations that have been filed 

and you have also been in attendance at all the prior public hearings on this Application 

and heard the testimony on civil and architecture? 

Planner:  Yes, that’s correct. 

Attorney:  You are familiar with the underlying Code and Master Plan and the relief 

requested in conjunction with the plans before the Board? 

Planner:  Yes. 

 

Planner:  I wanted to talk first about the zoning of the site and that it is a split zone site.  

The front of the property is in the B-Business District and the rear of the property is in the 

R-10 High Density Residence District.  Essentially, it is split half-and-half.  We have just a 

little over two acres, which is a large piece of property for this area.  This property, along 

with the property to the south and the north, are kind of some of the larger properties 

within the area.  The permitted principal uses in B District include a variety of retail, 

professional office and it also permits apartments over retail or over stores is how it’s 

stated.  This type of house in having multi-family residential is contemplated by the zone in 

the B District albeit over some type of commercial use.  R-10 District is mostly one-family 

dwellings and that is in the rear of the property and does not front Ringwood Avenue so I 

think the B District portion of the property is really more pertinent to the zoning and the 

development of the property.  There is also a plan unit development for multi-family 

housing that is permitted as a conditional use albeit that’s only permitted on larger 

properties with like 20 acres or more.  So I just want to point out that this development is 

considered within the zone.  Surrounding the property we do have multi-family 

developments to the south as well to the north and then single family and a mix of 

residential and commercial uses further surrounding the property. 

As you know we are proposing 12 units; 2 of which we are proposing as affordable housing 

units to assist Wanaque in its affordable housing obligation.   

With respect to the actual bulk standards of the zone, we are meeting all of the standards 

except for the height standard, which has obviously been a big discussion, as well as we 

require some variances with respect to height for walls. 

There is no question, I think after going through all these hearings, that this is a difficult 

property to develop.  I think, no matter what you put on this property, it would be a 

difficult property to develop because of the rock, steep slopes, and the obligation on being 
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on a County roadway to have a certain percentage slope on your driveway.  All of these 

things have really required the Applicant to lower the property down and creates the need 

for those walls.  While, in a lot ways, the development aspects are subsumed into the D-1 

Variance, I think it is really a Hardship Variance with respect to the walls because there is 

really no other way that we’ve seen, and I believe the Engineer testified to this as well, to 

develop this property on top of the slope.  In order to access to the property, in order to 

meet the regulations on the County Road, it really has to be dropped down.  I think that 

really is a Hardship Variance with respect to the walls. 

The other big variance is the D Variance and I think the Height Variance is subsumed 

within that D Variance because where we are proposing multi-family and in order to really 

make a suitable project on this property, it needs to be three stories and it needs to have 

parking underneath.  Just because of the size and shape of the property and difficulty in 

developing it, this necessitates the height and we’ve had a lot of discussions around that.  

We think the height proposal makes sense because, even though it is only slightly higher 

really than your zone and may be in stories it’s more, but as far the overall height, it’s still 

tucked down into the property, not highly visible, surrounded by landscaping and the rock 

and actually buffered in a lot of ways by the rock and the property itself.  I believe that 

kind of all fits into one package and what I’m going to talk about in the positive and 

negative criteria. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  I want to make sure the record is clear.  I know you said that excess 

height was not that much, but the limitation is 35 and you are almost at 50.  You would 

consider that to be de minimis?   

Planner:  I thought we were lower than that. 

Attorney:  No. 

Attorney Mondello:  And it’s 50.2 at some other corner. 

Planner:  Okay, I had a different. 

Attorney Mondello:  So that testimony is withdrawn. 

 

Planner:  I still think the impact of the building overall is not significant I believe from the 

surrounding property and it doesn’t stand out within the area. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Our Planner has a question.  Just identify yourself for the record and 

then ask the question please. 

 

Board’s Planner, George Williams, Nishuane Group 

Board Planner:  Piggy backing on Counsel’s question about the characterization of the 

deviation from the height, are you going to pursue this as a D-6 Variance for the height 

deviation? 

Planner:  Yes. 

Board Planner:  Okay, Thank You. 

Attorney Mondello:  The testimony was that it was subsumed into the D-1.  I’m not sure of 

it is, but that’s what the testimony is. 

Planner:  So the D-1 and D-6 / D-6 The criteria for a D-1 Use Variance is essentially the 

same.  It’s the same testimony and I’ll add a little bit more on the actual height. 
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Member Covelli:  Just as a point of parliamentary order, we were using percentages before 

on how much the building shrunk and we said 30% and I wanted to put those numbers into 

tangible numbers.  If I did my math right, that 15’ on a 35’ limit, is 42.8%.  That’s why I 

didn’t want a percentage because if you walked in here and said I’m only asking you for 

42.8% variance on what the limit is, we would go oh my gosh.  That’s why I didn’t like the 

30%.  I want real numbers, not percentages.  The different is 15’ and when you hear 15’ 

what is 15’ and how do I size 15’ and that’s why I said look at the ceiling in this room 

which is every bit of 12’ if not 15’.  I didn’t measure it.  The 42.8% is a big deal when you 

hear it as a percentage.  I think the Architect wants to add something.  Are you validating 

my math? 

Architect:  I am validating your math. 

 

Planner:  With respect to the Use Variance, we need to meet the positive and negative 

criteria.  The Medici caselaw showed us that the positive criteria of general welfare is 

suited by developing a property that’s particularly suited to the use.  We understand that 

the property is difficult to develop.  I really think that the best use for this property is a 

multi-family use.  Because of the difficulty to develop, and the fact that it gets sunken down 

into the property and it’s kind of buffered and a little bit hidden, it really doesn’t lend itself 

well to a commercial type of use.  It doesn’t lend itself well to a mixed use where people 

need to be drawn in, have more visibility, possibly more room on the site and more access.  

I think other things about this site that make it particularly suited to this use is it’s location 

on a county road, adequate circulation and it’s also nine times the size of the minimum lot 

size in the zone so there is quite a bit of room on the property for the development.  The site 

allows all the parking to met and most of the bulk standards to be met, except for the 

height.  We’ve also done a lot of work on the property to create a compact development 

design that minimizes the impact to the property. 

I think we also meet purpose (e) to promote establishment of the appropriate population 

densities that will contribute to the well being of persons, neighborhoods and communities.  

So we are proposing 12 dwelling units; 2 of which are affordable housing units, which I 

think sits well within the character of the area where you also have multi-family and condo, 

townhouse units (sorry it’s 11 Units).  Also to provide sufficient space and appropriate 

locations and purpose (g) for variety of uses.  Again, for providing for housing, which is a 

needed use in the community, and providing for a mix of housing types, so the multi-family 

which assists also with your affordable housing obligations.  To promote a desirable visual 

environment.  So we have a nice design that has been very well thought out to fit on the 

property and to fit into the character of the area and present a nice positive building for 

the neighborhood.  Purpose (m) to encourage the coordination of various public and 

private procedures and activities, shaping land development and creating a more efficient 

use of land.  This is a difficult piece of property but we think that this is the most efficient 

use of this property and we’ve come up with a really compact development design and 

that’s part of the height aspect as well. 

On the negative side, we need to meet no substantial detriment to the public good and no 

substantial impairment to the zone plan or ordinances.  The property really, as I said, fits 

in with the neighborhood, it is actually low profile even though its taller because it is 

sunken into the property, we’ve done a lot to create a positive visual design, we’re 

surrounded primarily by other residential properties so it would be in keeping with that 
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neighborhood.  With respect to traffic and parking, the residential uses and multi-family 

residential uses are lower intensity uses than a lot of commercial uses so there are not a ton 

of people leaving at once and coming in at once like an office building.  It’s really more of a 

slow turnover of people coming and going throughout the day that blends in well with the 

residential neighborhood.  We also have to show no substantial impairment to the zone 

plan or zoning ordinance.  As I mentioned, multi-family buildings are contemplated as 

planned developments, multi-family apartments over commercial uses are also 

contemplated within the zone.  I believe that we aren’t substantially impairing the zone 

plan in that way.  We are promoting a couple of goals from the 2010 Wanaque Master Plan 

Re-examination Report including to continue to provide a variety of residential densities 

allow housing for varied income ranges.  With respect to the D-6 Height Variance, I think 

the standards, as I said for a use that’s not permitted in the zone, is essentially the same as 

the D-1 Criteria.  There is an aspect of the Coventry Square of can the site accommodate 

the additional height and I believe that it can for the reasons that we discussed.  The 

additional height isn’t towering anyone.  In fact, the building to the south is actually going 

to be much higher than this building as it lies on the land because that one is up on the 

slope.  As far as imposing or creating issues with light, air and open space for surrounding 

properties, I don’t think that’s an issue.  It’s not going to be towering over anything or any 

adjacent properties and I think it’s going to fit well onto the property.  I think for those 

reasons the D-6 Height Variance should be granted. 

I think I covered everything. 

 

Attorney:  I think covered, but the one take away I want to make note of before we 

conclude shortly, is the unique nature of this property and surrounding area that make it 

suited for this exact use.  Not just the use supporting residential dwelling use, the increased 

housing stock, the affordable units that are being proposed, but the height deviation.  The 

height and the story deviation here is, in a way it’s novel.  You look at the massing of a 

building, when you look at that building’s distance from the roadway 

Attorney Mondello:  How about we reserve that for summation. 

Attorney:  We will.  I’m making an observation here.  We’re talking about a difficult site 

with a large structure setback, the area that’s around us, does it make us particularly 

suited for this type of relief and unique?  Unlike any other applicant walking here and they 

can’t say they got the height variance, I’m entitled it to, it doesn’t work like that.  We are 

sitting in a unique situation of a property that is surrounded by higher structures, natural 

structures, natural formations, a large green belt, and varied topography, and along with 

Ms. Luongo’s testimony, your testimony is that that is what makes this suitable for the 

height deviation here, is that right?   

Planner:  Yes, that’s correct.  We have the larger property, we have the wooded areas 

behind the property, there is open space and buffers around the property, we are really set 

in and tucked into the property and I think that it’s not going to be overwhelming or look 

out of character of the area. 

Attorney:  When we see a 35’ height limit, do you normally think of a single-family 

residential zone restrict? 

Planner:  Yes. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Questions from the Board or our Professional? 
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Board Planner:  You went through the purposes of zoning, and your mentioned (e), (g) and 

(m).  For the visual environment, could you just give the section for the record? 

Planner:  Purpose (i) for the visual. 

Board Planner:  You kind of spoke about the C Variance, or Bulk Area Deviation in your 

intro, what is your planning proof for that deviation?  I thought I heard you say hardship, 

but I just wasn’t sure. 

Planner:  Right, so I brought up the C-1 Hardship for the walls because of the slopes really 

needing to meet that County road requirement.  Otherwise, I think we would come up with 

something else.  I really think that’s a hardship because of the slopes and the difficulty in 

developing the property.  I would say the negative criteria is the same as I testified to in the 

D-1. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Anything else from the Board Members?  Hearing none, seeing none.  

Members of the public, questions and questions only on the Planning testimony at this 

point? 

 

Nancy Anderson:  She is the owner of property at 1019 Ringwood Avenue.  My question is 

how far from the street is the building situated? 

Attorney Mondello:  That doesn’t have to do with anything that Ms. Caldwell just testified 

to.  However, Ms. Luongo did you hear the question from the resident or perhaps Mr. Calli 

can answer it, although it has nothing to do with the Planning testimony that was just 

given.  I’m sure the Board would permit it. 

Member Covelli:  Ms. Anderson, you are north of this property?  I remember you here 

before. 

Nancy Anderson:  Yes. 

Architect:  The front yard setback is 93’. 

Nancy Anderson:  And parking is in front? 

Architect:  There is some on-grade parking in front of the building.  There is also a 

landscape buffer between the roadway and the parking. 

Nancy Anderson:  How far from the line on the north side is the construction? 

Architect:  40’, almost 41’, at the closest point from your property line. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any other questions from residents within 200’, questions and 

questions only on the Planning testimony provided by Ms. Caldwell?  Hearing none, seeing 

none.  With you permission Mr. Calli, we are going to swear in our Planner so that he can 

quickly go through his opinion. 

 

Attorney Mondello swore in George Wheatle Williams of Nishuane Group, headquartered 

in Montclair, New Jersey at 105 Grove Stret, Suite Nos. 3 & 4.  A Planner licensed by the 

State of New Jersey, also Certified American Institute of Certified Planners, practicing in 

the field of Planning a little over 30 years.   

 

Attorney Mondello:  No objection Mr. Calli, right?  You’ve done work together? 

Attorney:  No objection. 

Attorney Mondello:  What would you like to tell the Board about this Application with 

respect to Planning testimony? 
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Board Planner:  You’ve heard the testimony of Ms. Caldwell, you have our review Memo 

dated February 6th and this Board has obviously gone through applications like this on 

numerous occasions.  What I would like to do is give a high level planning review.  As this 

Board knows there are a couple of reliefs being sought as Ms. Caldwell testified.  Certainly, 

site plan approval, and the reliefs being sought are characterized as a D-1 Use Variance. 

As this Board knows, a D-1 Use Variance is when the proposed use is not part of the 

enumerated committed uses in your code.  The multi-family in this split lot zone requires a 

D-1 Use Variance.  Also a D-6 Variance for the height and that is required as Counsel 

teased out through elicited testimony from Ms. Caldwell.  When the proposed height is 10’ 

or 10% greater than that which is permitted in the zone district so a D-6 Variance is 

required.  There are also bulk and area reliefs requested as Ms. Caldwell mentioned and 

it’s in your Application packet for the walls. 

In terms of the reliefs, this Board knows for a D-1 Use Variance, the burden is on the 

Applicant to demonstrate that the positive criteria is met, or shown special reasons such as 

the proposed uses is an inherently beneficial, that the proposed use is particularly suited 

for this suit.  I think that is an integral part of the Board’s deliberation for this Application 

that purposes of zoning would be advanced if you were to approve that D-1 Use Variance.  

Or, last but not least, if you were to deny the Application, would constitute undue hardship 

on the Applicant.  That, this Board knows, is all balanced by the negative criteria. 

As Ms. Caldwell went through her testimony, it is a two prong test.  The first test is that 

there would be no substantial detriment to the public good if you were to approve this Use 

Variance.  The second prong is that there be no substantial impairment to the Zone Plan if 

you approved the D-1 Variance. 

Moving quickly to the D-6, and I’m just setting the table for some final thoughts, as Ms. 

Caldwell testified the D-6 is part of the series of D Variances.  D-1 Variance being the most 

stringent of the D Variances.  A D-6 a little bit less stringent and, as Ms. Caldwell 

mentioned, it’s part and parcel of the D-1 Use Variance but it has nuances and I’ll get to 

that in a second. 

Finally, for the bulk and area deviations, as this Board knows there are two context for 

considering bulk and area variances, or C Variances.  First is the C-1 hardship and Ms. 

Caldwell has testified that for their bulk and area deviation, she believes there is a 

hardship.  The other is a C-2, Flexible C-2, which allows this Board to consider it on the 

whole what is being proposed as a better zoning alternative then strict application of the 

Code. 

Going back to the D-1, having reviewed the Application, heard testimony from Ms. 

Caldwell and all of the witnesses, I think the Board can consider that this site is 

particularly suitable for the proposed development given its uniqueness.  I am new to 

Wanaque, I will concede that, but this is certainly a very unique site.  I was intrigued by the 

testimony from Geotech folks as well as the Architect and Civil Engineer.  But that 

testimony addressed the extreme uniqueness of the site and how it would not lend itself to 

many other uses.  So I think the Board can take that into consideration.  Ms. Caldwell went 

through the purposes of zoning, and I just mentioned those in my questioning.  I was 

particularly struck by subsection (i) which is both the visual environment and good civil 

design.  Again, harking back to the Geotech testimony, Architectural testimony and Civil 

testimony.  Subsection (i) is something I am going to come back to again when we get to the 

D-6. 
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Board Planner:  In terms of the negative criteria, also very interesting because of the 

uniqueness of the site, it terms of the substantial detriment to the public good because it is 

nestled into this rock outcrop and surrounded by a forestation.  I think the Board can take 

into consideration an argument that has been made that, if you were to approve this D-1 

Use Variance, there would be no substantial detriment to the public.   

In terms of substantial impairment to the Zone Plan, you have our Memo and I would bold 

enough to suggest, at least for second prong of the negative criteria, in my opinion there 

would be no substantial impairment to the Zone Plan for the reasons mentioned in our 

Memo.   

Testifying into the D-6, the nuance of the D-6 is, I’m not sure I heard this, but a 

Commissioner made the comment about a medical office building versus a residential 

dwelling and that the tradeoffs being some aesthetic value and how that comports to the 

surrounding community.  There is actually a court case that suggests that, as the Board 

reviews a D-6 Variance, if you find it (a) the massing of the building is less of a visual 

impairment, and you heard the Architect talk about there were some peak points where the 

actual height comes into play but the overall massing may not be as high as that peak 

would and, if there are architectural values to the introduction of the additional height and 

the Board may consider the approval of the D-6 Variance.  I found very helpful the 

architectural testimony about (a) the massing; (b) how the site is nestled in this area such 

that the visual impact of the extra height would be not significant, let’s say.  Finally, you 

heard the Planner mentioned that she agreed with the architectural testimony. 

In terms of the C Variance, I would agree that there is a hardship based on the very unique 

topography of the site and that relief may be mitigated by the efforts on the part of the 

Applicant as provided in testimony by the Geotech people and the Civil Engineer, such as 

that hardship might be considered by the Board for relief. 

That would be my general overall.  I’d certainly be happy to answer any questions you may 

have for me. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Board Members? 

Member Covelli:  Given the fact that the property, you could build a beautiful mansion at 

the back of the property on the R-10 Zone, which would not impede the Business Zone.  It 

would remain the way it is and the property owner could make a boat load of money on the 

mansion that he sold and somebody would live up there and landscape it beautifully 

because they don’t want to look at the rest of us because they live in a mansion and that 

would be the end of it.  I do recognize, and I think one of the things that needs to be 

underscored, and the Planner touched on it, and in my opinion is the elephant in the room 

and the public is not aware of the drive, and I will use the word drive, of the State of New 

Jersey forcing municipalities to build multi-family high density housing everywhere.  The 

public needs to know that this State is on a relentless quest to do that.  I don’t think that 

has been really borne out.  I don’t think the public has a real knowledge of how forceful 

and our Governor and the Legislature has given enormous power to the Courts now to do 

this and the State is taking power away from the Council on Affordable Housing and rests 

that power among themselves to enforce it.  This is not a civics lesson; it’s just an 

acknowledgement that a mansion could be built here and there would be no problem.  We 

wouldn’t be here.  The bottom line is the State wants to see this housing; this development 

in every community.  The reality is we can’t just dismiss we don’t like 50’ buildings.  We 
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have recognize the fact that we are supposed to do as much as we can and the State is 

watching us very closely that if we don’t approve projects such as this, we are under 

intense scrutiny and the force of the State will come down on the municipality.  I am almost 

sound like I’m making their case, but I am stating the reality of what we face and I think 

it’s the elephant that is not spoken about.  You’ve been very classy.  I’ve been in hearings 

where attorneys beat that into the Board constantly.  The reality is that these projects are 

all over and people see them everywhere being built.  That’s the reality of it. 

 

Attorney:  We appreciate that.  If I might, the Applicant did not come in here with ten 

pounds in a five pound bag.  This is a significantly oversized property.  Tonight, Mr. 

Chairman, you asked a very good questions, how big are the units, because a lot of times 

you’ll here that units are very tiny.  One bedrooms are 650, which is the bare minimum, 

and two bedrooms are 800.  We have unit counts where one bedroom exceeds 1,000.  The 

three bedroom is 1,600.  This is not the Applicant trying to cram a ton of units.  In fact, we 

downward adjusted the units, not because the Board said, the Applicant tightened up the 

program.  He tightened the footprints and we even lost a unit and the Applicant said so be 

it.  When we first filed this Application, we couldn’t find in your Code anywhere that 

required us to provide affordable housing.  We were providing them anyway coming into 

that first meeting.  It is a significantly oversized lot, we’ve adjusted downward the units, 

very large units and affordables were on the table from moment one.  We are trying to be 

delicate and mindful of the properties in the surrounding area.  We are trying to tuck this 

away and we are not trying to bury 20 units in here.  We think 11 is plenty for this 

programming.  I appreciate the two bookends in the last twenty minutes of the dialogue.  

Mr. Williams fantastically Planner and I agree with everything you said.  He doesn’t get to 

vote but he is an asset to this Board so we are glad to see him on that said of the dais.  I 

appreciate that commentary as well because I think it’s a testament to what the Applicant 

is doing here. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any other questions from Board Members; not comments, but 

questions?  Residents, questions on the Planning testimony that Mr. Williams just gave?   

 

Attorney Mondello:  I have a question.  Ms. Caldwell did indeed mention Medici, but she 

also brought up Coventry and I see no applicability of Coventry to this Application.  It’s a 

D-3. 

Board Planner:  I’m glad you brought that up.  I think I was following her.  I wouldn’t say 

Coventry, which this Board knows is typically associated with Conditional Use Variances, 

but I heard Ms. Caldwell say that the standard of scrutiny is less than a D-1 Medici and I 

would offer the Grosso case for a D-6.  It makes a lot of sense in terms of what you heard 

from the Architect and how one could look at the extra height. 

Attorney Mondello:  I agree.  I read the Gross case, but as far as the D-1 is concerned, 

we’re stuck at Medici, we are not looking Coventry. 

Board Planner:  I agree. 

Planner:  Not under the D-1.  I was referencing it under the D-6 that that’s one way to look 

at the D-6. 

Attorney Mondello:  Thank you for that. 
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Attorney Mondello:  Anyone else?  Seeing none, hearing none, I believe that’s it.  We would 

like to give the other Applicant an opportunity to squeeze in an hour. 

Next meeting is Wednesday, June 4, 2025.  For anybody that is here for this Application, 

there will be no additional notice. 

 

 

Recess – 10 Minutes 

 

 

Let the record show that all Members are present after the Recess. 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 

Andrew Kohut, Esq. of Wells, Jaworski & Liebman, 12 Route 17 North, Paramus, NJ, 

appearing on behalf of AIC Holdings LLC, One Third Avenue, Block 434, Lots 2-5 and 

Block 435, Lots 1-12 (hereinafter referred to as “Attorney” in the Minutes). 

 

Attorney:  As the Board probably knows, this is the former home of Arrow Group 

Industries.  It’s an industrial building that, quite candidly, when my client purchased it, it 

was in a state of disrepair.  Since that point in time, they have replaced the roof, they have 

done some interior modifications and upgrades, which my client will get into.  Now they are 

here proposing, in essence, to demolish the white portion of the building on the left side of 

the property and then install eight (8) loading bays within the face of the gray wall that 

abuts the white portion of the building.  It’s a little interesting here is that the property is 

split zoned.  The property is in both the IR-1 District and the B District, which is a little 

unique.  Candidly, the industrial building is located in the IR-1 Zone and it is a permitted 

use.  However, the large parking lot is in the B Zone.  However, because this acts as one 

property, as Mr. Mondello can confirm, to be conservative, we are requesting a Use 

Variance because there is an industrial component in the B Zone. If you looked at the prior 

Resolutions that I have provided the Board, at different times, they once appeared before 

the Planning Board and another time in front of the Zoning Board.  However, I think 

would be appropriate giving the split zone nature that we request the D Variance from this 

Board for the work that’s going to be done.  Again, all modifications to the building on the 

site are going to be in the IR-1 Zone where this use is permitted. 

There are only a couple of variances that are required as part of this application.  In both 

instances, it is an improvement over the existing condition.  Right now the parking 

proposed and existing is 94 spaces.  We are not reducing the parking at all.  It is going to 

remain the same.  However, because we are demolishing the white portion of the building, 

our parking demand goes down.  So we are at 312, we only require 277.  It is an improved 

condition and, even though it is a reduction, you still are technically supposed to request a 

variance relief so we are going to do that.  In addition, building coverage, we require a 

variance for building coverage.  40% is permitted and what we are proposing is 45.6%.  
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However, currently there is 51.3%, so it is almost a 6% reduction in building coverage.  

Again, even though we are reducing it, we are still technically supposed to request variance 

relief so we are requesting it at this time.   

There are also several existing non-conformities that were set forth in Boswell’s May 4, 

2025 letter.  We will have some Planning testimony regarding those as well.  I am not going 

to get into detail because they are not changing. 

I have three witnesses for the Board tonight.  I have Jake Berdugo, who is a representative 

of AIC Holdings, I have James Ward who is a Licensed Engineer and Jessica Caldwell, 

who is doing double duty tonight, as our Licensed Planner, and she is very good at what she 

does. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Who are you calling as your first witness? 

Attorney:  My first witness I will be calling Mr. Berdugo. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Swore in Jake Berdugo, 16 Squadron Boulevard, Suite 106, New City, 

New York, 10956 (hereinafter referred to as “Applicant” in the Minutes). 

 

Attorney:  Mr. Berdugo, please tell the Board what your role and position at AIC. 

Applicant:  I act as the Owner’s Rep with any development projects, any capital 

improvements that we do on our portfolio, which include industrial, retail or multifamily. 

Attorney:  How long have you been there? 

Applicant:  I’ve been with Alexander Properties for around 8 years. 

Attorney:  You mentioned Alexander Properties.  Why don’t you just go into a little bit of 

what AIC is. 

Applicant:  AIC is a subsidiary of Alexander Properties.  For this property, in particular, 

AIC is the entity that owned it.  We purchased five industrial properties together under one 

package and it is called AIC.  But the parent company is Alexander Properties and we are 

based out of Rockland County, not too far away.  We have quite extensive holdings 

throughout the area.  Most recently we acquired the Shops At Nanuet, so you may have 

seen us on the news recently. 

Attorney:  So you own industrial buildings throughout New Jersey and New York? 

Applicant:  Not just New Jersey and New York.  Actually nationwide we own quite a 

portfolio of warehouses.   

Attorney:  So you are familiar with what needs to be done in regard to the development 

and repair of industrial buildings. 

Applicant:  Yes, quite familiar. 

Attorney:  When did you purchase this property? 

Applicant:  We purchased it approximately 6 years ago. 

Attorney:  Why don’t you go through basically what the condition of the property when 

you purchased it? 

Applicant:  6 years ago when we first obtained this property, I did a walk through.  The 

site was in complete disrepair.  The roof was leaking in multiple areas and the site seemed 

like it had gone downhill for quite a while.  They vacated the premises approximately 1 

year ago.  When they vacated it, we immediately went into doing some necessary capital 

improvements to the property.  We don’t like to show properties for perspective tenants, or 

anything, until we do our repairs that we want to do. 
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Attorney:  Beyond this application, what have you done to this property to date? 

Applicant:  To date, probably the most extensive thing was the roof repair which was, I 

think almost $1,000,000 in repairs alone just to replace that entire roof, which has been 

done.  We now have a 20 year warranty on it.  In addition, we replaced all the lighting to 

LED lighting and we refinished all the flooring.  I think they only had one functioning 

bathroom at the time in that entire building and we actually redid all the bathrooms and 

made sure they are all functioning, so the employees can actually utilize them.  We also 

redid all the loading docks.  I think, at the time, they have 12 loading docks in the rear and 

only 1 of them may have been functioning at that time, and now all of them were replaced 

completely and all of them are functioning. 

 

Attorney:  We are going to have an Engineer describe the improvements and what you 

want to do, but generally what is it that you are upgrading exactly? 

Applicant:  Currently, they have a white building, a wood framed structure, I’m going to 

call it the front of the building, which is Ringwood Avenue and Third Avenue, so that wood 

building, I believe it was utilized like as an office portion for Arrow Shed at the time.  They 

were only utilizing maybe 10% of that building.  That building is in quite rough shape and 

it doesn’t really conform to a warehouse.  It looks like it’s kind of a like maybe a single-

family home or two-family home that could have been there at the time.  I’m not really sure 

what it was and then there is an industrial complex.  It doesn’t really conform to the space.  

Our proposed to demolish that building and instead just have loading docks so that it can 

be an improved circulation as well as help out with our leasing efforts of the space.  To go 

into the leasing efforts, we started marketing this property and currently we have one of 

two options.  Either we can try to lease it out to one tenant that will take the entire 165,000 

square feet, which is quite hard to find.  It is not easy to find someone that wants to take 

the entire thing.  Option 2 would be to maybe split it up and to get multiple tenants.  So 

that kind of gives us a little issue.  We actually had someone who is nearby who wanted the 

back portion of the building and we said we can give it to you but that we kind of hurt us 

because there is no other loading docks in the entire property.  So you actually have a lot of 

rollup doors but those aren’t loading docks.  For the use of whether it’s storage or light 

manufacturing, loading docks are key.  If we were to splitting this up to be more attractive 

to perspective tenants, we would need additional loading docks in the front. 

Attorney:  There are actually some perspective tenants that have said that to you that they 

would need loading docks in the front. 

Applicant:  Yes, and not just perspective tenants, we actually had brokers from CBRE or 

Cushing Wakefield approach us and mentioned to us that lack of loading is hurting us. 

Attorney:  There is not a proposed tenant as part of that. 

Applicant:  Correct. 

Attorney:  Who are you looking to lease this space to? 

Applicant:  We currently see the trend in similar kind of buildings that we have, it’s either 

very light manufacturing.  I’ll give you an example of there is someone local who does 

outfitting of emergency vehicles.  They were very interested in this space but I think since 

then they’ve actually found somewhere else to go, but something like amongst those lines or 

big box storage.  When I say big box, it just means that they have pallets and they store, 

such as goods, or something, and they go out.  For example, we have a similar building 

where its leased by an Elevator Company.  They probably have five employees and they 



20 
 

just store elevator parts and they go throughout the country or throughout the state I 

would say.  A tenant such as that. 

 

Attorney:  Overall, how do you think this is going to improve the location, in your 

experience with industrial properties? 

Applicant:  I think for I know that there is retail right across the street.  There are some 

restaurants and, if this is occupied for the way it should be, I think the businesses in the 

area could benefit from that.  Also, by having a strong tenant here and we have triple net 

leases, which means that these tenants are responsible for the upkeep and maintenance of 

these buildings so we want a strong tenant in place so that they can maintain it and not just 

leave it in the way, kind of like, we found it. 

Attorney:  This will help circulation and aesthetics. 

Applicant:  Absolutely. 

Attorney:  Also modernize the building as well? 

Applicant:  100% 

Attorney:  Just so they can get a sense of who you guys are as an entity, you have been 

involved in the municipalities where you are located and you already started that here in 

Wanaque, why don’t you explain. 

Applicant:  So we actually had the Fire Chief approached us and he noticed that we have a 

small building over here and he requested to us almost a year asking he could utilize that 

building to store on of the antique fire trucks and we said not a problem.  They’ve been 

there ever since with a zero dollar lease in place.  We essentially donated him that building 

to use and, not just that, I think the Police Department reached out to us.  They wanted to 

use our parking lot for a staging for the parade, and we said no problem, they can utilize it.  

We are trying to be good neighbors.  The Chief actually did reach out to me and I told him 

I was going to bring it up tonight that we are willing to donate this building to the Fire 

Department to train in for roof ops and whatever else they want to do in the event that we 

do demolish it we will donate it to the Fire Department. 

Member Sbarra:  Which building are you referring to? 

Applicant:  It’s the A-Frame Building. 

Member Covelli:  Right in the front.  It looks like a barn. 

Applicant:  It’s the non-conforming one and the one that stands out. 

Attorney:  We want to say that you come to a municipality not only to develop property, 

you are involved in the municipalities, neighbors are important, you spoke to the neighbors 

outside, you are not looking just to develop the lot. 

Applicant:  Absolutely not.  We try to be good neighbors and try to do the right thing. 

Attorney:  I don’t have any other questions. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any questions from the Board Members? 

 

Member Covelli:  I can see why you had to fix the roof.  This picture was obviously taken 

before the roof was fixed. 

Applicant:  Correct and it’s all white right now.  We did a TPO Roof. 

Member Covelli:  I’m impressed with how you want the appearance of the building to look.  

You also sensitive to the fact that it’s literally in our downtown area. 

Applicant:  Yes. 
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Member Covelli:  So to your point that to have a building that is more aesthetically 

pleasing to look at and more modern in nature is certainly an improvement.  My question 

is not necessarily for this moment, but for you to bring forth through your testimony, is 

how you would beautify the property in the front that is on Ringwood Avenue that is in our 

main area.  Arrow did a very poor job of doing that.  I believe one of the Councilman 

worked hard to get them to put up the wooden fence that you see and I think they 

considered that quite a gift to the community and there is nothing out front that’s grass, 

they used to put a hiring sign out front and, I for one, would like to see that whole area 

improved.  You reference the fact that across the street is our main shopping area, it’s 

modern in nature, and I think that building is only 15 years old, you see the landscaping, 

the town put in a streetscape and the like and I, for one, would be most interested to see 

how you would improve the appearance of that.  Obviously, one of the things we are going 

to face is the fact that people don’t want to see tractor trailers on Ringwood Avenue, in 

their main district, there is going to be more activity on the site, which is a function of what 

you do, that it’s inevitable, and that’s not necessarily not a bad thing but you have a public, 

and this isn’t an indictment of anybody in Wanaque, you have a public that we had an 

application and said why can’t you make it a park.  For one thing it’s private property and 

we can’t tell people to make parks on private property. 

Attorney:  You bring up a good point and as far as just the tractor trailer part of our point, 

I totally understand that thought process, but we also have to remember that this is an 

Industrial Zoned Property. 

Member Covelli:  I am not refuting the facts, but remember there is an old expression, 

never let the facts interrupt a good raise. 

Attorney:  What I can stipulate to right now, if the Board is okay with that, is that my 

client would be more than willing, as a condition of approval, to work with your Planner or 

Engineer on some landscaping upgrades in the front of the building. 

Member Covelli:  Along the Ringwood Avenue strip there. 

Attorney:  As for streetscape purposes, we have no problems as condition of approval that 

a Landscaping Plan needs to be approved to upgrade the aesthetics. 

Member Covelli:  So the Chairman’s issue is parking and my issue is always appearance 

and streetscape.  Is that fair Jack?  We usually play each other off on that. 

Chairman:  Right. 

Member Covelli:  As to the Mr. Berdugo’s point, we like to see an Applicant leave it better 

than when they came.  I think we share that philosophy. 

Applicant:  Absolutely. 

 

Member Sbarra:  Can I piggyback off on that as well?  I agree with my colleague as well as 

far as the front along Ringwood Avenue and all that, but I will also second and kind of add 

a comment.  In speaking to some of these neighbors as I was doing my site walk, I ran into 

a couple of neighbors on Second Avenue.  Second Avenue, and that whole side of the 

building, abuts a Residential Zone.  I understand that the building has been there awhile 

and, along the lines of what my colleague was saying about beautifying along Ringwood 

Avenue, I would second and would like to see, if possible, the Second Avenue side of that 

also somewhat landscaped.  I understand that you guys have a warehouse that these people 

are looking at.  It is a big gray wall and, I know it used to be white, you guys have painted 
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it.  I am wondering if there is anything else you guys can to do to kind of improve 15’ or 20’ 

of grass area between the building and Second Avenue as well. 

Applicant:  I can plant green giants, shrubberies. 

Attorney:  To your point, what may make sense is let us in the month leading up to the next 

meeting, let’s take a look at what is there, see what can be done, maybe reach out to your 

professionals and maybe be able to come present something to the Board that alleviates 

your concerns. 

Member Sbarra:  Just a suggestion, and obviously it’s your property to do what you want 

with it, but maybe just lining with Cherry Blossoms, something that is aesthetically 

pleasing to the neighborhood. 

Member Covelli:  Mike, thank you for bringing that up because that is one of the longest 

walls I’ve seen anywhere.  It’s one heck of a long wall and, yes you’ve improved it.  One of 

the drawbacks is, I guess, that the building was added on to so there are different finishes 

under the paint, and the like, and it’s not the most even building.  I’m not here to tell you 

what to do with your building, I think exactly to my colleague’s point, if there just some 

deciduous trees planted.  The old green giant thing is getting a little old and all you see is 

green and then you start wanted to look about all green and then that’s a little bit too 

much.  The idea of something that was just a tree, just a nice tree, that would soften and 

cool that area with respect to what it would provide, would be enormous.  If it is something 

you could consider and give us some feedback. 

Applicant:  No problem. 

Attorney:  It is a reasonable thing to look into. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  Any other questions from Board Members or Residents?  Hearing 

none, seeing none, next witness. 

 

Attorney Mondello swore in James Ward, Bowman Consulting, 303 W. Main Street, 

Freehold, New Jersey, a Professional Engineer, licensed in the State of New Jersey and  

license is in good standing for the last 21 years. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  You’ve never appeared before this Board, but have you appeared 

before any Boards in Passaic County? 

Engineer Ward:  Actually, I was supposed to be in front of Passaic tonight. 

Attorney Mondello:  Okay, that’ll work.  Any objections from the Board Members?  

Hearing none, seeing none, Mr. Ward is admitted as an expert in the field of Engineering.  

Your witness sir. 

 

Attorney:  Mr. Ward, you are familiar with the application? 

Engineer Ward:  Yes, absolutely. 

Attorney:  You are familiar with the Zoning Ordinances and the prepared Site Plan for 

this application.  

Engineer Ward:  Correct. 

Attorney:  We submitted plans dated November 5, 2024.  Did you or someone under your 

supervision prepare this Site Plan? 

Engineer Ward:  Yes, I did. 

Attorney:  Let’s walk the Board through the site. 
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Engineer Ward:  The site is approximately 7 acres.  As previously stated, it is in 2 Zones; 

the I-R 1 Industrial Zone and Business Zone and fronting on multiple streets of Second, 

Third and Fourth Avenues and also Ringwood Avenue.  We’ve all discussed where it is and 

I think we all know where that is.  The existing building is 156 square feet and to the north 

of the building is where the parking lot.  There are approximately 60 striped parking 

spaces and there’s space for additional, which we come up with the number of 94.  We have 

prepared a plan that actually shows how many parking spaces are there. 

As has been expressed, there are quite a few variances that are existing on site.  Some being 

the existing lot depth where required is 250’ and existing is 176’; front yard setback is 

supposed to be 60’ and there 15.5’; between the building and Second Ave; side yard where 

50’ is required and 25.1’ is existing; rear yard requires 50’ and 15.8’ is existing.  None of 

those setbacks are going to change or be exacerbated.  Also, the maximum building 

coverage is 40% maximum and currently it is 51.3% and we are going to take down a 

portion of the building and that’ll change to 45.6% building coverage. 

The portion of the building that is to be removed is approximately 17,500 square feet and, 

as previously stated, is in disrepair.  When that comes down, as Jake has expressed before, 

he is going to put some loading docks in its place and the existing loading docks are in the 

rear of the property.  There are 15 of them there and access not so great. 

Attorney:  Just for reference, Engineer Ward is looking at an aerial and we have provided 

the Board with copies and it’s 4 pages and marked as Exhibit A-1. 

Engineer Ward:  Yes, that is the existing conditions aerial of the overall site that I was 

referring to.  I want to note that a variance was required for parking and there are 94 

spaces on site and the Ordinance requires 277 spaces.  But actual usage is probably 20 to 30 

spaces so there is adequate parking on site.  Since there is no change in the size of the 

building, there is no increase in intensity or what not, so we anticipate that the number of 

employees and number of truck trips per day would not change. 

Attorney:  We are actually reducing the variance to what is existing, what is proposed and 

what is required. 

Engineer Ward:  Correct, theoretically that would reduce it.  I want to go to the next 

exhibit page which is just an existing condition aerial exhibit that’s zoomed into the project 

area.  Page 2 of Exhibit A-1.  That shows the framed building in question.  If you flip to the 

next page, Page 3, which is a site plan rendering which shows the removal of the building 

and the area of disturbance and the location of those loading docks. There’ll be 8 loading 

docks in that location.  The last page, Page 4, is the perspective of what the façade would 

look like. 

Attorney:  So this last sheet is a rendering of how the loading docks will be installed and 

the look of the building. 

Engineer Ward:  Correct, yes, and then there will be wall-mounted lighting in that area to 

illuminate the loading docks. 

 

Attorney:  Could you discuss with the Board the circulation on site? 

Engineer Ward:  Yes.  It definitely improves on site circulation and the usability of the 

building.  Like the owner expressed, he has multiple tenants and they can’t all use one set 

of loading docks so that makes it more difficult to lease this property. 
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Attorney:  Do you see any circulation issues with how these trucks will access the new 

loading zone? 

Engineer Ward:  No.  There is plenty a room there. 

Attorney:  Any issues with stormwater or anything like that? 

Engineer Ward:  No.  The coverage is the same, so there is no change to stormwater. 

Attorney:  Any changes to the lighting being proposed? 

Engineer Ward:  Just the lighting at the loading docks themselves. 

 

Chairman:  That whole building that runs down Second Avenue is staying? 

Engineer Ward:  Correct. 

Chairman:  So the warehouse will be the length of the building all the way down to the end 

of the building on Second Avenue? 

Engineer Ward:  There is no change across Second Avenue. 

Chairman:  You have 8 docks, how are you dividing up it inside for future tenants? 

Engineer Ward:  That would be up to the owner, but they can divide it up securely. 

Applicant:  We’ve looked at this already to split it up.  We were thinking that if one tenant 

can take maybe half of this location here, so they access to these existing 15 loading docks.  

15 loading docks would be enough to utilize this portion of the building, and this portion, 

but than the 8 can utilize this other section.  There would be a total of 23 loading docks on 

the site.  So they would be able to lease this space independently of this one, if we chose to 

do so, if that’s what the needs arises.  I don’t think we would have 23 tenants here. 

Chairman:  It would depend on how you rent them out. 

Attorney Mondello:  If there were 23 tenants, what would the size be of each unit? 

Applicant:  Sometimes if you do have 23 tenants, what you could do is split them up 

individually and you can make a car door so that all 23 tenants can use all of the same 

loading docks and they have a designated loading and unloading zone and then they take it 

into their spaces.  We’ve done that before in other areas.  We never assign a specific one 

tenant to one loading dock because it’s not too practical.   

Audience:  I know you don’t have tenants yet, but do you anticipate 24 hour truck traffic? 

Applicant:  I can’t answer that now, but I highly doubt it. 

Attorney:  Is there an Ordinance against that? 

Audience:  For the parking plan, the Engineer said that you are going to set up a parking 

plan just make sure it’s dimensions and show a handicap spaces on there. 

 

Member Sbarra:  Another question I had, I believe when Arrow was occupying the 

building they basically had all their traffic come in through Williams Place.  I am pretty 

sure that the Third Avenue gate was never utilized.  Again, correct me if I’m wrong. 

Applicant:  You would know better than me. 

Member Sbarra:  I’m just wondering about flow and if we are talking about traffic and 

whatever else, I don’t know how much sense it makes because that Third Avenue spot is 

maybe a truck length before you get to Ringwood Avenue.  I’m be interested to see, and 

maybe you can give some testimony to, as to what the flow of traffic would like within site.  

I don’t know if you have a traffic study plan, and I guess that would depend on your 

tenants, what impact is this going to have traffic wise on our community? 

Attorney:  Let me touch on that, and it’s a little bit of a legal question, in that this is an 

existing industrial building that has been granted approves to be industrial building so I 
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don’t think it is appropriate to now have to consider traffic for an existing industrial 

building that is being reduced in size.   

Attorney Mondello:  Is the Application a D-1 Use Variance?  The answer is yes.  So you can 

take traffic into consideration.  It’s D-1. 

Attorney:  I’d respectfully disagree with that.  It’s an existing building and we are not 

introducing a new use.  We are actually reducing the size of the building. 

Attorney Mondello:  I get it, but it’s a D-1. 

Member Covelli:  I think what is important to note in fairness to the Applicant is that the 

building was not being utilized to its full potential for a number of years.  I guess the 

community, for a lack of a better term, has gotten use to that it was a semi-quiet building.  

If Arrow Sheds was producing however many sheds they once produced there, there would 

have been a lot more truck traffic.  I don’t know, I’ve been here 25 years and I didn’t see 

that. 

Attorney Mondello:  And it looks like the loading docks are increasing. 

Member Covelli:  I think it’s because they have multiple tenants, not because they are 

necessarily going to move more shipments.  That’s not my point, I think what is a good 

question would be, when you take that building down, how far are those loading docks 

from Ringwood Avenue?  The building to the south, that white building, acts as a pretty 

good buffer on Second Avenue to the activities at the loading dock versus the fact that you 

have residential homes there.  Much like Mike and I were talking about softening of the 

landscape, nobody can see from those houses on Second Avenue what’s going on.  When 

you look at the property, the front of your property are businesses that are retail, and then 

you have two residential homes that are an anomaly in the whole area, and then to the 

north of you is a podiatrist that’s taking forever to build that building, then the Applicant 

before you wants to build diagonal to you and put more residents over there, but when you 

really think about it, I think one of the germane questions is how far is this truck activity 

loading dock from the road?  It’s obvious a lot further without that building gone.  Just an 

interesting point to note.  I think it is very set back. 

Attorney:  We can provide you with a setback of the building that is going to remain where 

the loading docks are going to be installed to both the property line, and we will even get 

you a setback to Ringwood Avenue as well. 

Member Covelli:  I think what we are going to find is this activity, other than the trucks 

coming and going from the site, the activity on the site is almost in a little cocoon.  It is very 

far back view. 

Member Farinella:  I guess once you are into that area, you are insulated from what’s 

going on Ringwood Avenue. 

Member Covelli:  That’s my point.  I’m not trying to make the Applicant’s point, I’m just 

making an observation that the activity, which is storage and then warehousing, right, is 

the actual activity, noise is pretty shielded the way they are proposing this.  The back ones 

are interesting.  I still haven’t figured out how there is 15 loading docks in the back there. 

You are proposing 8 in the front and you’re saying that there is almost twice that in the 

back and there’s not much room back there.  Can you fit tractor trailers there?  You are 

on the rear of the building correct? 

Engineer Ward:  Showed on the map where they were (dirt area). 
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Member Covelli:  Dana was right, that’s where they are.  Just for the record what you 

saying is the only people impacted by this 15 loading docks is Poly Molding and then the 

condos. 

Attorney:  And those 15 loading docks exist already. 

Member Covelli:  You’ve done a lot of work to fix them up. 

 

Member Sbarra:  What is that tank and whatever that a-framed roof is across Williams 

Place and the parking lot?  It looks like it was some sort of water tank. 

Applicant:  It seems like it used to be an old fire suppression tank that the Fire Department 

had made them put in but it is empty today. 

Member Sbarra:  There is also a building with that black roof to the north. 

Applicant:  This is actually the building we donated to the Fire Department.  They are 

storing their antique in here. 

Member Sbarra:  Do you have any plans on demolishing or doing anything with that tank 

or a-framed building? 

Applicant:  Only we find a tenant here that wants to utilize it for something.  For now, we 

are leaving it. 

Attorney:  I think he meant the water suppression? 

Applicant:  I think there is a plan to remove that because it’s just taking up empty space, 

but we don’t have any plans for this to be anything. 

 

Member Covelli:  Where would the administration operations for this complex be or is it 

the responsibility of the tenants to take their space and setup their own? 

Applicant:  It’s the responsibilities of the tenants and sometimes we see mezzanines within 

the warehouse space. 

Member Covelli:  You won’t have the building owner or any administrative functions 

there? 

Applicant:  Absolutely not.  Typically what we do, these are called triple net leases, which 

means that the tenant pays for the taxes, the insurance as well as the maintenance.  As the 

owner, we own the building but the tenant is the one responsible for these things and that’s 

if we have one or two tenants.  If it’s more than three tenants, than obviously we would 

have to be more involved. 

Member Covelli:  Maybe not for this meeting, but for the next, since we are doing the 

landscaping, and Mike let’s add one more, and that would be that corner where those 

condos are.   

Member Sbarra:  It would soften that as well.  I agree with you. 

Member Covelli:  That might be your green giant area.  Because obviously they are not 

going to be used to the amount of activities.  In the front, you’ve got your building blocking 

this and everything is grand up front, on that side you have condo residents that are going 

to have a birds-eyed view of your operation.  I think the buildings are three stories. 

Attorney:  We can look into that too. 

 

Chairman:  You have 11 page drawings and it is hard to tell what is going on looking at 

these drawings.  Page 4 of the Exhibit is beautiful but is it in the 11 pages? 

Engineer Ward:  Yes, this is essentially page 4 of 11. 

Chairman:  On your site plan, is that all shown on it? 
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Attorney:  Yes.  So that Sheet 4 is pretty much Sheet 4 of your Site Plan. 

Chairman:  That’ll give us some guidance as to everything that you are trying to do on that 

property. 

Attorney:  Are you asking for a colorized Site Plan? 

Chairman:  No, I’m just saying you developed 11 pages here that addresses us from getting 

what it is to these future plans, which is on page 4 of your colored rendering.  As for as 

Arrow was, years back they built sheds, they painted the metal there and as time went on, 

they stopped the painting operation, and the plastic and wood became popular.  Probably 

near the end, the building wasn’t even half occupied with people.  When a truck came in, it 

came in with rolls of steel to build the sheds and a limited amount because it wasn’t that 

busy.  You are talking about bringing in here how many tenants with 23 doors.  You could 

have 23 tenants.  How do you anticipate how many tenants you are really going to have? 

Applicant:  We are not looking for 23 tenants, at all.  It’s not realistic for us. 

Attorney:  Let us address that for the next meeting. 

Member Covelli:  In a perfect world, you’d like one tenant. 

Applicant:  Absolutely.  It’s the easiest. 

Chairman:  Warehouse space is a premium and there is no doubt that. 

Member Covelli:  I think you are off to a good start. 

Chairman:  Let’s continue this at our next meeting which is June 4th. 

Attorney:  I’d like to put on the record that we don’t have to notice. 

Chairman:  Are you going to bring a Planner? 

Attorney:  We have a Planner and she is here tonight, and we’ll circle back with you and 

talk about what was discussed here. 

 

Attorney Mondello:  This Application is being carried to June 4, 2025.  There will be no 

further notice. 

 

Member Covelli:  We are appreciative, by the way, of your patience.  The other Applicant 

kind of wasted some time on us with very late notices and the like.  Just so know, the 

Chairman insisted that you be heard tonight.  You’ve waited long enough.  We wanted to 

be fair to you and your plans have been here for a while. 

Attorney:  Thank You. 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 

 

RESOLUTION:  ZBA2024-06 – 532 Ringwood Ave LLC 

Attorney Mondello:  Applicant came before the Board asking for variance relief to convert 

the first floor commercial space into a residential unit which will result in an all residential 

building with a residential usage on each of the three floors.  I did circulate this pretty 

lengthy 28 page Resolution to the Board Members.  I’ll take any questions, comments, of 
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modifications.  Hearing none, seeing none, I ask for a Motion to Memorialize, followed by a 

second.   

MOTION TO MEMORIALIZE RESOLUTION:  made by Member Covelli, seconded by 

Member Sbarra.  Voting yes were Chairman Dunning, Members Covelli, Lynch, Sbarra 

and Farinella 

 

 

CORRESPONDENCE:  Board Secretary stated there is no additional correspondence but  

handing out Engineer Nash’s Review Letter on One William Street and a New Application. 

 

 

VOUCHERS:  submitted by Ronald Mondello, Esq. for 532 Ringwood Avenue LLC 

Application in the amount of $1,575; and attendance at the April 2, 2025 Meeting in the 

amount of $500. 

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

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

VOUCHERS:  submitted by Boswell Engineering for the 1025 Ringwood Avenue LLC 

Application in the amount of $478.00; for the 532 Ringwood Ave LLC Application in the 

amount of $358.50; for the AIC Holdings LLC Application in the amount of $1,553.50; and 

the One William Street Application in the amount of $1,075.50. 

MOTION TO APPROVE:  made by Covelli, seconded by Member Sbarra.  Voting yes 

were Chairman Dunning, Members Covelli, Lynch, Sbarra and Farinella 

 

 

VOUCHERS:  submitted by Nishuane Group, LLC on the 1025 Ringwood Avenue LLC 

Application in the amount of $4,017.31. 

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

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

 

 

MINUTES:  Not Available 

 

 

DISCUSSION:  None 

 

 

MOTION TO ADJOURN AT 9:32PM:  Motion made by , seconded by Member Covelli 

and carried by a voice vote. 

 

 

       ____________________________________ 

       Jennifer A. Fiorito 

       Board of Adjustment Secretary 

 


