BOROUGH OF CALDWELL

Zoning Board of Adjustment
Meeting Minutes

July 2, 2025

A Public Meeting of the Borough of Caldwell Zoning Board of Adjustment was held in-person at 7:00 PM
Wednesday, July 2, 2025 at the Trinity Academy/Saint Aloysius Gymnasium, 219 Bloomfield Avenue, Caldwell,
New Jersey.

ROLL CALL: Ms. Sules, Ms. Corliss, Mr. Irwin, Mr. Tucci, Ms. Marinucci and Mr. Tober. Mr. Cosgrove, Ms.
Tierney, and Justin Cutraneo from T and M Associates, were also present.

ABSENT: Mr. Porcello and Ms. Giermanski.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

May 7, 2025

APPROVAL OF INVOICES:

Durkin & Durkin, LLC invoice #77750 dated 11/5/2024 for review of Application Z24-003 61 Smull Avenue in
the amount of $225.00 was approved by the Board.

Durkin & Durkin, LLC invoice #80370 dated 6/4/2025 for review of Application Z25-002 51 Crane Street in
the amount of $507.50 was approved by the Board.

Neglia Group invoice #2501655 dated 5/6/2025 for review of Application Z25-002 51 Crane Street in the
amount of $585.00 was approved by the Board.

Neglia Group invoice #2502361 dated June 9, 2025 for review of Application Z25-002 51 Crane Street in the
amount of $57.50 was approved by the Board.

T and M Associates invoice #5AB486176 dated 5/27/2025 for review of Application Z25-001 183 Roseland
Avenue in the amount of $1,400.00 was approved by the Board.

T and M Associates invoice #5AB486177 dated 5/27/2025 for review of Application Z25-002 51 Crane Street
in the amount of $1,652.50 was approved by the Board.

NEW BUSINESS:
Application Z25-001 Gonnella Property Group, LLC., 183 Roseland Avenue, Block 55, Lot 2

Preliminary and Final Site Plan Approval
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Mr. Donat, the applicant’s attorney, introduced himself to the Board and provided a brief overview of the
application:

The property for this application, 183 Roseland Avenue, is located in the RD-OP Zone. The applicant,

Gonnella Property Group, is seeking preliminary and final site plan approval and requesting C-Variance

relief.

Mr. Donat introduced Mr. Daniel D’Agostino, the Applicant’s Architect, to the Board Members. Mr.
D’Agostino’s credentials as a New Jersey Licensed Architect, were accepted by the Board.

Mr. D’Agostino provided the following testimony with regard to the proposed project:

The applicant had appeared before the Caldwell Zoning Board previously for the same property with
the intention to increase the density on the property.

A quintessential renovation and addition project is proposed with a conversion of the interior and
addition to the rear of the residence as well as the construction of a couple dormers.

From the street level, the height and width of the structure will look the same.

Referred to Architectural Plan VA.200 to illustrate for the Board Members the existing and proposed
depictions of the property.

The property is currently a two-family residence and the property owner wishes it to remain a two-
family residence.

Unit Awill be located on the first floor and will consist of an entryway, study, family room, kitchen,
dining area, 3 bedrooms and 2 bathrooms.

A doorway from a vestibule area will lead to Unit B, on the second floor.

Unit B will consist of a kitchen, family and dining areas, 3 bedrooms and 2 bathrooms.

Both units will have an open floor concept.

The height of the structure will remain the same.

The existing attic will remain in place, however, they are proposing to add 3 dormers.

No attic space in the addition area is proposed for living use.

Most of the variances requested pertain to the existing non-conformities of the property, one of
which is the story variance requested. Mr. D’Agostino reported that he could not find an accurate
Borough definition of a story within the Borough’s Ordinances. Typically, the definition of a story is
the levels that are above-grade, however, he defers to the Planner’s Report in which the proposal for
the property was identified as being 3 2 stories.

Due to topography at the rear of the structure, a technical variance will be requested, however, the
project does not propose adding an additional story to the building.

The front portico will be framed and clad with wood composite.

The dormers will be constructed of matching wood composite.

Windows will have black frames and white trim.

Atimberline roof is proposed.

Ms. Sules asked if the building will be sprinklered?

Mr. D’Agostino responded that the applicant will comply with the requests/comments of the Fire Official and
that the building will also be sprinklered.

Mr. Cutroneo from T and M Associates asked Mr. D’Agostino to confirm that the basement would not be
occupied as living space.
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Mr. D’Agostino confirmed that the basement would not be used as living space. Both tenants will have access
through an exterior door with a code lock.

Mr. Cutroneo inquired about means of ingress and egress in the basement?

Mr. D’Agostino replied that there would be a stairwell leading from the basement to the front door (first floor
level). In addition, the middle area of the basement, used for storage and utilities, would be accessible from
the rear of the building.

Mr. Cutraneo inquired about lighting proposed for the property. There were no details included on the plans.

Mr. D’Agostino reported that, as per code, mounted lights would be installed at all exterior doorways. No
commercial lighting is proposed, however, the applicant would include landscape lighting on the premises,
with no spillover onto neighboring properties.

OPEN TO PUBLIC: (Questions for the Project Architect’s Testimony)

1. George Neal, 187 Roseland Avenue, Essex Fells asked Mr. D’Agostino how the property is currently
being listed; as a single-family or two-family residence?
Mr. D’Agostino responded that he was not sure how the property was being listed, however, it is
currently a two-family residence and has two sets of meters for utilities.

Mr. Donat introduced Mr. Robert Hessels, Engineer for the applicant. The Board Members accepted his
credentials as a New Jersey Licensed Engineer.

Mr. Hessels provided the following testimony regarding the proposal:

e Mr. Hessels referred to Plan CI.0 to provide details of the property.

e Thereis an existing walkway leading from the house to the roadway. There is a concrete pad for
parking of 2 cars.

e There are trees along the left side of the property, of which they plan to remove four.

e The proposal removes the existing paved area and walkway in the front of the house and adds an
addition to the rear of the building.

e Mr. Hessels referred to Plan S1.2 Grading and Drainage Plan.

e Proposing to enter the same driveway along the right side of the property, which becomes 10 ft. in
width (one variance requested).

e Anparking area in the rear of the property is proposed for 4 parking spots, as required.

e One of the professional reports requested that the parking spaces be 9 ft wide, which the applicant is
agreeable to, and will result in the elimination of one of the original variances requested.

e The new plan will increase impervious coverage on the property. A drywell system is proposed in the
rear of the property with 4 tanks infiltrated to the ground, which will alleviate any additional
stormwater.

e Condensing units are located in the back left corner of the property.

e A6 ft. fenceis proposed along the right side of the property line.

e Therear property line will consist partially of fencing and plantings.

e Additional plantings are proposed along the left-side of the property.
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e The applicant is agreeable to adding 6 ft. fencing all along the rear and left side of the residence to
provide screening.

Mr. Irwin inquired if the parking in front of the house was still proposed?

Mr. Hessels reported that the parking in front of the house was part of the previous plan that the applicant
presented to the board but that it was eliminated in this proposal.

Mr. Tucci reported that the current impervious coverage for the property is 26%. He asked if there are any
stormwater issues on the property?

Mr. Hessels responded that there are no current stormwater issues on the property.

Ms. Corliss asked if the parking spots will now be 9 ft. wide and would that impact the refuse area?

Mr. Hessels responded that the garbage collection area would be made smaller to accommodate 9 ft x 9 ft
parking spaces.

Mr. Cosgrove confirmed with Mr. Donat that the applicant is agreeable to the parking spots being 9 ftx9 ft as a
condition of approval.

Mr. Tucci asked if the 10 ft driveway included the curbing?

Mr. Hessels reported that there is 10 ft. of asphalt and 6 inches of curbing.

Ms. Sules asked Mr. Hessels to confirm that 4 trees were proposed to be removed and inquired if any trees
would be planted in the back of the property.

Mr. Hessels confirmed that only 4 trees were going to be removed and that although not reflected in the
renderings, they are proposing to plant 15 Arborvitae in the rear of the property and some plantings around
the building. Additionally, 6 shrubs would be planted in the front of the property and a Dogwood Tree to the
left of the property.

Mr. Cosgrove noted that the plantings would be a condition of approval.

Ms. Tierney asked if any trees would need to be removed to install the fencing?

Mr. Hessels responded that no additional trees would need to be removed in order to install the fencing.

Ms. Tierney asked if any utilities would need to be upgraded?
Mr. Hessels reported that the only utility that may need replacement or improvement may be the water line.

He also reported that the applicant would comply with all issues outlined in the review letter issued by Neglia
Group.
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Mr. Cutroneo inquired about the refuse area and if directional arrows and striping would be done in the
parking area?

Mr. Hessels reported that there would be a couple receptacles that would be rolled out to the front of the
building on collection days. Striping and directional arrows would be installed in the parking area.

Mr. Cutroneo asked if tenants would have to walk along the driveway to enter the front of the residence.
Mr. Hessels stated that there would be access in the front and rear of the building.

Mr. Cutroneo asked if additional plantings could be placed in the rear of the property and asked additionally
about A/C screening and lighting for the parking area.

Mr. Hessels confirmed that the Arborvitaes could be continued along the back of the property until the area
where there is an existing wall. There will be sufficient screening for the air conditioning unit. No pole lighting
is proposed for the parking light area, just lighting from the building. He assured the Board Members that the
applicant will comply with all items outlined in T and M Associate’s Review Letter.

OPEN TO PUBLIC: (Questions for the Project Engineer)

2. Anthony Campalli, 10 Manheim Road, Essex Fells asked if the grassy area in the rear of the
property would be converted to asphalt?
Mr. Hessels confirmed that the rear of the property would be paved for parking and turn-around
space.

Mr. Campalli inquired about the capacity for the 4 detention tanks proposed. He stated that he had
some concerns with regard to management of stormwater run-off since a pipe had burst recently on
the property, which had impacted his property and a neighbor’s property.

Mr. Hessels stated that they are proposing a drywell system , which is designed to percolate into the
ground. They will work with the Borough Engineer to ensure that the rate of percolation will accept
the volume of run-off. In addition, the applicant will comply with Neglia Group’s request to increase
the size of the system to handle a 100 year storm. All water on the property will be collected and the
systems will be maintained. The system is designed as per New Jersey Stormwater Best Practices.

Mr. Campalli inquired about EPA standards.
Mr. Hessels stated that this project does not require any additional requirements or permitting
through the EPA or the NJDEP.

Mr. Campalli inquired about lighting on the property possibly intruding onto neighboring properties.
Mr. Hessels stated that they will work with the Borough Engineer to ensure proper illumination.

3. Mr. Neal, 187 Roseland Avenue, Essex Fells asked if the neighboring properties arborvitaes would
need to be moved in order to plant a Dogwood tree on the left side of the property, adjacent to 185
Roseland Avenue?

Mr. Hessels stated that Dogwoods are small flowering trees. The tree is meantto be an anchor plant
for the front of the property.

Mr. Donat introduced Katherine Sarmad, the applicant’s Planner. Ms. Sarmad was sworn in by Mr.
Cosgrove and her credentials were accepted by the Board.

Ms. Sarmad offered the following testimony regarding the project:
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Property is located in the RD/OP Zone. Two-family residences are an allowable use. Applicantis not
seeking to add any density.
Property lotis 7,500 sq. ft., where 22,500 sq. ft. is required; therefore, it is undersized.
Property is located on the border of Caldwell and Essex Fells in a mixed residential and commercial
area with a commercial district farther down the road.
Residence was built approximately in 1920.
The existing building is 2,225 sq. ft, without including the basement space.
Applicant is proposing an 840 sq. ft. addition to the rear of the property. The building will still be
below the building allowance coverage for the RD/OP Zone.
Proposing to modernize and improve the look of the building.
The front parking area will be removed.
Upon reviewing goals of the 1998 Master Plan and the 2017 Re-examination of the Master Plan, this
proposal promotes the reinvestment in downtown aging housing stock.
Variances requested (all C-2 “Flexible” Variances)
A. 3 pre-existing non-conforming aspects of the property

1) Minimum Lot Area is undersized.

2) Minimum Front Yard Setback; 10 ft. required where 8.1 ft. exists.

3) Minimum Side Yard Setback; 40 ft. required where 26.1 ft. exists.

B. 3 new bulkvariances

1) Combined Side Yard Setback; 20 ft required, where 17.2 ft. exists. The proposal
would provide an improvement at 19.1 ft.

2) Maximum Height in Stories; Borough Code does not clearly define. 3 2 stories are
identified. Calculated height of the building is 28.45 ft., which falls under the threshold
of a 35 ft. maximum allowed.

3) Maximum Lot Coverage is 65.22 %, where 60 % is permitted.

C. 5 Parking Variances;

1) Parking Setback from Building; minimum required is 20 ft., where 7.3 ft. is proposed.

2) Screening, which all requests were agreed upon by the applicant.

3) Parking Space Size. Will not be requested now since parking spaces will be adjusted to
9 ft.

4) Minimum driveway width; 12 ft. required, where 10 ft. is proposed.

5) Minimum parking aisle width; 24 ft. is required. The existingis 20.6 ft., but will be 23.6 ft.
With this proposal.

The Municipal Land Use Law (MLUL) will be advanced with this design. The project will provide
aesthetic improvements to the property with no substantial negative impact to the community.

OPEN TO PUBLIC: (Questions for the Project Planner)

There were no public comments or questions for the Project Planner.

OPEN TO PUBLIC: (Overall Comments and Questions from the Public)

4.

George Neal, 187 Roseland Avenue, Essex Fells reported that Borough Chapter 250-9 states that if
a non-comforming property ceases to be occupied for 12 consecutive months, then the structure
and premises shall be deemed abandoned.

Mr. Cosgrove clarified that this particular part of the Zoning Ordinance is relevant only when the use
of the property is not permitted.
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5. Anthony Campalli, 10 Manheim Road, Essex Fells expressed his concern about stormwater issues
and lighting on the property impacting neighboring properties. He recently re-graded his whole yard
and is afraid that this proposal will negate all his hard work.

6. Mr. Friedman, 179 Roseland Avenue Unit #12 asked about timeframes allowed for Construction
work within the Borough.

Mr. Cosgrove stated that allowable hours for construction work would be administered and
supervised by the Caldwell Building Department.

7. George Neal, 187 Roseland Avenue, Essex Fells reported that he is also very concerned about
stormwater issues. He expressed his belief that the addition is too large and that asphalting an
already under-sized lot would lead to problems with stormwater management.

Mr. Cosgrove summarized for the board members some of the conditions agreed upon for approval:

e The sprinkler system needs to be approved.

e The storage space is not allowed to be used as living space.

e Alighting plan will need to be submitted.

e The parking spaces need to be 9 ft.

e Allshrubbery and tree plantings agreed upon during testimony will need to be included in the plan.
e Striping and arrows need to be installed.

e The A/C area will need to be screened.

e Additional landscaping will be planted along the rear fence.

e The drywell system will need to be approved by the Borough Engineer.

The Board Members deliberated.
Ms. Sules made a motion to approve Application Z25-001 183 Roseland Avenue, seconded by Mr. Irwin.

Upon roll call, the votes were as follows:

Ms. Sules yes
Ms. Corliss no
Mr. Irwin yes
Mr. Tucci no
Ms. Marinucci no
Mr. Tober no (2-4-0) Not Approved

Ms. Sules made a motion to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Ms. Marinucci.

The meeting adjourned at 8:36 PM.

Respectfully Submitted,

Kim Conlon

Zoning Board Secretary






