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Chairman Martinelly called the meeting to order @ 7:30 pm 

 

Salute to the flag, roll call, open public statement read. 

 

Present:  Martinelly, Canonico, Murphy, Carnes, Roache, Pietricola, 

Absent:             Daly, Schuster, Edwards            

Attorney:          Kennedy 

Engineer:          Cranmer  

 

Minutes:  

  

A motion was made by Ms. Canonico, seconded by Mr. Carnes to adopt the minutes of 

the March 1, 2017 meeting minutes as submitted.   All approved. 

 

Correspondence:   none 

 

PB Report:  none 

 

Unfinished Business: 

 

S.B.C.                Adoption of Resolution 

d/b/a Shop Rite                

Bl: 31, Lots 1 & 3 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Carnes, seconded by Mr. Murphy to adopt & memorialize the 

resolution of approval to SBC Holdings, LLC d/b/a Shop Rite for a use variance, 

preliminary & final site plan approval with variances & conditions as modified 

eliminating condition “j”. 

Roll Call: 

Affirmative:  Martinelly, Murphy, Carnes, Roache, Pietricola 

Negative:    none 

 

M/M Damien Halligan:    Adoption of Resolution 
Bl: 46, Lot: 24 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Pietricola, seconded by Mr. Carnes to adopt & memorialized 

the resolution of approval to M/M D Halligan for the construction of a 1 story & 2nd story 

addition as submitted. 

Roll Call: 

Affirmative: Martinelly, Canonico, Carnes, Roache, Pietricola 

Negative: None 
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New Business: 

 

M/M C Allora:     Bulk variance for height  

23 Strauss Drive     on new garage 

Bl: 70, Lot: 6.08 

 

Mr. Kennedy announced that he reviewed service and finds it to be adequate and the 

board has jurisdiction to hear this matter. 

 

Mr. Kennedy marked the following into evidence: 

A-1: Development Application, 3/2//22017 

A-2: Denial Memo, David Cranmer, 3/6/2017 

A-3: Survey, Thomas Santry, 10/18/2016 

A-4: Photos of surrounding property and existing property of the applicant 

A-5: Site Plan/Architectural Plan, 7 sheets, dated 2/3/2017, Unger& Mahns  

 

Mr. David Cranmer, Zoning Officer, was sworn. 

 

Mr. Murphy disclosed that he has previously done work for the applicants.  Mr. Kennedy 

felt that it was not a conflict and Mr. Murphy said that he could review the application 

with any concerns. 

 

Mr. Chris Allora & Mrs. Veronica Allora, 23 Strauss Drive were both sworn.  They have 

been the owners of a single family home at 23 Strauss Drive for 1 ½ yrs and are seeking 

permission to construct a new 2 car detached garage which exceeds the height restriction. 

 

Mr. Allora testified that they are planning to convert their existing garage into a playroom 

for their children, the new proposed detached garage. Mr. Allora presented a photo of 73 

Strauss Drive, which is exactly what they plan on constructing marked A-4.  The garage 

is over the height restriction in their zone, which will give them the additional storage 

space they need since the water level in that area will not allow them to use their crawl 

space for storage.  The garage will not be attached to the house since it does not have the 

“correct flow” when the garage is converted to the playroom, they would have to exit the 

garage from the back.  There will not be any heat or plumbing in the new garage only 

electric, it will not be used for any living space.  The materials of the garage will match 

the existing home. 

 

Mr. Kennedy marked the following into evidence: 

A-6 composite, prepared by Mr. Mahns, dated 4/5/2017 where the house is located 

and where the proposed 23’ or 1 story garage will be located, which is set back to match 

the rear of their home. They are proposing a pull down staircase, it will not be a dedicated 

walk up.  

 

Board members had no concerns with the proposal 
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A motion was made by Mr. Carnes, seconded by Ms. Canonico to open the meeting to 

the public.  All approved. 

 

No comments/questions 

 

A motion was made by Ms. Canonico, seconded by Mr. Carnes to close the meeting to 

the public.  All approved. 

 

A motion was made by Ms. Canonico, seconded by Mr. Carnes to approve the 

application of M/M C Allora, for the construction of a new detached garage with a height 

variance, with conditions. 

 Garage not to be utilized as living space 

 

Roll Call: 

Affirmative:  Martinelly, Canonico, Murphy, Carnes, Roache, Pietricola 

Negative: None 

 

Resolution 5/3/2017………………… 

 

 

Court Reporter in Attendance:   

See Transcript for full testimony…… 
 

Shore Investment:    Continuation of Public Hearing  

d/b/a/ Quick Chek 

Shrewsbury Ave 

Bl: 3, Lot: 5 

 

Mr. Robert Shay, Esq. represented the applicant. 

Mr. Michael Convery, Esq represented the objector 

Mr. Ronald Gasiorowski, Esq was not in attendance 

 

Mr. David Cranmer, Zoning Officer was sworn 

 

Mr. Convery explained that their traffic expert Mr. Gordon Meth is not available tonight 

due to the death of his father, and he will proceed with the applicant’s Planner on direct 

and cross, and then he will be able to produce Mr. Meth. 

 

Following exhibits were marked by Mr. Shay: 

A-27 Green:  Series of Building Permits, which Ms. Cofone will identify as part of her  

                       testimony.  

 

A-28 Green:  Application of NJ Bell – Site Plan 1990 (several documents) 

A-29 Green:  Monmouth County Planning Board approval 
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Ms. Christine Nazzaro Cofone, Planner, gave her educational & professional background 

and was accepted as an expert witness in Planning. 

 

Ms. Cofone testified that she has visited the site many time, and inside the back building 

3 times, 2 of which she has spoken to a Verizon Representative, and Mr. Hale was 

present with her at the time of the inspections. 

 

Ms. Cofone testified that she has reviewed  

 both of Mr. Cranmer’s review letter, and she has met with Mr. Cranmer at his 

office to go over the application 

 Mr. Secler’s report  

 Master Plan update in 2015 & Zoning Ordinance 

 1956-1957 Implementation Floor Plan also known as “Garage” (A-19 Green) 

reviewed the elevations of the 1 story office building Shore Investment dated 

3/18/1957 prepared by Nathan Siegler & Sons 

 Page 3 – described Existing garage area as well as storage, construction office, 

construction storage, assembly area which shows that there was assembly in 1957 

which is consistent with her previous testimony, which Mr. Mike Stroll of 

Verizon explained to her what operations go on in the rear building on site which 

was used for more than vehicle storage. Her visual inspections show that it is 

fairly similar today as what was going on in the building in 1957.   

 Verizon does maintain offices in the “assembly & construction office/construction 

storage – which Mr. Strollo indicated that they have 4 Area Managers who come 

to the site, where there is office space, conference meeting rooms, break room, 

which indicates that there has been “some office component” to the back building 

and not just utilized as a garage. 

 

Ms. Cofone referred to the Ordinance that applied to the site when it was built.   

Ms. Cofone stated that it appears that it was a permitted use at the time, subsequent 

applications were handled by the Planning Board, because telegraph & telephone 

installation facilities and express offices were permitted as of right in this zoning district, 

through the inclusion of permitted uses in the B1 District. 

 

Ms. Cofone referred to A-28 Green Series of letters, which she has reviewed, letters were 

generated by NJ Bell, Application for parking spaces in 1990, Mr. Thom Cacerta, Mgr 

for Land Use Matters, Bell Telephone, read into the record,  indicating that the use is a 

permitted use – 1990 for the use of the building, which it is being used today.  Minutes of 

the 1990 Planning Board meeting refers to the building behind the office building as the 

“Implementation Room” for line trucks, ….trucks (inaudible), and storage equipment, 

they speak of the outdoor storage of material which was occurring on the site, which went 

before the Planning Board.  Ms. Cofone referred to a resolution withdrawing the request 

for additional parking since the applicant decided to restripe the parking lot. 
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Ms. Cofone stated that the Verizon - Implementation building has remained in the same 

position as it was in 1990 description, in her opinion there has been very little change 

from what was occurring on the site in 1990’s vs what is going on today. 

 

Ms. Cofone referred to A-16 Green series of letters from, Mr. Robert McCloud from Mr. 

Gasiorowski’s office referring to the road widening along Shrewsbury Ave, and the 

applicant would not be coming before the board to testify to a non- conforming use, or 

the intensification of the non-conforming use, which the Borough and Mr. Gasiorowski’s 

offices that there would not be a Planning Board appearance required.  Mr. McCloud who 

was the Planning Board attorney agreed that the use was a preexisting non-conforming 

use at the time, dated 1/10/1990.  Mr. Iadanza’s 1/26/1990 agreed to the determination 

that the applicant did not have to return to the board. 

 

Ms. Cofone referred to A-27 Green – Maintenance Permits, her opinion is that these 

permits dated 4/5/2017, have nothing to do with the land use application, they are routine 

maintenance permits, as shown by the Contractor in there diagram for the permits. 

 

Ms. Cofone described the site for the Quick Chek. 

 6.35 acre site on Shrewsbury Ave 

 Vacant Verizon building has been vacant since 2012  

 Back building in the rear of the property or the Implementation Building which 

has continued 

 Application was made for Quick Chek to lease a portion of the site or 2.77 acres 

(120,894 sq. ft. of the property which currently has 2 means of access, a 

signalized intersection, leaving the rear portion “as is”. 

 Convenience store (5,496 sq. ft) with 13 indoor and 8 outdoor seats (no restaurant 

service, no waitress service) 

 Gas Service – 16 fueling positions. 

 Demolish the vacant Verizon building and replace it with a convenience store 

with gas 

 Historically there has always been 2 buildings on the property – Quick Chek 

would repurposing the front portion of the site which was devoted to office use 

 Retail is permitted in the HC/PO Zone, but gasoline & restaurant is prohibited   

94-10.3 & D1 use variances would be necessary, and due to Mr. Cranmer’s 

comments on the rear portion of the property, the preexisting non-conforming use 

and the reduction of the size of the lot that it sat on, it would then intensify the 

use, they would need a D-2 expansion of a non-conforming use, they also noticed 

for a D-1 use variance of the non-conforming use. 

 Ms. Cofone feels that the rear portion feels that the use in the rear portion is a 

permitted use.  The way the property (Implementation Room) is utilized one 

could make the argument that it is permissible under the telephone exchange, 

telegraph & express offices.  But out of an abundance of caution she will testify to 

the proofs to substantiate that as either an expansion of a non-conforming use or a 

D1 variance where the site is particularly suited. 
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 Ms. Cofone stated that the Quick Chek with the integrated use of the gas, she 

would not consider that two separate uses (retail/gas) she would consider that 1 

integrated use. There is not a prohibition in the Ordinance for multiple principal 

uses on 1 lot.  

 

 Ms. Cofone described the D1 Variance that Quick Chek is requesting, and 

described the elements of a D1 variance for a non inherently beneficial use, the 

applicant has an obligation to demonstrate that the site is particularly suited for 

the proposed.  The burden does include ruling out other site, and it does not 

include demonstrating that this is the only site that this use could go on.  Just that 

there is something about this particular site that is suitable for the proposed use.  

This is a signalized intersection, and the only opportunity on Shrewsbury Ave that 

provides 2 points of access.  It has a signalized intersection and 2 points of access, 

distinguishes this property suitable for the proposed uses.  Both Mr. Seckler and 

Mr. Jordon testified that these uses can exist with no conflicts and exists 

harmoniously. 

 

 Ms. Cofone testified that the building backs up to the Railroad and a fence with 

barbwire which makes it an appropriate location, a commercial corridor, with 

outdoor storage. 

 

 Ms. Cofone reviewed the “Burden of Proof” for the Positive Criteria: 40:55D-2 

they will satisfy their burden of proof for g: sufficient space for both uses to 

operate.  Front yard setback could be pushed back if the back building was 

eliminated, and set the canopy 150’ off Shrewsbury Ave., which is not good 

planning, and there is no reason to take the back building down. h: free flow of 

traffic, signalized intersection, with the ability to limit the left turns out from the 

northern most driveway, and the cross access easements will be provided m: the 

efficient use of land and avoiding degradation to the environment, the repurposing 

the existing property, and is consistent with the Master Plan not to 

underutilization of the properties.  

 

 Ms. Cofone described some of the other permitted uses in the B1 Zone when that 

zone is brought in. 

 

 Ms. Cofone explained that they are not a motor vehicle repair, they do not meet 

the definition.  Quick Chek does not sell or repair cars, but there is a prohibition 

of the motor vehicle service station.  She feels that the use before the board is 

different than what has been historically been contemplated as a motor vehicle 

service station. 

 

 Ms. Cofone referred to Mr. Cranmer’s 1/4/2016 review letter with regard to the 

Zoning Table and reviewed the variances that are being requested, constructing 

the canopy and 62+’ – Impervious coverage – Parking in front yard & parking 

within 20’ of the building –proposed façade signs – 1 proposed on retail building, 

but 3 logos on 3 elevations on the canopy, height of sign and setback, to allow the 
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brick base to be seen. Referred to A-4 1/4/2017, required setback of 124.9’ which 

is not appropriate for the gasoline station – L.E.D. being proposed where not 

allowed no scrolling or flashing allowed See Transcript for full testimony. 

 

 No substantial detriment to the public good or the zone plan or public good if the 

application is approved. 

 

Mr. Convery cross examined Ms. Cofone. See Transcript for full testimony. 

Mr. Convery asked questions with regard to the following: 
 Implementation building and asked where did the name come from.  Ms. Cofone 

referred to the June 20 1990 minutes of the Planning Board which were read into 

the record. Marked A-30 Green:  Minutes of the June 20, 1990 Planning Board, 

page 10 New Jersey Bell Telephone, Mr. Caserta’s testimony. 

 

 Mr. Convery referred to Page 2 – A-19 refers to the “Garage Area”, he asked is it 

possible, after all of her reviews of Ordinance, documentations, that the building 

in the back portion of the property was ever considered “an accessory use 

and a garage to the front portion of the building”?  Ms. Cofone said that they 

were 2 unique uses that were both occupied by Bell Telephone at one point.  The 

front building was more administrative and the back building also administrative 

but had other components as well as the garage, the lift, and on A-19 the lift was 

essentially in the same place today.     See Transcript for full testimony. 

 

 Mr. Convery asked what happened to the occupants that occupied the front 

portion as Bell Telephone and subsequently Verizon through 2012?  Ms. Cofone 

said that she does not know.  Mr. Convery asked if Mr. Hale testified as to where 

they wet?  Ms. Cofone said that he doesn’t know where they went. 

 

 Ms. Cofone stated that Mr. Cranmer refers to the back building as a non-

conforming warehouse or garage.  Mr. Convery referred to 1.3 of 1/4/2017 review 

letter that the existing non- conforming use was a material storage and staging 

yard which is not a permitted use in the zone.  Ms. Cofone said that they are doing 

more than material storage and staging in the building, and it was determined by 

the board that it was a permitted use at one time, and perhaps an existing non- 

conforming use.  Ms. Cofone said that Mr. Cranmer wanted the applicant to 

identify the exact nature of activities being carried out on the portion of the site 

which the non- conforming status maybe be acknowledged by the board.  Ms. 

Cofone said that Mr. Hale did that, and testified to the shifts and employees that 

come to the site.   See Transcript for full testimony. 

 

 Mr. Shay stated that Ms. Cofone has testified and indicated that it is a non 

conformity based upon …..inaudible.., and rendered an opinion that it is a 

permitted use as well, and rendered that it may not be permitted and provided 

proof for a D1 
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 Ms. Cofone stated that Mr. Cranmer came to the conclusion that this was a non- 

conforming use, and we should ask him.  Mr. Cranmer has opinion on his 

decision as to what is going on on the site today as to what was approved for a 

telephone exchange.  He explained that if the applicant came forward today as to 

what is going on today in the Implementation Room/Garage would it be 

considered a permitted use today, he reviewed the prohibitions in the Ordinance 

and there are certain aspects of the use, not the building, but the use, specifically 

the outdoor storage of materials, as per Mr. Hale’s testimony, the evidence 

entered by the Minutes for the former site plan approvals, that there has been 

outdoor staging of materials in existence from 1957, which is specifically 

prohibited, which there is no question about that.  At least one major component 

of what happens out there is prohibited by our Ordinance today.  If it’s prohibited 

today, presumably it legally existed at some point.  There had to be some approval 

granted for that building and use to exist on the site.  He hasn’t seen any evidence 

of a resolution or site plan, frankly he doesn’t know if out archives contain that.  

We have reviewed what is available to us.  There isn’t a resolution from 1957 

granting the approval.   In 1990 there was a request for an approval for certain 

components of the administrative office building that Verizon occupied at the 

time it was heard by the Planning Board, presumably that it had to be a permitted 

use, the Planning Board didn’t have jurisdiction or someone didn’t realize it, 

whoever made the determination that this may not be a permitted use, they didn’t 

identify that for whatever reason, it isn’t fair to go back at this time and say that 

they didn’t pick up on it so therefore it has to be a permitted use.  Mr. Cranmer 

said that it is his finding as the Zoning Officer is that this is an existing use that is 

protected, it’s been in existence since 1957, there is a provision in our Ordinance 

94-4.1 protecting the existing non-conforming uses and 98-4.6 states “if a 

construction permit is issued for a particular use you cannot go back at a later date 

and remove it, it has a legal right to exist”.  In his review letter 1.3: was for the 

applicant to do what exactly what they did, provide us with evidence on what 

exactly goes on there, testimony from Mr. Convery, testimony from Mr. Hale, 

minutes 1990, resolution from 1990, correspondence from Mr. Gasiorowski’s 

office.  We now know what exactly goes on there.   

 Mr. Cranmer still believes that it is a non- conforming use, it serves functionally 

as not only a garage, not only as a warehouse, it’s very similar to a contractors 

yard, with offices, employees reporting to work, stage material, store materials.  

He doesn’t believe that we have the ability to tell them to stop.  He feels that if we 

issued a “Cease & Desist” he feels that the applicant would successfully prevent 

us from doing that in a court of law.  The structure is conforming it’s the use that, 

in his opinion, is not conforming.  His opinion was rendered in August 2015 and 

the 20 day Appeal time expired, with no appeal.  His original finding still stands 

that a significant portion of the use that is conducted today does not conform to 

our Ordinance.  The prohibition in 94-5.18 he cannot consider it a permitted with 

the use of lifts, storage, etc.  If Verizon came in under the umbrella in the B1 

Zone, with a telephone exchange or telegraph office, he could not reconcile it 

with a good conscious and service to the public that a prohibited use, the outdoor 

storage of materials, falls under a very limited scope of a telephone exchange. 
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 Mr. Shay asked if the Verizon site, is that an existing non-conforming use?  

Mr. Cranmer said that is correct, with certain protections, it will be intensified by 

removing a certain land area, proofs for a D1 variance have been provided.  

It may not be permitted at, if it was once it was an accessory use and now it’s a 

principal use, those are the proofs that the board would have to consider for it to 

continue.  Once we grant a variance it runs with the land, if Verizon was to move 

out and a commercial user were to come in, with the storage of telephone poles, 

wire wheels in the parking lot, operations that are substantially similar enough to 

what Verizon was doing. Please be cautious to grant a variance to permit 

something that is currently there, in order to make it go away or sweep it under 

the room as part of this case.  It may reappear in the future with a different user, 

who is not as user friendly as Verizon is.  We have had this discussion as a board 

on a number of occasions. 

Mr. Convery questioned Ms. Cofone as to what she agrees with and doesn’t agree with. 

 Ms. Cofone disagrees with what Mr. Cranmer said, i.e. the telephone/telegraph 

express office that it wouldn’t be permissible under the telephone/telegraph 

office, the outdoor storage is clearly not permitted.   

 The description in the 1990 Minutes gives you a description of the 2017 as it is 

today. 

 

Mr. Convery asked Ms. Cofone prior to Verizon vacating the building in 2012 what was 

the principal use of the property?  Ms. Cofone said the principal use was a 

telephone/telegraph operation with administrative & engineering offices, with an 

implementation group.  Referred to A-30 Minutes of 1990 Planning Board meeting. 

 

Mr. Convery said the minutes defined the functions of the rear building, Ms. Cofone said 

yes, and read into the record the description of “the front building is the District Service 

Center which performs the Administrative & Engineering functions to support the outside 

plant network in the immediate area, the building behind is the implementation room 

which consists of line trucks, splice trucks and a lot of storage equipment.  Through some 

consideration we have realized an increase in work force at this location and need to add 

about 28 additional spaces.” 

 

Mr. Convery asked Ms. Cofone if this is one full operation and she doesn’t see a 

distinction between building 1 & building 2?   Ms. Cofone said there is a distinction was 

to what occurred in the buildings, but she doesn’t feel that one is subordinate to the other.  

There is a distinction in the activity but not in which one is the principal or accessory. 

 

Mr. Convery said that the objector believes that the back portion was an accessory use to 

the front, correct?  Ms. Cofone said that she doesn’t know what the objector believes. 

Mr. Convery referred to A-27 Green (Building Permits) the back building and reviewed.  

She agrees that the description being called a “garage”, they were replacing trench drains 

and broken concrete which she doesn’t do this type of permitting it’s not Land Use it’s a 

building permit. But, in the drawings it is referred to as an implementation building. 

 



BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT                                          April 5, 2017 

MEETING MINUTES  Page 10 of 11 BOROUGH OF SHREWSBURY 

` 10 

Mr. Convery asked Ms. Cofone if garages every existed as principal uses on this 

property?  Ms. Cofone said she didn’t know.  Mr. Convery asked if garages existed or 

listed as permitted accessory uses on this property?  Ms. Cofone said they are listed as 

private garages are permitted as accessory uses.  

 

Mr. Convery asked Ms. Cofone if she had a principal use on a site, with a permitted 

accessory use, and that principal use ceases, what happens to the accessory use, is it 

permitted?  Ms. Cofone said that it depends.  Mr. Convery asked how would it become a 

permitted use? Ms. Cofone said that there would be 2 integrated uses?  Mr. Convery said 

no, if you have a principal use on a site, with an accessory use, and the principal use 

ceases to exist… Mr. Shay objected to the question.  Mr. Convery said i.e. Verizon is 

operating the front building until 2012, and assuming that the back portion is accessory 

the way that we believe that it was, when they vacate the front portion of this site, what 

happens to the accessory use?  Mr. Shay stated that Mr. Convery termed it “accessory 

use” not Ms. Cofone.  Mr. Convery asked Ms. Cofone, if a property has a principal use, 

and as a professional planner, would the permitted accessory use, and the principal use 

ceases to operate and vacates the property, can the accessory use continue?  Ms. Cofone 

said possibly, if it were to be considered a protected non-conforming use and could 

operate & function as the principal use, she could see it continuing, if it were a 

permissible use under the zone.  There are a number of mechanisms that it could 

continue.  Land Use Law is not always “neat” there are a number of ways in which that 

use could continue. Mr. Convery asked, with a board appearance?  Ms. Cofone said 

maybe or maybe not. 

 

Mr. Convery referred to 1.5 of Cranmer Review letter 1/24/2016.  Referred to bulk 

standards, are reviewed for either the entire lot in its totality or a portion of the specific 

lot, he asked her to explain how she interprets 1.5, is this for the full lot or separated into 

2 portions with the lease line?  Ms. Cofone said both.   

 

Mr. Convery asked if she feels that the application should be reviewed as 1 whole lot, or 

reviewed as 2 separate lots?  Ms. Cofone said it was reviewed as 1 whole lot, with one 

application being filed, one site plan, one review letter, and reviewed as one application.  

 

Mr. Convery asked if the applicant would subdivide the lot at the lease line?  Ms. Cofone 

said she doesn’t know.  Mr. Convery asked if it was subdivided would it trigger 

additional variances?  Ms. Cofone said she would have to see the subdivision.  Mr. 

Convery asked if she analyzed the bulk standards in their engineers table on the site plan, 

she reviewed both the back and the front and as a whole lot. 

 

Mr. Convery asked questions with respect to the parking requirements, Ms. Cofone relied 

on Mr. …….(inaudible) 

 

Mr. Convery asked why are the Verizon employees are presently parking on the front 

portion of the site?  Ms. Cofone said they are not parking on the front portion, as of today 

there were no cars outside of the lease line, if they do they do it for convenience, there is 

sufficient parking. 
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Mr. Convery asked if she knows of the interested parties that were interested in the 

property?  Ms. Cofone said yes, a child care, engineering firm, are permitted, a health 

club was also interested but she is not sure if that would be permitted.   

See Transcript for full testimony. 

 

Mr. Convery asked Ms. Cofone if a convenience store without fueling stations would be 

permitted? Ms. Cofone said the retail sales are permitted, but the retail they are proposing 

has a restaurant component, which is not a permitted use.   

See Transcript for full testimony. 

 

 Mr. Convery referred to A-16 Green – 1990 Letters from Gasiorowski –re:  roadway 

widening which reduced the site of the non-conforming use due to a condemnation, see  

Transcript for full testimony. 

 

Mr. Convery asked Ms. Cofone on the number of gas stations in the immediate area.   

See Transcript for full testimony. 

 

 

A motion was made by Ms. Canonico, seconded by Mr. Roache to open the meeting to 

the public for questions of Ms. Cofone.  All approved. 

 

No comments/questions. 

 

A motion was made by Ms. Canonico, seconded by Mr. Roache to close the meeting to 

the public.  All approved. 

 

Mr. Shay stated that his direct testimony is complete. 

Mr. Convery stated that Mr. Meth & Mr. Janiew will testify at the next meeting 

 

Mr. Kennedy announced that this matter will be carried to May 3, 2012 @ 7:30 pm 

without further notice. 

 

Mr. Shay consented to extension of time, and will forward the Transcript to Board 

Secretary. 

 

Mr. Kennedy will contact Mr. Gasiorowski for his attendance on May 3, 2012 and copy 

Mr. Shay & Mr. Convery. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Carnes, seconded by Mr. Murphy to adjourn the meeting at 

10:30 pm.  All approved.  

 

 

 

 


