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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, Daly, Edwards, Roache, Pietricola 

Absent:             Schuster, Carnes 

Attorney:          Kennedy 

Engineer:          Cranmer 

 

Mr. Kennedy requested an Executive Session for the purpose of pending Litigation 

matters and other matters that allowed under the law, which would be Shadowbrook case 

and Shop Rite.  Pursuant to NJ Law minutes will be kept and made available to the public 

when the need for confidentiality no longer exists. 

 

A motion was made by Ms. Canonico, seconded by Mr. Roache to go into Executive 

Session. All approved. 

 

Mr. Edwards arrived @ 7:32 pm 

 

7:37 pm  

Shop Rite Litigation: 

Present:  Martinelly, Canonico, Murphy, Schuster, Edwards. Carnes, Roache  

 

Shadowbrook Litigation:  Martinelly, Murphy, Carnes left meeting room  

Present:  Canonico, Roach. Schuster, Edwards 

 

Mr. Kennedy will provide minutes of the Closed Session 

 

7:58 pm 

A motion was made by Mr. Murphy, seconded by Mr. Carnes to go back into public 

session.  All approved. 

 

Roll Call:   

Present:    Martinelly, Canonico, Murphy, Schuster, Edwards, Carnes, Roache 

                 Kennedy, Cranmer 

Not Present:  Daly, Pietricola 

 

Minutes:  

 

Minutes:   Executive Session - June 7, 2017 – carried 9/6/2017 – All in favor 

Minutes:   A motion was made by Ms. Canonico, seconded by Mr. Carnes to adopt the  

                 minutes of the July 5, 2017 minutes & Transcript.  All approved. 
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Review of the Annual Report 2017: 

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

Report for 2016 and forward to Mayor & Council without any recommendations. 

Roll Call: 

Affirmative: Martinelly, Canonico, Murphy, Schuster, Edwards, Carnes, Roache 

Negative: None 

 

New Business: 

 

Mr. Stephen James Whelan:    Bulk Variances 

201 Patterson Ave     Height of cabana, setbacks for various 

Bl: 2, Lot: 8 

 

Mr. Kennedy marked the following into evidence: 

A-1: Development Application 7/19/2017 

A-2: Denial Memo, 4/20/2017 

A-3: Survey, prepared by Thomas Santry 12/13/201 

A-4: Resolution approved, 7/1/2009 

A-5: photo of pool with dimensions 

A-6: photo of pool house with railings 

A-7:    photo of pool house with pool with cover 

 

Mr. David Cranmer, Zoning Officer, was sworn. 

 

Mr. Cranmer summarized the variances that are necessary from either the previous 

approval or the Zoning Ordinance: 

 Minimum Principal Structure variance was approved for a side yard setback 2.99 

the survey which was submitted shows a setback of 2.6’ creating a .4’ difference 

of what was approved to what is existing, variance needed. 

Variance was granted for a set back from the garage of .399’  

 Sports Court – variance granted for 5’ setback where 15’ is required and survey 

shows 4’ setback, variance needed for difference in what was previously 

approved. 

 Cabana (pool house) accessory side yard setback of 15’ required, exists 13’, 

variance needed for the 2’ setback violation. 

 Cabana height – 1 story permitted, 2 stories exists (sun deck creates 2 stories of 

occupancy) 

 Pergola – accessory structure requires a setback of 15’, 2.2’ exists on the westerly 

property line which abuts the Izzo property (Lot 9). 

 Electric line crosses the pool.  Mr. Whalen testified they have been removed. 

 Pool equipment – set back of 10’ required to any property line, 8’ currently exists, 

variance needed for the 2’ violation – previous approval of 10’ was granted. 

 Fish Pond – mechanical circulator pump set back of 10’ required, no set back is 

shown on the survey, Mr. Cranmer suggested he move it, Mr. Whalen will 

provide a statement as to what the setback is. 
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Mr. Kennedy stated that all of the variances were noticed for. 

 

Mr. Whalen testified that he constructed the Cabana due to the lack of privacy created by 

the construction of the KHovanian buildings behind him.  Trees were planted but they 

have not come to full maturity yet. 

 

Mr. Cranmer explained that the Cabana has 2 stories of occupancy.  If he removes the 

handrails, stairs as well as the top floor, would eliminate the additional 2’. 

 

Mr. Carnes expressed his concerns with Mr. Whalen constructing the Cabana without 

permission.   

 

Mr. Whalen testified that he will get a certification on the location of the pool equipment. 

He will remove the top portion of the Cabana.  The side yard setback for the sport court 

he would like to leave it at the 4.8”.  Minimum side yard setback for the Cabana, he 

would agree to remove the handles, stairs and 2nd story making the Cabana 1 story, 

granting a variance for the setback. Will remove the Pergola.  Pool equipment will be 

granted a variance.  If he can cut back the sports court he will. 

 

Ms. Canonico agreed with all of the suggestions by board members, and she would like 

to hear from Mr. Izzo who is affected.  Mr. Roache suggested that Mr. Whalen install a 

fence along the property line to make it consistent between his property and the Izzo 

property.   

 

Mr. Cranmer advised that construction permits and inspections would be required. 

 

Mr. Whalen agreed with the removal of the 2nd floor, sports court he will cut back the 

court if the board wants, and the pool equipment will enclosed if the board wants. 

Mr. Whalen will get a Survey and have everything marked out with the existing setbacks. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Murphy, seconded by Mr. Schuster to open the meeting to 

the public.  All approved 

 

Mr. Sal Izzo, 207 Patterson Ave., testified that he spoke to Mr. Whalen before the 

meeting and has settled his concerns about the 2nd story and having no privacy.  He 

would like to have a consistent fence along the property line, with the good side facing 

his property.  Mr. Izzo testified that he has no concerns with the pool filter only being 8’ 

off the property line.  Mr. Whalen agreed to comply with all his concerns and changes. 

 

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

public.  All approved. 

 

Mr. Whalen asked if he could construct an “A” frame roof?  Mr. Cranmer said as long as 

the structure doesn’t exceed 16’ in height. 
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Mr. Cranmer suggested that on the sports court there be a restriction that it cannot be 

enclosed with a roof.  Mr. Roache asked if there will be outside lighting?  Mr. Whalen 

testified that there isn’t any outdoor lighting back by the court and he has removed the 

overhead lights over the pool. 

 

Mr. Kennedy suggested the following conditions if the board is inclined to approve the 

application: 

 Construction Permits are to be applied for the Cabana  

 Confirmation that the electrical lines have been removed 

 Board granted a 4-6 month time frame be placed on 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Carnes, seconded by Mr. Schuster to open the meeting to the 

public.  All approved. 

 

Mr. Schuster asked Mr. Izzo if he has any concerns with the 2.2” setback of the pergola?  

Mr. Izzo testified no issues as long as the grape vines are trimmed. 

 

After a discussion of the location of the pergola, some members wanted it removed or 

moved out of the 15’ required setback, Mr. Izzo had no concerns it gives him some 

privacy, as long as it remains a pergola.  Mr. Whalen agreed, and described the pergola, 

8’ x 8’ post with 9 posts coming out of the ground, 6 encased in concrete, 3 front ones are 

on top of the pool retaining wall, cedar 2’ x 12’ across the top with an area for the vines 

to grow, no electric, no roof, nothing is enclosed.   

 

Mr. Cranmer suggested that the pergola remain open, no roof, no sides, which would be 

the mitigation for the variance of 2’. 

 

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

public.  All condition. 

 

Continuation of conditions from Mr. Kennedy: 

 Mechanical equipment for the pond & pool will remain in its present location 

 Cabana is not to be utilized as living space 

 Removal of the 2nd floor, staircase, & and handrails will be removed, and will add 

a gable roof to the cabana, not to exceed 16’ in height, with construction permits 

only. 

 Pergola not to be enclosed with sides or roof or electric. 

 Sections of the fence that are comprised of a chain link fence, and a lattice will be 

changed to 6’ board on board or stockade, making the fence consistent down the 

property line, with the good side to the neighbor. Zoning Permit & Construction 

Permits to be approved. 

 New Survey to identify and mark out all of the improvements identified 

 Sports Court not to be enclosed or roofed without further approval from this board 

 No outdoor lighting for the sports court 

 Time frame limited to 6 months for improvement 
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 Verification from applicant that the overhead lighting over the pool has been 

removed. 

 This resolution will be recorded with the Monmouth County Clerk’s Office 

for the approvals of this resolution. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Carnes, seconded by Mr. Murphy to approve the application 

of Mr. Stephen James Whalen, with condition listed. 

Roll Call: 

Affirmative: Martinelly, Canonico, Murphy, Schuster, Edwards, Carnes, Roache 

Negative:     None 

 

Resolution 9/6/2017…………… 

 

Break:  9:00 pm to 9:10 pm.  All present at roll call. 

 

 

 Transcriber in attendance: 

 
Unfinished Business: 
 

Shore Investments:     Continuation of public hearing 

d/b/a Quick Chek 

Shrewsbury Ave 

Bl: 3, Lot: 5 

 

Mr. Kennedy marked the following into evidence: 

B-2000- Green -  Schuster –  Certification 7/5/2017 

B-2001- Green -  Schuster – Certification 5/31/2017 

B-2002- Green -  Carnes  -   Certification 7/5/2017 

 

Mr. David Cranmer, Engineer/Zoning Officer was sworn. 

 

0-2000 - Letter from Ronald Gasiorowski, Esq dated 8/1/2017 to Ms. Martinelly. 

0-2001 Green - Summary Mr. Michael Convery, Esq dated 7/24/2017  

 

A-35 Green – Summary Mr. Robert Shay, Esq. July 24, 2017 

 

Mr. Kennedy asked both Mr. Shay & Mr. Convery if they are going to give any 

additional statements?  Mr. Shay had no further comments.  Mr. Convery thanked the 

board for their time and consideration. 
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Mr. Kennedy summarized what the board will be voting upon, and read his comments 

into the record (a copy of his 4 point statement will be attached to these minutes). 

See Transcript for full explanation. 

 

Mr. Kennedy summarized the bulk variances that are being sought (copy of the list of 

variances will be attached to these minutes) 

See Transcript for full summary. 

 

Mr. Kennedy reminded the board that when voting to state the reasons for your beliefs for 

or against.  Your decision should be based upon the testimony and information presented.  

In order for the use variances to be approved there must be 5 affirmative “yes” votes are 

required.   

 

Board discussion: 

 

Point 1:    Use Variance, site plan, bulk variance design waiver for the construction 

& operation of an integrated retail convenience store, eating establishment use & 

gas dispensing fuel pumps.     

Mr. Carnes, Mr. Schuster, Murphy, Ms. Martinelly, Mr. Roache, Mr. Edwards, feel 

that the variance can be granted. 

Ms. Canonico doesn’t feel that the applicant did not establish positive criteria that 

the site is suited. 

(See Transcript for all board members comments.) 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Carnes, seconded by Mr. Schuster to approve the “D1 Use 

variance, preliminary & final site plan approval with the 11 bulk variances & design 

waivers” for the construction & operation of an integrated retail convenience use 

containing an eating establishment with gas dispensing fuel pumps not permitted to: 

Shore Investment, d/b/a Quick Chek….with conditions & design waivers. 

Roll Call: 

Affirmative: Martinelly, Murphy, Schuster, Edwards, Carnes, Roache 

Negative: Canonico 

 

Mr. Kennedy summarized the conditions of approval: 

 Compliance with all promises, commitments and representations the applicant 

made during this public hearing process. 

 Affordable Housing Regulations, requirements, contributions, and directives as 

established by the State, Borough, Court System and other agency having 

jurisdiction over the Affordable Housing matters.   

 Developers Agreement satisfactory to the Council & Borough Engineer 

 Russo property Cross Access Easement – identified on this applicants site, but 

the adjoining property owner would bear the obligation of filing a site plan 

approval and constructing the physical improvements, if they so desire, and 

securing all outside approvals, any material changes based upon the outside 

approvals would require returning to this board. 
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 Title 39  

 Shade Tree Commission approval for tree removal & landscaping plans 

 Restriction of a left movement out of the site from the County 

 Compliance with building & construction codes 

 Compliance with Cranmer Engineering Memo 

 Compliance with Fire Officials review memo 

 Northern Driveway one way sign in only, two way arrows, to reinforce County’s 

approval  

 No trucks to use access-easement – agreement between the 2 property owners 

 No scrolling messages on sign, no flashing, no 3rd party advertising – L.E.D. 

signs are for pricing of fuel only, with a limitation of changing once within 24 

hours, compliance with the Lighting Ordinance 

 Compliance with ADA Requirements 

 Northern driveway right turn exit only (via pork chop island) 

 No car repairs to be done on site 

 No selling or renting cars on site 

 No store of merchandise at the pump area 

 No storage of vehicles 

 Compliance with State Regulations regards fuel pumps 

 The approval for a convenience store and fuel dispensing only, cannot be 

changed to all convenience store or an all fuel pumping station, any changes 

will be subject to Zoning Officers review. 

See Transcript for full explanation of condition.   (Mr. Cranmer) 

And will be detailed in the resolution of approval. 

 All Demolition permits 
 

A motion was made by Mr. Carnes, seconded by Mr. Schuster to open the meeting up to 

the public.  All approved. 

 

Mr. Jon Schwartz, 585 Shrewsbury Ave., was sworn. Mr. Schwartz stated that he is in 

support of the approval 100% and he would like to request a cut through to eliminate 

some of the traffic from his site going directly onto Shrewsbury Ave.  

It was explained that portion of the application is closed, but if he would like to reach out 

to the owner. 

 

Mr. Kennedy asked if the list of conditions were acceptable to the motion, Mr. Carnes & 

Mr. Schuster said yes. 

 

Mr. Cranmer summarized the D1 use variance and the bulk variances that are being 

approved….See Transcript for full description. 

 

Roll Call: 

Affirmative: Martinelly, Murphy, Schuster, Edwards, Carnes, Roache 

Negative: Canonico 
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Point 2: 

 

Mr. Kennedy explained that this point would be that the existing Verizon 

Utility/Implementation building does or does not constitute a preexisting non-conforming 

use. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Carnes, seconded by Mr. Roache to grant the variance relief 

for the preexisting non-conforming use…… 

 

Ms. Canonico asked, if the building in the back, if one believes that it is an accessory use 

to the main building, what would your vote be for that?  It is a pre existing  

Non-conforming use.  Ms. Canonico feels that is an accessory to the main building, how 

would her vote go for that?   

 

Mr. Cranmer explained that there is a question as to whether the implementation building 

or warehouse, and he is referring to it as an “Implementation Building” because the 

applicant produced transcripts, minutes, resolutions where it was referred to as an 

“Implementation Building”.  The question is, did the board receive enough information or 

evidence during the process of this hearing to arrive at a determination whether that 

building lawfully exists today as a “pre-existing non-conforming use” which would 

therefore be afforded the protection under Chapter 94-4.1 – “An existing non-conforming 

use may not be altered or expanded beyond the extent to which it lawfully existed at the 

time the use became variant or whatever use variances may have been granted in the 

past.”  The way it exists today its lawful, we can’t go shut them down tomorrow, and 

advise them it’s an illegal use and you now have to cease it.  It lawfully exists as a pre-

existing non-conforming use, it’s afforded the protections that our Ordinance allows 

however, it cannot be expanded or altered without approval by the board. 

 

Mr. Cranmer explained that the variance relief that maybe associated with it.   

There are two options:  Option 1 – the board acknowledges that it is an “existing or 

preexisting non-conforming use, and the board states that it stays “as it”, no relief no 

board action is necessary OR by virtue of removing some of the land area that may be 

available to that use and replacing the office building that Verizon occupied with a Quick 

Chek (a separate use) you are now increasing the intensity of the implementation building 

by removing some of the land area that would have been available to it.  By expanding 

the facility, you would be removing the surroundings.  This would require a D2 Variance 

for the expansion of an existing non-conforming use.  The next option would be to grant 

D1 variance granting its own use variance and say “we weren’t satisfied of the legal 

existence of that use, there wasn’t enough of a paper trail of evidence submitted by the 

applicant or by interested parties in the case, and we are not sure that this legally exists 

today and not sure that it should be afforded the protection of a preexisting non-

conforming use, therefore you would consider a D1 Variance, as if that was a whole 

separate application for the Verizon Implementation Building, the way it exists today”.  

Mr. Cranmer indicated that there was proper notice by the applicant for either of those 

scenarios and that there was testimony placed on the record by the applicant’s planning 
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expert for either of those scenarios, the proofs were put on the record.  If the board feels 

that the proofs are adequate they feel comfortable in granting either a D1 or D2 variance 

that is a question for the board, but the applicant noticed for it, and provided proofs for 

either of the two scenarios. 

 

Question 1:  Is this an existing non-conforming use that legally exists today  

Question 2:  Does this use warrant a D2 variance for the expansion for the expansion of 

the non-conforming use, does it warrant a whole new D1 variance for a new use variance 

or the board doesn’t grant any relief what so ever. 

 

Mr. Kennedy asked Mr. Cranmer, does Shrewsbury have the restriction of multiple 

principal uses on one lot, is that regulation in Shrewsbury.  Since Ms. Canonico referred 

to the change from an accessory use to a principal use to the Implementation Building. 

Mr. Cranmer said only from a residential standpoint, residential lots only can have 1 

principal residential use, non -residential properties can have multiple principal uses on 

the site (i.e. Sherwin Williams & Advanced Auto). 

 

Mr. Carnes asked what the restrictions would be on the D1 vs D2?  Mr. Cranmer 

explained that the material difference between the D1 & D2 variance is merely the fact 

that whether you believe that the Implementation Building is an existing non- conforming 

use and the use legally exists today and it will be modified by virtue of removing some of 

the land area that may be available to it, then the D2 variance will be your appropriate 

relief.  If you are not satisfied that it lawfully exists today as an existing non- conforming 

use the D1 variance would be the relief that would have to be granted to permit it to 

continue.   

 

Mr. Kennedy explained that he will be covering all of his bases, assume for all purposes 

of discussion, that the application will be approved, he is hoping that it will be approved 

under Standard 1 – will all the reasons, but he will cover the D2 variances in the 

resolution also.  If the board denies the application, he would recommend that they deny 

under the D1 and have all of the bases covered for the D2 as well.  The nature of the 

relief will not be changed to give them an approval as to what they testified to. 

 

Mr. Cranmer said that the use variance does run with the land, and there is limited control 

once the variance is granted.  If another user of that building wanted to do the exact same 

thing, they may not be Verizon, they may be a different corporation whether public or 

private, if they are utility related, we would have to live with somebody else doing the 

exact same thing in the same vein, i.e. if 7-11 purchases Quick Chek, that may not be a 

Quick Chek it could be somebody you have never heard of before.  The board has to be 

cautious in the granting of use variances, considering that this is now going to run with 

the land, and you cannot take it back if you don’t like the next user of the property.   
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Mr. Cranmer said that there is more control with the D2 variance, you are acknowledging 

that it’s there, acknowledging that this is something that is existing.  You still have the 

same exposure with the D2 variances, acknowledging that this is an existing non- 

conforming use, testimony was entered, transcripts, minutes, resolutions by other land 

use bodies of the Borough.  If you are satisfied that this is an existing non-conforming 

use then the D2 variance would be the appropriate variance.  That it cannot be expanded 

or altered without further use variance relief, and you acknowledge that they may be 

intensifying that use by removing property that would be available, you are granting a 

change in the intensity of it, the expansion of the non-conforming use, but is limited to 

that which legally existing at the time it became variant or for which approval is granted  

by a previous board. 

 

Ms. Martinelly asked if we are better protected with the D2?  Mr. Cranmer said that there 

is exposure on either one, he feels that it is a legal question as to what you believe the 

status of that building is today, based on the information that you received. 

 

Ms. Canonico feels that the Verizon building was an accessory use, and she is not at a 

point where they should tear it down.  But she doesn’t want to see someone else come in, 

how does the board protect themselves.  Mr. Cranmer referred to Chapter 94-4 a 

provision states “once a building permit has been issued for a structure, it cannot be 

rescinded” unless there was deception, it cannot be altered, expanded which could be a 

foul of zoning, without the appropriate approval.  It legally existed, constructed in 1957, 

he doesn’t know if it was an accessory or principal use, it could go either way.   

The Implementation Building of getting the trucks on the road, which was the main 

function of this Verizon facility, and the office was secondary to that, which was in 

support of the maintenance activities, which was undertaken by the Implementation 

Building.  Conversly you have a thought process that the office building was the “core” 

of the Verizon operation and secondary to that was the Implementation/Warehouse where 

the trucks actually went on to the road.  We don’t have a clear answer.  No one was here 

from 1957 to ask questions.  

 

 Mr. Cranmer gave an example, when the Bowling Alley burnt down and Volvo was 

storing cars behind it.  It was an accessory use, now it became a principal because there 

isn’t anything else on the site.  This is a similar situation, we don’t restrict one principal 

use on non-residential properties.  This is a question of what evidence have you been 

satisfied by to convince you that this legally exists today, existing non-conforming use.  

If you don’t think it’s going to change by taking some of the property away, then there is 

no relief warranted.  If you believe that the use of the building is going to be intensified 

by removal of land area then a D2 variance would be the variance to be considered.  If 

you don’t believe that there was sufficient evidence to establish its lawful existence, then 

a D1 variance would have to be considered in order for it to continue. 

See Transcript for full explanation. 
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Mr. Murphy asked if item #2 is referring to the Implementation Building and whether or 

not it is a Pre- existing non- conforming use or it is not?  Mr. Kennedy said that is his 

recommendation. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Murphy, seconded by Mr. Roache that the Verizon 

Implementation/warehouse is a pre- existing non- conforming use. 

Roll Call: 

Affirmative: Martinelly, Canonico, Murphy, Schuster, Edwards, Carnes, Roache 

Negative: None 

 

Point #4: 

 

Mr. Cranmer explained point #4 – Does the fact that a portion of the land area that may 

have been available to the Implementation Building, by virtue of removing that, and 

dedicating it Quick Chek, does that constitute the expansion of a non-conforming use?  

Does the board believe that removing property they are intensifying the non-conforming 

use, D2 – would be to grant the expansion of the non-conforming use. 

 

Mr. Shay asked for reasons to be put on the record for the D2 variance for the non-

conforming use; 

 

Mr. Carnes he stated that the testimony that was given and the fact that the building, since 

1957, continues to be what it is today, gave him the reasons to vote in that direction. 

 

Mr. Murphy feels that the two buildings co-existed together, one was not an accessory to 

the other at all, the building has been what it is today with offices, bathrooms and being 

used as a garage, with the existing garage doors. 

 

Mr. Schuster agrees with all comments made. 

 

Mr. Edwards feels that the building has continued to operate, despite that the offices are 

gone, offices drop off due to the electronics, but it still functions and serves as it always 

has. 

 

Ms. Canonico feels that it is an accessory use, but she feels that it was an accessory use to 

the main building, but times have changed both with how we work and operate over the 

years.  Somehow it maintained its existence long after Verizon was gone.  For that reason 

she would give it a pre-existing non-conforming use. 

 

Ms. Martinelly agrees that it is a pre-existing, it was there, and it has continued to be used 

as it was. 

 

Mr. Roache said that he has watched this for 60 years and it hasn’t changed at all, exists 

as it has been. 
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Mr. Carnes said that it has continued to operate as it has without the building in front.  

Clearly it has its own independent process of being what it is. 

 

Mr. Schuster stated that this property is on a 5 lane highway, 2 north 2 south with a 

turning lane, at a traffic control intersection, it doesn’t get any better.  This roadway can 

handle. 

 

Point #3 – Mr. Cranmer indicated that Point #3 became “moot” when the determination 

that the Implementation Building was an existing non-conforming use. 

 

Point #4: 

See Transcript for full explanation  

 

A motion was made by Mr. Carnes, seconded by Mr. Roache to grant a D2 variance, for a 

pre- existing non-conforming, since the alteration of the physical plan and the site, by 

placing a Quick Chek in the front of the property constitutes an expansion or 

magnification of the use that is taking place by diminishing the land area, subject to all 

conditions previously listed in the prior approval for the D1 variance for Quick Chek 

Reasons: 

Mr. Carnes – the building has been there, the area that they will be working in will be 

made smaller, he has not seen any of the larger trucks parking in the front. 

 

Mr. Schuster stated that this has been functioning for many years, he cannot see any 

problems given the roadway, entrances/exits, parking on site. 

 

Mr. Murphy said that this is a large parcel, he doesn’t have any issues with the use, plenty 

of parking for the Verizon to operate in the confines of the Lease Line without any 

detriment to the Quick Chek or the community. 

 

Ms. Martinelly said that she agrees, once the building in the front was vacant obviously 

the employees parked closer because it was available and empty.  She feels that there is 

plenty of parking for the existing use. 

 

Ms. Canonico agrees with the D2 based upon the testimony that we heard, based on the 

fact that the Verizon has been vacant for a while.  Naturally people parked closer to the 

back, and it will be more intensified.  

 

Mr. Roache feels that the D2 should be granted, there is enough parking. 

 

Mr. Edwards agrees with comments, the testimony supports that it can operate and it does 

operate with the existing confines of the rear building. 

 

Roll Call: 

Affirmative:  Martinelly, Canonico, Murphy, Schuster, Edwards, Carnes, Roache 

Negative:       None 
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Resolution 9/6/2017……. (may  be carried to 10/4/2017) 

 

 

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

10:25 pm.  All approved. 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


