
Statement made by Carin Geiger 

at the Planning Board Meeting on December 14, 2017 

Thank you for allowing me to speak. 

First, for the record, I am not in favor of the Motion to Intervene made by 800 Sylvan Avenue LLC 

which seeks to add 20 acres of its property as available to meet the Mt. Laurel obligation of 

Englewood Cliffs.  This intervention proposal, if approved by the court, would add up to 600 new units 

in a 20 acre site, nestled between two major corporate headquarters.  I assure you that I and the 

group of which I am president will do whatever we can to alert and inform residents and to fight the 

intervention motion and any builder’s remedy that might be proposed for the site.   

I also want to state that I was personally in favor of the project as presented by Normandy Real 

Estate Partners.  I want to object to the characterization of my testimony in the memorializing 

resolution.  

It is not accurate to simply report that I “voiced concern about parking, trees and lighting, particularly 

spillage and glare.”  I did not merely have questions regarding the “manner of calculation of the height 

of the building as well as the setback and screening through landscaping” and the “appearance of the 

building from across the river.”  Actually, what the transcripts show is that I verified the calculation of 

building height to reaffirm publicly that there was no increase in height from the current structure.  I 

suggested an alternate location for the secondary parking garage from that initially proposed that 

would in fact save many established trees. I wanted to clarify my understanding that the proposed 

garage in the front of the building would be situated below the grade of that building and would be 

screened from view.  I stated that I had no problem with locating a garage at the front of the building.    

The lighting concerns that I raised resulted in modifications of the glass that was to be used, reducing 

light spillover.  I asked that Price Meese, one of the law firms who represented the interest of the 

NRDC and Scenic Hudson in the LG process, attend the hearings to independently review the 

application to verify that there was no impact on the Palisades viewshed.  

I mention these facts because the memorializing resolution paints my concerns and comments as 

negative. In fact, I stated at each of the meetings that I endorsed the Normandy application and 

commended them for the responsive changes that they made in their proposal.  Resident Carol 

Strauss’ testimony was similarly misconstrued in the memorializing resolution.  She stated that she 

had met with the developer and that she supported the application.  She was pleased with the 

manner in which Normandy addressed her concerns, agreeing to plant evergreen trees in the Floyd 

Street buffer.  She left the meeting on October 12 assuming the application would be approved.  I 

cannot speak to the concerns of the lady who lives on Hollywood Avenue, but now she has little hope 

of getting her noise concerns mitigated unless there is a violation of our building code.    

The real question for me is what were you thinking when you turned down this application after 

months of hearings in which the applicant continually attempted to address each of the concerns 

raised?    What were you thinking when you opined about the need to have campus-like office 

complexes in this part of the borough and risked turning away a developer with the resources and 

commitment to build a 20 acre single office complex on 20 of the 28 acres, when the status of our Mt. 

Laurel obligation is not yet resolved by the courts? 



For the record, I am personally not so much concerned about the prospect of affordable housing that 

now looms over us, but the impact of a 30 % increase residential units on our small community of 

1800-1900 homes. 

The addition of 600 new units, may add upwards of 1000 new children into our stable 500 student 

school system.  Will new schools need to be built to educate them?   What about the impact on police 

and public works?  How will this affect our taxes?   

Do each of you realize that all the trees that you were so concerned about can now be cut down?  Do 

you realize that there probably will not be additional evergreen trees and that the noise abatement 

you were concerned about may not occur?  As a community, we are now facing the possibility of 

building height and density on this property that will adversely impact surrounding homes, borough 

services, our taxes and our schools. 

Mary O'Shea: I single you out now because you worked side by side with me as we fought the 

egregious height of the initial LG application.  I know that you have always been concerned about the 

possibility of opening up our community to the possibility of a builder’s remedy lawsuit if large tracts of 

property were vacated.  Why did you not consider this possibility when you voted to deny the 

Normandy application?   

Now, I hear rumors in the community, which I hope are not true, that Normandy’s intent from the 

outset was to seek a Mount Laurel intervention and that Normandy never really wanted to build a 

Class A building on this site. I would remind you that both Mr. Bauman and his lawyers repeatedly 

stated, under oath, that they wanted to build a trophy office building for a single corporate tenant on 

the site.   They characterized their intent about their vision for the site consistently and repeatedly 

over a four month period.  The project transcripts for the July 26th hearing shows their intent, which is 

stated on page 11, page 12, page 20, page 24, 26, 29 and 36.   

Their website has pictures of their proposed building on the site and their press releases to the trade 

similarly document their vision and design. 

Although I did not attend the fourth hearing, I have since learned that after Normandy agreed to add 

even more evergreen trees, explained the manner in which the front garage would be hidden, and 

agreed to increase the side buffer between the Unilever R&D building and the renovated new 

building, Mr. Porrino mentioned the 2009 Master Plan Reexamination Report for the first time, and 

opined that that Report recommended larger lot sizes in this part of town.  He stated that the Report 

talked about the desirability of creating a B5 zone, a large campus zone like the LG property.  But the 

2009 Master Plan Report recommendation was never implemented.  Eight years have passed.  Why 

should Normandy be held to a standard that does not legally exist?  

I also learned that at the fourth hearing the parking structures were characterized as “off-site” simply 

because the parking was to be shared by the two land-owners.   How do you as a Planning Board 

reconcile your position against what you characterize as “off-site” parking with your support for the B3 

zone in which you state that shared parking should be encouraged. This application was for shared 

parking by two distinct neighbors with a reciprocal use agreement.  It sounds very much like the same 

shared parking concept your planner advocated for the B3 zone.   



Last week at the Mayor and Council Meeting, Mr. Porrino defended the Planning Board’s decision on 

the Normandy Application, and said that you voted for what, in your heart, you felt was best for the 

town. Nonetheless, in the aftermath of making that decision and seeing how Normandy has reacted 

to it, I think it is not unreasonable to request this Planning Board to make a good faith attempt to 

reopen the matter with Normandy, and work with them in a constructive way to accommodate their 

concerns.  

That would certainly be in the best interests of our town. I would volunteer whatever assistance I 

could provide. 

Thank you. 

Carin Geiger   
270 Alfred Street   
Englewood Cliffs 

 


