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JANUARY 20, 2011

BOROUGH OF WANAQUE

REORGANIZATION

&

REGULAR MEETING

Meeting called to order by Mayor Dan Mahler with a salute to the flag at 7:35PM.

READING:  Opening Public Meeting Announcement

This is a Reorganization And Regular Meeting of the Wanaque Planning Board and adequate notice has been given and it has been duly advertised by the placement of a notice in the Trends and the Herald News on December 26. 2010 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.

Mayor Mahler swore in reappointed Members Joseph Graceffo and Kevin Platt.

ROLL CALL:   Gilbert Foulon, Joseph Graceffo, Mayor Dan Mahler, Councilman Dominick Cortellessa, Kevin Platt, Mark Reuter, Eugene Verba and David Slater.

PRESENT:  Attorney Steven Veltri and Engineer Michael Cristaldi

ABSENT:  William Rucci and John Shutte.

NOMINATION FOR CHAIRMAN:  Member Platt nominated Gilbert Foulon, seconded by Member Graceffo.  No other nominations heard.  Nominations closed.

ROLL CALL ON NOMINATION FOR CHAIRMAN:  Voting yes were Member Foulon, Member Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

NOMINATION FOR VICE CHAIRMAN:  Chairman Foulon nominated Joseph Graceffo, seconded by Councilman Cortellessa.  No other nominations heard.  Nominations closed.

ROLL CALL ON NOMINATION FOR VICE CHAIRMAN:  Voting yes were Chairman Foulon, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

Member Graceffo abstained.

NOMINATION FOR BOARD ATTORNEY:  Chairman Foulon nominated Steven Veltri, seconded by Councilman Cortellessa.  No other nominations heard.  Nominations closed.
ROLL CALL ON NOMINATION FOR BOARD ATTORNEY:  Voting yes were Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

NOMINATION FOR BOARD ENGINEER:  Member Verba nominated Alaimo Group, seconded by Chairman Foulon.  No other nominations heard.  Nominations closed.

ROLL CALL ON NOMINATION FOR BOARD ENGINEER:  Voting yes were Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

NOMINATION FOR BOARD PLANNERS:  Chairman Foulon nominated both Alaimo Group and Ken Albert (Benecke Economics) as Planners, seconded by Councilman Cortellessa.  No other nominations heard.  Nominations closed.

ROLL CALL ON NOMINATION FOR BOARD PLANNERS:  Voting yes were Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

Mayor Mahler commented that in 2010 the Governor came out with a List of Best Practices.  One of the items is to replace members if they are not showing up for meetings, especially if they miss four consecutive meetings in a row.  If you cannot make a meeting, please call the Board Secretary and let her know.  This was an issue at our December meeting.  

MOTION TO RECESS TO THE REGULAR MEETING AT 7:40PM:  Motion made by Chairman Foulon, seconded by Councilman Cortellessa.  Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

REGULAR MEETING

Regular Meeting called to order by Chairman Foulon at 7:41PM, immediately following the Re-organization Meeting as advertised.

ROLL CALL:  Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

PRESENT:  Attorney Steven Veltri and Engineer Michael Cristaldi

ABSENT:  Members Rucci and Shutte

MINUTES:  from the December 16, 2010 Meeting.

MOTION TO APPROVE:  made by Vice Chairman Graceffo, seconded by Member Platt.  Voting yes were Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt and Slater.  Chairman Foulon, Members Reuter and Verba  abstained.

COMMUNICATIONS REPORT:  No questions asked.

APPLICATION STATUS REPORT: Eng. Cristaldi reported nothing new.  Everything is on tonight’s agenda.

APPLICATION#PB2010-02 “Realty Associates Redevelopment, LLC”, Block 231 Lot 11

Property Address:  547 Ringwood Avenue, Wanaque

Application For 23 Residential Units

(CD 10/21//2010)




Authorized Agent is Gittleman, Muhlstock & Chewcaskie, L.L.P., Esqs.

Brian Chewcaskie, Esq. represents the applicant, Realty Associates Redevelopment, LLC.

This matter was previously scheduled to be heard at the December meeting.  Since there were only five voting board members, the applicant consented to the matter being rescheduled for tonight’s meeting.  Attorney Veltri did review and approve the publication notice and were not required to re-publish for this meeting.

This property is at 547 Ringwood Avenue, also known as  “The Rhinesmith School” property.  The proposal is 23 residential units, which is consistent with the Midvale Redevelopment Ordinance 5-09, which was adopted April 20, 2009.  Attorney Chewcaskie reviewed all the paperwork/documents that the Board has on this application, including a new letter from the Fire Chief approving the plans for this application after a meeting was held that discussed concerns and changes to the plan.

The applicant also researched the possibility of purchasing adjoining property and Attorney Veltri has a letter regarding this issue.

There will be three witnesses on this application:  (1) Robert McNerney, who is the principal of the developer, Realty Associates Redevelopment, LLC; (2) David Beesley, a Professional Engineer; and (3) Albert Dattoli, Architect.

Exhibits Marked Into Evidence:


A-1
Binder, which contains pictures of projects previously built



by Realty Associates Redevelopment, LLC.


A-2
Colored rendering of proposed building.


A-3
Colorized Site Plan


A-4
Photograph of covered parking area from the Dunellen Project,



which will be similar to the project in Wanaque.


A-5
Floor Plans


A-6
Elevation (no south elevation shown)

Witness - Robert McNerney – Sworn in by Attorney Veltri – Glen Rock, New Jersey

Principal of applicant/developer, Realty Associates Redevelopment, LLC, and authorized to speak on behalf of the applicant/developer.

In order to introduce Realty Associates to the Board, a handout/binder has been put together showing pictures of the projects they have built in recent years.  The Binder has been marked as A-1.   Mr. McNerney, and the builder, Rob Pinelli, are redevelopers.  They purchase properties that have reached the end of their economic life, and demolish or renovate them and then redevelop the sites.  Many of their properties have been built around transportation hubs, i.e., train stations, major highways, public transportation.  They build affordable apartments and condominiums.  Mr. McNerney described each of the projects contained in the binder that was marked as A-1.  He also described the material used in the buildings, i.e., Anderson windows, brick, stucco, hardy plank siding.  They don’t use vinyl siding.

The Wanaque property was purchased in 2003 and since then we have been trying to work with the town and the boards to come up with something that would be good for the municipality as well as the neighborhood.  In many of the areas where we already built, we were the first ones there and, once we financially committed to a neighborhood, then other developments/businesses followed.

The design of the Wanaque development, and specifically the driveway, was made with the intent and ability to develop the property just north of ours.  We have tried for a number of years to talk to the owners of the property, but they can’t deliver this property to us because there are problems with the estate.  The colored rendering of the proposed building is marked as A-2.

Mr. McNerney also had portable computers which were used for the Board Members and public to view a website (www.parkviewstation.com) of a project that was done in Mamaroneck, New York, to show the interior improvements and designs of their units.

Chairman Foulon asked the developer about the sale/rental of the units and construction.  Mr. McNerney advised it was their intention to sell.  However, if the market doesn’t improve, we are going to have to rent them.  Once we rent the units, the tenants have rights.  We will make this decision at the time we are ready to come to market.  We can start construction as soon as we obtain all approvals.  This is our only project for the spring, if it happens.

Councilman Cortellessa questioned if all their projects were completed.  Mr. McNerney advised that all their projects were completed on time; however, they all have not sold out in the time period expected.  In fact, the Mamaroneck project was financed privately; no bank or lender was involved.  In the past ten years, we have never started a project that was never completed.  All our projects are single-asset LLC’s.  Presently, banks will not lend money on a speculative condominium project.  We will have to propose this project as an apartment and submit it to the bank for approval to get funding. However, our ultimate goal is to sell units, not rent.

Right now, we anticipate selling the Wanaque units at $175,000 to $275,000.   Since we cannot predict what will happen in eighteen months, when we believe construction will be completed, if we cannot sell them, then we will have to rent them.  Right now, we anticipate the rental fee for a one-bedroom will be $1,000 and a two-bedroom $1,250.  This project should generate between $50,000 and $60,000 in tax revenue a year.

Attorney Chewcaskie discussed the issue regarding purchasing the property north of the development—543 Ringwood Avenue and the letter he forwarded to Attorney Veltri on this issue.  A title search and probate search were ordered regarding the property and they have the actual Will that is being contested.  Attorney Chewcaskie has been in contact with the estate’s attorney, Michael Walker of Ringwood.  543 Ringwood Avenue is in the Estate of Ida M. Whiley, who died in 1961.  The Deed to that property was sometime prior to the year 1900.  Since 1961, nothing has been done to straighten out this property.  Ms. Whiley’s son and grandson have died and now the great-grandson is trying to straighten things out.  According to Ida Whiley’s probated Will, the property was left to her daughter, Ms. Struble and also to her son, Alan Palmater.  Both of who have passed away and Ms. Struble’s grandson is now in control of the property.  Ms. Struble’s grandson has been managing the property and he has retained Attorney Walker to settle the estate.  Attorney Walker has indicated he is in the process of tracing all the heirs and that it will require an application to the probate court to settle several estates before the property can lawfully pass to heirs of Palmater and Struble, who were left this asset in 1961 by Ida Whiley.  The time period for which this property may be available for purchase is at least two years, if not longer.

Mr. McNerney described the design of the building, which rendering has been marked A-2 for reference.  The rendering is as close to what the building will look like when built using the style, coloring and materials depicted.  The first floor of the building will be made of brick and the second floor is the hardy plank with all Anderson windows.  The first floor will have five units (2-one bedroom/one bath units measuring 753 square feet; and 3-two bedroom/two bath units ranging between 866 and 1202 square feet).  The rear of the first floor is cantilevered and there are nine parking spaces, which includes one handicapped space, under the building.  The rest of the parking is the rear of the building.  The second and third floors are identical.  There are 2-one bedroom/one bath units measuring 755 and 757 square feet and 7-two bedroom/two bath units ranging in size between 866 up to 1095 square feet.  We have designed a roof so that the pitch is within the requirement.  The building will contain a total of 23 units and a total of 47 parking spaces, with nine of those spaces being under the building.

Vice Chairman Graceffo questioned that there was no back elevation on the plans, which will be facing the north side of the town.  What will that look like?  Where is the entrance to the covered parking?  Mr. McNerney advised that they do have a back elevation that is not colored, and the architect will discuss this.  As to the parking, Mr. McNerney referred to the pictures of the Dunellen Project, which can be found in the binder marked as A-1.   The parking spaces will not be visible from Ringwood Avenue.

Mr. McNerney produced a colored site plan that the engineer will testify about, which has been marked as A-3, to discuss the elevations.   The plan is to put a full basement under a portion of the building and then put the sprinklers, elevator and all other utilities in a separate area.  There will also be storage for the tenants/owners in the basement area.  A picture from the Dunellen Project has been introduced and marked as A-4 showing covered parking, which will be similar to what is proposed.

Mr. McNerney met with the Fire Chief and the entire building will be sprinkler.  The garage area will also have a dry sprinkler.  There will also be two standpipes in each stairwell.  There is a four-inch pipe for water to the building.

Attorney Veltri brought up a December 3, 2010 letter from the Passaic County Planning Board, paragraph numbered 7, which states, in part “… it would be good planning if the new building could be consistent with the McKim, Mead and White-designed former Midvale School or the other early twentieth century structures in the area.”  Attorney Chewcaskie advised they will be meeting with Passaic County to discuss various issues and my comment is that their jurisdiction is drainage and traffic.  The design we have presented is for Wanaque to decide, not the County.  We believe the design is not modern, is not 1920’s, but is something that will be suitable for this area and a better overall design to improve the look of the area.

Witness – Albert Dattoli – Sworn in by Attorney Veltri – Architect - Graduate of Virginia Tech.   Licensed in New Jersey in April of 1980 and in private practice since May of 1981.  He has testified before other Boards as an expert in the field of architecture.

Realty Associates retained me to develop a design for an apartment-type building that could be either rentals or condominiums, three stories in height and with typical residential materials to give it a residential type feeling as oppose to something that is institutional.  I was also asked to develop a design that would fit into Wanaque’s neighborhood.

To reference the McKim, Mead and White comment, they were architects at the turn of the twentieth century and were based in Chicago.  Their type of architecture was somewhat monumental in nature (references Lincoln Memorial, with massive columns).  This type of design would be out of character for the town, and I believe our design is more fitting to this project.

With regard to the elevations of the building that are not depicted in the A-2 rendering, the front of the building, which is the narrowest part, is the east portion of the building that faces Ringwood Avenue.  It is the shortest dimension of the building.  The second and third floor will basically be the same as the east elevation.  The west elevation is the back of the building, which faces the parking lot.  The lower section of the first floor is a void---like an open garage on the west side of the building.  The entrance for automobiles is from around the back and there will be parking spaces on the south side under the building.

Architect Datolli referenced Floor Plans, which have been marked as A-5.  Looking at the west side of the building, we have a portion of the building that goes all the way to the ground that will look similar to what is shown in the rendering marked as A-2 and there is a portion that is open, which is the parking area described on A-5.  Above the parking area on A-5, the siding, windows and brick design continue as depicted on the north side of the building.  Again, the second and third floors have the same look as we see on the east elevation of the building.  The parking area is only about fifty percent of the south side of the building.  The building will look the same all the way around.  We will be using the same materials, colors, etc., except the area that is open for the parking.

The main entrance into the building will be on the north side about 25% down the façade from Ringwood Avenue.  There is an entrance door, foyer, stair tower up to the second and third floors and access to the first floor units.  There is also a back entrance to the building that would be used by the parking lot to the rear.  There is a stair tower located there and the elevator.

The first floor design is a total of 5 units; 3 of which are 2 bedroom units, the smallest being 866 square feet and the largest 1,202 square feet.  There are two 2-bedroom units, which are identical in size at 753 square feet.  All of the 23 units in the building are handicapped adaptable, which means all units are accessible to the handicapped and may require some modifications such as grab bars in the bath areas.

Attorney Veltri questioned if there is an RSIS minimum requirement for square footage for apartments.  Architect Datolli believes the one bedroom minimum is 750 square feet; and the two bedroom is in excess of 850 square feet.  Attorney Chewcaskie referred to the Redevelopment Ordinance, 7A, which requires “each such dwelling unit shall have a minimum floor area of 750 square feet”, and believes RSIS does not have a minimum unit size because it is a site plan standard.  There may be certain requirements addressed by the Council of Affordable Housing, but Architect Datolli believes that they are less than the 750 square feet required in the Ordinance.  

The second and third floor designs are identical.  There are 2 one-bedroom units on each floor measuring 755 square feet and 757 square feet and then there are 7 two-bedroom units on each floor measuring in size from 866 square feet to 1095 square feet.

Attorney Chewcaskie was questioning Architect Datolli regarding the elevations submitted with the application, which has been marked as A-6 and does not show the south elevation.  Architect Datolli advised that the south elevation is essentially the same as the east elevation except that there is a void at the first floor where the parking is. 

Vice Chairman Graceffo asked what the maximum height of the building and Architect Datolli responded it was 36 feet from grade to highest point of roof.

Attorney Chewcaskie, in response to Councilman Cortellessa’s questions, responded that there are only nine covered spaces, but that 47 total parking spaces are being provided, where only 45 are required.

Witness – David Beesley – Sworn in by Attorney Veltri – Vice President of Bertin Engineering – Expert in Civil Engineering who has testified before approximately fifty boards in New Jersey and has been an expert in court cases.

Bertin Engineering was retained to look at the approximately one acre site to incorporate the proposed building and parking.  The parking could not be satisfied on the lot itself so some were put under the back portion of the building.  The property is 100 feet wide and, since the Ordinance requires 120 feet wide, we are looking for an existing condition waiver.  The property is some 450 feet depth, where the Ordinance requests 125 feet in depth.  

This property was previously developed, which included the school and surrounding impervious areas for the school.  We looked at a number of options on circulation for the site.  RSIS looks to have driveways and roadways form intersections, so this lined up with Melrose Avenue across the street, which puts the driveway on the north side.  As testified earlier, it also plays into this driveway serving the property to the north if that property becomes available.  Attorney Chewcaskie also advised that, from an earlier application before the Board of Adjustment that was submitted to the Passaic County Planning Board, the County had requested that the driveway be placed in this location and also would only approve one driveway location, even though there were two means of ingress and egress in the original design.  The proposed driveway is 20 feet and that is a combination of the inbound at ten and the exiting at ten, which complies with RSIS requirements, but not the Ordinance, which requires 24 feet.

The Ordinance also looks for a buffer of 10 feet and we are proposing a 5-foot buffer just at the driveway portion, which is approximately 200 feet in length, which represents only 15% of the perimeter of the site.  We have increased the buffer on the other 85% of the site.  The net result is the buffers, from the adjacent properties, all exceed the required buffer of ten feet by 50%.  The distance between the lot line and the building adjacent to the residential area on the south side is 15 feet, where 10 feet is only required for the buffer.   This buffer area will be landscaped with shrubbery, lawn, and trees for the entire length.  34% of the site will be landscaped or open space and the Ordinance requires 10%.  We have also provided brick pavers, tables and a grill in the back area of the parking lot; amenities for the occupants of the property.  There will be a fence around the entire property, except along the frontage, and will be PVC or board-on-board.

Engineer Beesley testified, when questioned by Attorney Chewcaskie, that the bulk standards for this building, as set forth in the Redevelopment Ordinance, have been satisfied.  The bulk standards are lot area, and also side yard set back, front yard set back, rear yard set back and building height.  The only standard that could not be met was for the lot width, which is the existing condition I mentioned earlier.

We have put the parking in the rear of the property.  The parking spaces are 9x20.  They have provided a 24-foot aisle, which is a typical aisle that one uses in shopping centers; however, the Ordinance requires an aisle of 25 feet.  We are requesting a waiver for this as well because it allows us to do the landscape buffers on either side. The 24-foot aisle is the standard for RSIS, and is sufficient to allow a vehicle to maneuver in and out of parking spaces.  In addition to being sufficient, these parking stalls are a little deeper than a lot of stalls we design.  We typically design a 9x18, which is an RSIS standard, and ours are 9x20.

We have provided adequate lighting with 12-foot high poles throughout the parking lot for safety and maneuvering for the users of the property without the spill over to annoy the neighbors.  

There will be 4-1/2 foot high, freestanding identification sign in the front of the property.  The maximum height allowed is 6 feet.  It will be set back 15 feet from the property line.

We provided the standard utilities.  There is four-inch fire connection and also a two-inch domestic.  We have a six-inch sanitary connection and an underground storm water detention system, which also needs to be approved by the County.  Member Platt questioned where the fire department connection will be.  The exact location has not been determined, but it will be on Ringwood Avenue.  Typically, there is a standpipe out of the ground so that a connection can be made right at the street area.  If the Fire Department has a specific area, the applicant will comply.

After a meeting with the Fire Chief, adjustments will be made to the landscaping up against the building on the south side.  In addition, they want a sign in both parking areas stating, “Vehicles should not be moved from the lot in case of a fire”.

The building is orientated to the front of the property pretty much along the line of where the Rhinesmith School was.  It is not placed exactly over where the former school was, but in looking at the make-up and needs of the community in this area, placement of the parking, and service of the building, we brought the building to the front, with the parking in the back, instead of having the parking in the front of the property.

In 2006, this property obtained an exemption from the Highlands Act and it is still valid.  The requirements were that this property could be redeveloped within a 125% of the previous impervious areas.  This means you did not have to live with the exact footprint, you could actually go beyond it as long as going beyond it did not increase the impervious area by more than ¼ of an acre, and we’ve met this criteria.  We are also under the Permit Extension Act.

The Borough Engineer had sent a report on this project in May of 2010.  We have responded to this letter in writing and addressed his concerns, made changes or we elaborated on the reasons the design is the way it is.  For instance, the two separate ingress/egress points.  The width of the property, placement of the building, the need for buffers and the County all drove the decision for the single driveway.  One other point in the letter was air conditioning units.  They will be placed on the north side of the building, away from the residential units to the south, and they will also be low noise emitting units.  Architect Datolli explained that the units are internal units, so they will be within the building; there will be no external units.

Engineer Cristaldi wanted to confirm that the maximum height of the building was 36 feet and questioned the applicant on some issues of concern to him.

Since there is only one means of ingress and egress, it seems that it is a little bit tight to maneuver vehicles.  If you have a garbage truck trying to get to the dumpster area, isn’t it going to be tight for them to move back there?  We have provided a truck maneuvering diagram and it does show that it would have to jockey a little bit, but it can access that area.   In all likelihood, it will be a private sanitation company and we can arrange with the contractor when garbage is picked up.

What about a fire truck?  The Fire Chief was satisfied with the access based upon his letter.  Mr. McNerney advised that when he met with the Fire Chief this was a concern but because we have a very deep lot, after discussions it was agreed that, if in the event of a fire and there was a problem exiting, or if the building collapsed, he could pull all the way to the back of the lot and be safe.  Once we reviewed this with our fire safety official, he agreed that would be acceptable.

What about sidewalks in the parking area?  There appears to be no delineated area for pedestrians’ safety.  Engineer Beesley said no there wasn’t any but this is typical of this type of parking arrangement.  Some times there is a trade-off between landscaping and concrete.

Can an ambulance get into the garage and get to the elevator?  Engineer Beesley said no there isn’t enough vertical clearance.  The short walking distance would be approximately forty feet from the opening to the elevator.  The ambulance would probably stop in front of the garbage enclosure and they would go through the door right to the elevator, which is about a 20-foot walk inside the building.  The elevator will be sized as required by the Code to accommodate an ambulance stretcher.  

Air conditioning units will be inside the building?  Mr. McNerney said they are proposing magic pack units, which are inside mounted units and the compressors are inside.  Architect Datolli explained that the units are self-contained heating and air conditioning units.  They fit within a closet within each individual unit.  Closet size has to be about 2-1/2 feet by 2-1/2 feet.  They are near the outside perimeter of the building.  There is a grill on the wall of the building that is the same color as the finish of the building.

If there was any issue with the lighting after it was installed, Engineer Cristaldi ask that it be adjusted as necessary.  Attorney Chewcaskie said this issue can be addressed in any Developer’s Agreement that is entered into.

Who is going to maintain the underground detention facility?  Attorney Chewcaskie advised that the condominium homeowner’s association, or the developer if it is a rental project, would have to maintain the storm water system.  Typically, there is a maintenance manual and inspections every six months.  Engineer Beesley would prepare the manual as part of the construction documents, which includes checklists and a schedule for those inspections.  Engineer Cristaldi would like to review this before any Developer’s Agreement was approved to assure adequate access if the Borough ever has to maintain it.

How does the residents’ get rid of their refuse?  Architect Dattoli said there are two ways to handle this issue and it this would be up to management.  Either residents themselves will bring it down to the dumpsters or there are oversized closets, or small rooms on each floor where they can place their trash, then management would have their maintenance people remove it.  Because of concerns about location of the dumpster and possible smells, Mr. McNerney advised that they can handle the sanitation by doing an inside trash compactor, which they do in New York, or they can do the dumpsters.

Attorney Veltri advised that if the application is approved, the Board, as a condition of approval, would require the applicant enter into a Developer’s Agreement with the municipality so any of these issues would be covered at that point.

A Board Member asked about snow removal and Engineer Beesley advised that there is quite a bit of landscaped area to push the snow onto.

Chairman Foulon questioned who will rent/purchase these units?  Mr. McNerney said young professionals, singles and retired people.  A building complex like this is not conducive to school-aged children.  When we sold the units at the Butler Project, there was not one school-aged child, and in Dunellen, there were two school-aged children in eighteen units.

What is the average income?  Mr. McNerney did not know, but every person that rents an apartment has a credit and criminal report done.  If someone is purchasing a unit, they would have to be a qualified buyer.

Mayor Mahler questioned, “exactly how far back does the building go as opposed to the old Rhinesmith School?”  Engineer Beesley said it is approximately at the same location.  The building is 55x190 feet and I believe that is pretty close to where the school was.  The Board Members were referred to the last sheet of the drawings, SV1, which shows the survey where the Rhinesmith School was.  The School was 120 feet deep, and the proposed building is 190 feet deep.  The School was approximately 30-32 feet from the front and the proposed building is 30 feet.  The majority of the School was 24 feet from the property line on both sides and we are proposing about the same on the north side and we are 15 feet from the south side.

The Borough’s Planner, Ken Albert, stated there may be an affordable housing obligation generated by this project.  What is the developer’s position?  Attorney Chewcaskie stated, that as discussed with the borough, if there is a requirement/obligation for affordable housing, we would provide that off site and would be a condition for approval.

With regard to the other projects, do you have many Section 8 tenants?  Mr. McNerney advised there are none.

What if another alternative site is not available?  Attorney Chewcaskie stated we will comply with whatever the affordable housing requirement is at the time of construction.

If, in the alternative, for any reason you are unable to do that, Attorney Chewcaskie stated that it would have to be dealt with on site, or a possible cash contribution.

Chairman Foulon questioned Attorney Chewcaskie about meetings with other officials of the town about this application.  Yes, meetings were held with Mr. Carroll and Mr. Beneke with respect to this site and another site (U.S. Aluminium).

Were those meetings prior to or after the Redevelopment Ordinance?  Both, prior to and after the Redevelopment Ordinance.  

Did you have input into the Redevelopment Ordinance?  We saw it, but really didn’t have a lot of input.

Board Member questioned the developer leaving the project if it sold as condominiums.  Attorney Chewcaskie advised that if the building is developed as a condominium, a Master Deed will be required, and the Homeowners/Condominium Association would assume the protections that the town would require by the Developer’s Agreement.

Vice Chairman Graceffo said the Redevelopment Ordinance was structured with the 120-foot width and this is a major issue right now and a concern.  We have an existing condition of only 100 feet of property and the Ordinance is requesting 120 feet.  Obviously, the whole objective here is  redevelopment to make things somewhat better than they have been or could be.  The whole project really hinges on the property that is adjacent to the one you are applying to develop.  Whenever this property becomes available, it is not going to do anything beneficial either to your project or anyone else coming in because 50 feet is not going to provide anybody with any additional opportunity to develop something decent.  Whereas, today, if we are able to get, as per the redevelopment objective, a good 120 feet or more, then we are looking at 150 foot front that would give us a lot of the relief that we are struggling over.  The project is a good-looking project, we need something there and I look forward to something there, but the restraints are such that it really just doesn’t add to the redevelopment that the town objectively is looking for.  100 feet versus 120 feet does create some safety issues.  What are we gaining from the redevelopment project and what are we going to be left with as a residual because the piece of property next door cannot be accessed at the present time?  When it is accessed, it is not going to be of any value because it is going to be too small.

CHAIRMAN FOULON ENTERTAINED A MOTION TO OPEN THIS APPLICATION TO THE PUBLIC:  made by Member Reuter, seconded by Vice Chairman Graceffo.  Voting yes were Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

John Maiello, 26 Rhinesmith Avenue, Wanaque, New Jersey

Mr. Maiello has no problem with building on this property, he did question Mr. McNerney regarding rental property versus selling condominiums.  Mr. McNerney’s testimony was that this issue is based completely on the economy and the market.  We are condominium developers and would like to sell condominiums.  If it comes to a point where there is no market, then we will rent these units.

Mr. Maiello questioned Member Platt about a fire in the complex and access for the fire trucks.  Member Platt said the sprinkler system would put the fire out.

There are about six variances required with this application.  Why is this application not before the Board of Adjustment?  Chairman Foulon advised that this Board grants variances all the time.  There are no Use Variances in this application.

Mr. Maiello questioned the parking issue, especially not having enough spaces for visitors and the possibility of visitors parking on Ringwood Avenue, taking away from business parking.  Ken Albert advised that this project has two more parking spaces than the State requires.  The State, in its base calculations, includes parking for visitors.  One bedroom requires 1.8 parking spaces and two bedrooms are 2.

Mr. Maiello questioned if the police were notified of this project.  Board Secretary responded to this question.  When the application was first received, a memo was sent to the Fire Department, Police Department and Water/Sewer Department requesting their comments on the project.  The Fire Department was the only letter received.

Mr. Maiello suggested that the developer look into acquiring the Post property to enable further access to the property.

Mr. Maiello asked about an Ordinance relating to the amount of development on an acre of land.  He believes there was an Ordinance signed by Mayor Hagstrom limiting development on an acre of land and questioned Mayor Mahler if they checked this before approving the new Redevelopment Ordinance.  Mayor Mahler responded with “I’m sure we did.”

Mr. Maiello believes there is going to be a problem with traffic from the residents entering onto Ringwood Avenue with this many units.

Lynne Ryan, 18, 20 & 22 Pellington Street, Wanaque, New Jersey
She understands they are running under the parking lot a drain sewer, are they going to go all the way back to the property where they are going to plow the snow?  Her main concern is water runoff into her properties and snow removal.  Engineer Beesley referred to sheet 2.2 of the package, which is the grading and drainage plan, and pointed out the underground detention area.   The perimeter of the parking in the back is curbed and graded to inlets.  Those inlets are directed to the underground system.  Any rain or snowmelt is directed to the inlets and the inlets to the underground system.  Snow, as it is pushed, would be pushed up onto the landscaped areas.  This area surrounds her properties and, as it melts, will it be running into her properties or running into the underground system?  She is concerned about flooding and damage to her buildings and her properties.  Engineer Cristaldi asked if the applicant could elevate the landscape areas in the back so that the runoff would fall back on its property.  Mrs. Ryan said that would be satisfactory.  Engineer Beesley will look into this to minimize any impact on Mrs. Ryan’s properties.

Are pets going to be allowed in the development?  She is concerned that the back area of the property will become a dog-walking park and she doesn’t want that.  There is an issue right now.  Mr. McNerney advised that typically they would limit the size of the dog, i.e., 20 pounds or 30 pounds.

Can you check the trees in the back of the property?  There are two large trees that are rotting.

Mayor Mahler questioned if an additional drain can be installed further back in the parking lot.  It appears you will be installing one in the middle of the parking lot.  Engineer Beesley will re-evaluate this need after adjusting the grades.  If necessary, it will be very easy to add an additional drain.

Grace Maiello, 26 Rhinesmith Avenue, Wanaque, New Jersey

What will the units be sold for?  Mr. McNerney stated $175,000 to $275,000.  Rentals will be $1,000 to $1,250.  There are 17 two-bedroom units and 6 one-bedroom units.

Ed Leonard, 21 Morningside Place, Wanaque, New Jersey

Is there an artist’s rendition of the front façade?  Applicant showed the resident all drawings/plans on hand.

CHAIRMAN FOULON ENTERTAINED A MOTION TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING:  made by Member Slater, seconded by Member Platt.  Voting yes were Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

Attorney Chewcaskie presented his summary of the application since there was no additional testimony on the applicant’s behalf.

Chairman Foulon questioned the Board Members if they were prepared to vote on the application tonight or visit the Butler site before voting.

Chairman Foulon would like to visit the condominium site in Butler.  Mr. McNerney advised these condos sold for between $250,000 and $375,000.  Because of the market, Wanaque’s pricing is lesser.  The Butler units are of similar size to this project, with a couple duplex units, and a couple units that have finished basements.

Chairman Foulon has concerns about the size of the units, the costs and demographics, and would like to put off voting on this application until we visit the Rocky Hill Project in Butler.  Mr. McNerney will arrange for the site visit with Chairman Foulon.  The Chairman appreciates the cooperation.

Vice Chairman Graceffo questioned Mr. McNerney about the plans he has if the property to the north becomes available for his purchase.  Mr. McNerney would demolish the structure, utilize the curb cut as a secondary access to that site and clean up the property.

Attorney Veltri asked when their meeting with the Passaic County Planning Board was.  Attorney Chewcaskie advised there is no firm date set, but hopes within the next month.

Attorney Veltri wanted to clarify, on the record, that we have heard from the Chairman that he would like to do a walk-through of a similar type of unit and move the voting on this application until the February 17, 2011 meeting.  There would be no new testimony, just a vote.  It appears the developer has agreed to this request and would accommodate the Chairman and any other Board Member that wishes to visit the Butler site.   Also, the applicant will waive any time limitations that this Board has in order to make a decision on this application.  Attorney Chewcaskie has agreed.  Attorney Chewcaskie’s only concern is the number of Board Members who will be visiting the site and the issue of a quorum.  Chairman Foulon confirmed that there would be no more than four members at a time visiting the units together.

Attorney Veltri advised the members of the public that there will be no further notice and, if interested in this application, attend the February 17th meeting.  Members of the public would only be able to ask questions or comment on the application if there is additional testimony at that time.

CHAIRMAN FOULON ENTERTAINED A MOTION TO ADJOURN THIS APPLICATION (PB2010-02) UNTIL FEBRUARY 17, 2011:  made by Member Slater, seconded by Vice Chairman Graceffo.  Voting yes were Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba, and Slater.

PUBLIC DISCUSSION:
Grace Maiello, 26 Rhinesmith Avenue, Wanaque, New Jersey

She questioned Attorney Veltri regarding his mention of McKim, Mead and White during testimony.  Attorney Veltri was reading from a County Planning Board letter where they weighed-in on an architectural opinion.  The Board was discussing the architectural plans at that time this reference was made.

John Maiello, 26 Rhinesmith Avenue, Wanaque, New Jersey

He is very concerned about the parking on Ringwood Avenue.  Visitors to the development might park on Ringwood Avenue taking away parking from patrons to the businesses.

RESOLUTIONS:  None

VOUCHERS:  submitted by Alaimo Engineering for $190 for Meeting Attendance.

MOTION TO APPROVE: made by Vice Chairman Graceffo, seconded by Member Reuter.  Voting yes were Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Reuter, Verba and Slater.

MOTION TO ADJOURN AT 10:10PM:  made by Mayor Mahler, seconded by Member Verba. Carried by a voice vote.
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