PLANNING BOARD AUGUST 17, 2023
BOROUGH OF WANAQUE

REGULAR MEETING

Meeting called to order by Vice Chairman Joseph Graceffo with a salute to the flag at
7:22PM

READING: Open Public Meeting Announcement

This is 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 Suburban Trends
on July 23, 2023, and a notice thereof has been posted on the bulletin board in the
Municipal Building in the Borough of Wanaque, on the Borough’s website, a copy thereof
has been on file with the Borough.

ROLL CALL: Vice Chairman Joseph Graceffo, Mayor Daniel Mahler, Councilman
Dominick Cortellessa, Members Kevin Platt, Charles Strobel, David Slater, Jack Crilly and
Jack Jordan

PRESENT: Attorney Steven Veltri

ABSENT: Chairman Gilbert Foulon, Member Mary Leonard and Engineer Michael
Cristaldi

MINUTES: from the July 20, 2023 Meeting.

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

COMMUNICATIONS/REPORTS: No communications or reports

APPLICATION STATUS: Engineer is absent with notice. There are no new reports
and/or applications.




DISCUSSION:

MAYOR & COUNCIL ORDINANCE #9-0-2023

ORDINANCE OF THE BOROUGH OF WANAQUE, COUNTY OF PASSAIC, NEW
JERSEY, ADOPTING A REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT FOR THE
PROPERTIES COMMONLY KNOWN AS BLOCK 200.20 LOTS 1 THROUGH 48 ON
THE TAX MAP OF THE BOROUGH OF WANAQUE, AND AMENDING ORDINANCE
#3-0-17 WHICH AMENDED #15-0-16 BY ADDING CERTAIN ADDITIONAL
PROVISIONS TO THE PLAN

Vice Chairman: This is an Ordinance that has been approved by the Mayor & Council
and it is up to us to review and to make comment, and to move it along, if we so desire and
bring it to vote. We do have someone here from Benecke, | believe, who is going to give us
some information on the Ordinance, and then we will have an opportunity to ask questions
and review it, if we so desire.

Mayor Mahler: A technical correction, Joe. This was introduced (not approved) by the
Mayor & Council. It was not approved yet, because we have to wait for the Planning
Board’s feedback.

Presentation Given By: Lindsay Knight, who is associated with Neglia Group, and is doing
consulting with Bob Benecke on behalf of Benecke Economics.

Planner: | am a Professional Planner in the State of New Jersey as well as certified
through the American Institute of Certified Planners. | have over ten years of experience
in the field of Planning and have a Masters Degree from the University of Colorado in
Urban & Regional Planning. | have appeared in front of many Boards across the State, on
both sides, as both the representative providing expert testimony in the field of Planning as
well as appearing on behalf of Municipalities. | previously worked for the Town of
Westfield, as well as for the New Jersey Sports & Exposition Authority where | represented
thirteen municipalities on behalf of the State.

Vice Chairman: Thank You Lindsay.

Planner: 1’m going to go through the Amendments that were part of this second
amendment. | think the biggest one to reflect upon is the inclusion of Lot 48, which is
considered the “Mother Lot” or, what Bob has been calling the “Master Lot”. Itis the
whole as opposed to a smaller lot that is being added on. Just to go through some of the
other changes. The first Amendment actually to the Plan was on March 13, 2017, but the
property owner failed to bring that about to a redevelopment project, which necessitated
the second amendment, which has brought us here. The background on why the second
amendment is needed is because some things have changed throughout the site causing
these changes to be needed. Specifically, these changes were the inclusion of accessory uses
that are permitted. We also put a restriction on the size of dens to make sure that those



dens aren’t too large to be turned into bedrooms to really make sure that the number of
bedrooms stay consistent, so no one can facilitate extra living quarters. Also, the inclusion
of a minimum of 70% of the perimeter of the site to be landscaped. A big emphasis is on
that especially because it is meant to protect the neighboring properties to have a necessary
buffer between the uses and between the properties. A lot of the changes, as well, were
updating the dates since some changes have happened and some of the changes just being
the times that things were amended and ordinances changing. A lot of the changes have
occurred administratively. Finally, the underlying zoning for this is going to revert back to
the R-40 Zone, so it will have that maximum 35’ height and then all of the additional bulk
requirements within that R-40 Zone.

Vice Chairman: Can you give us a summary of what some of the restrictions in the R-40
Zone?

Planner: The one difference between the minimum lot area in the R-40 Zone and in this
specific Redevelopment Plan is it will have its own unigue minimum lot area due to the
nature of the project. However, there will be the same minimum side yard setbacks, which
are any side is 30’ for a total of 65°. Rear yard is a minimum of 55°, maximum height is
35, and maximum building coverage of 25% of the entire area.

Vice Chairman: Does that include parking lots?

Planner: | believe that would be impervious coverage, which would be a separate
calculation. That would be just the building, so just the structure.

Vice Chairman: What about the number of units that would be in an R-40 based on the
acreage?

Planner: 1 don’t believe that the R-40 has a minimum, but this Plan does have a restriction
on the number of units, which is 47. 1 believe that number has always been the same since
the original amendment.

Councilman: | thought one of the amendments was related to those three homes that were
across from the actual property.

Mayor: This has nothing to do with it.

Planner: No, those are not included. This is just the townhouses.

Member Strobel: You mentioned a zoning change. When did the zoning change?
Planner: The Redevelopment Plan creates its own zoning for these lots (Lots 1 thru 48).
The changes in the Plan have happened through things like different decisions that have
been made through the Mayor & Council. Those are the dates that have been updated.
The Zoning has not been updated; the underlying zoning of the R-40 Zone has not
changed.

Vice Chairman: Many times we put these Redevelopment Plans together, and we put
together the restrictions of what we want to see developed there, and then when the
proposals come in sometimes we are a little disappointed in thinking that the parking is not
what we thought it was going to be, the size of the units are maybe a little larger in terms of
what we thought they were going to be, etc. Do you feel, from your perspective as a
Planner, that what can go on this particular property is going to be sufficient and not
congested and not overly developed?

Planner: Yes. | think it is quite a large property. | think that the previous plan actually
called from 60 units, which would have been a little bit more than the 47, so it is going to go



down in density, and that is probably the biggest change between those two. | also think
this is a really good development for a property that has been stagnant for some time. |
also represented for Bob with the Investigation Study and went on site, looked at the site,
looked on what is going on there specifically with those foundations and | think this will
give an opportunity to for the Developer to bring everything back up to the correct
building code that is correct. Also, just to develop the property the way it should been
developed many years ago.

Vice Chairman: The zoning for parking in that R-40, what are the parking space sizes?
Do you know offhand?

Planner: | don’t know offhand, and not having a concept at the moment, but just thinking
how most of these are going to be developed and where the location is as well, you are going
to need to have that parking to support these units because there is no mass transit around
so people are going to be relying on their personal vehicles.

Vice Chairman: My concern is that most parking plans that come to us are always 8x20
and they are congested and just too tight. We’ve been saying that they should be 10x20,
but they use the State guidelines, I believe.

Planner: RSIS calls for 9x18 and that is kind of the standard parking space.

Vice Chairman: In my perspective from what we’ve seen developed in the community,
they are too tight. We really can’t change that unless we go back to the ordinance.
Planner: RSIS is kind of the overarching guidelines because that is what the State is
requiring and that kind of supersedes.

Vice Chairman: And we can make different recommendations?

Planner: | have seen municipalities that have different requirements. | am not exactly
sure of the legal ramifications of that. Mr. Veltri might know more than I do, but typically
everything reverts back to RSIS.

Mayor: When we did the approval for the property in Haskell where the old Lakeland
Bank was, | think we required that developer to do an “x” amount of 10x20 spaces for
pick-up trucks and things like that. | think that was the Board’s recommendation.

Vice Chairman: We’ve basically been stumbling over that issue of parking space sizes.
You look at some of the condominium developments we have in the past and they are really
tight in there when they are 9x20. Look at the Town Center, they are tight at 9x20. The
point | want to make is that we keep on stumbling over this and I’m looking for an
opportunity to make it that we want it to be larger in planning to make it 10x20.

Attorney Veltri: Let me just say this, RSIS is the guiding light. If a developer comes in
and has the correct number of spaces, at that size, there is not a lot you are going to be able
to do. However, if they are asking for a variance for the number of spaces, then you can
interject what we think would be appropriate for the size of the spaces and that is usually
the way it is negotiated. You need to understand that, if they have the correct number of
spaces, the RSIS size of the space is going to overrule whatever you think is appropriate.
Vice Chairman: As a town, you can’t have your own specifications?

Attorney Veltri: You can have your own specifications for the number of spaces, but not
for the size of the spaces.

Vice Chairman: So we can limit the number of parking spaces based on square footage?
Attorney Veltri: 1 think you say that this is wrong number of spaces, we don’t think you



prove your variances, however, if you make the spaces a different size, we may look at it
differently.

Member Slater: The 9x18 was New Jersey Transit’s concept for parking at train stations
because they wanted the maximum number of spaces.

Member Strobel: Don’t they still have to come before us for approval?

Planner: They would have to come for a site plan.

Vice Chairman: We are restructuring it so hopefully someone could come in and redevelop
it.

Member Slater: Is what is there supposed to be demoed?

Mayor: A six-unit condominium foundation was taken down in 2017. Foundations are still
there for two of the buildings.

Vice Chairman: Anyone coming in, in terms of the redevelopment, they will not be using
those foundations because they are not up to standards in terms of the number of years
they have been there. Basically they are not really safe or be considered structurally
sound.

Planner: Any construction would have to go through the Building Department so it would
have to go through the existing Building Code. If it is not up to code, it would have to be
built according to the existing Code.

Vice Chairman: Any other questions from Members? We need a Motion to Approve the
Ordinance and send it back the Mayor & Council, correct? Can | have a Motion to
Advance Ordinance No. 9-0-2023?

MOTION TO APPROVE MAYOR & COUNCIL ORDINANCE NO. 9-0-2023: made by
Member Crilly, seconded by Member Strobel. Voting yes were Vice Chairman Graceffo,
Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Strobel, Slater, Crilly and Jordan

Vice Chairman: The Motion has carried and the Ordinance has been approved to be
turned back to Mayor & Council.

RESOLUTION: None

PUBLIC DISCUSSION: Anyone in the public that would like to address the Board may
step up at this time.

Gerald Reap, 35 Mountain Lakes Drive, Wanaque, NJ

Mr. Reap: | thought I could address the Board before you voted on it.
Attorney Veltri: We will hear your comments and maybe we will re-vote depending upon
what you are saying.

Mr. Reap: | was literally there when they cut the first tree down for this development. A
guy from Ocean County came up. | was literally there two days later when he loaded up



his equipment back on the truck and said, screw this I am going back to Ocean County,
going back to the Pine Barrens. | talked to somebody on this Board a couple of months ago
and the conversation ended with, Jerry, what do you want because you ain’t getting your
woods back? I’ll tell you what | want. | want it done right this time. | want it done right
and it is already being done wrong. The Planning Board approved construction of the
whole mountain. You are going to put a band aid on the bottom of the hill while the rest of
the mountain remains destroyed. The bridge that was built on somebody else’s property
still stands, although it has been, chopped it. The dam in Stephens Lake is still a disaster.
And then these houses are crumbling because they were built on top of rock fill. The dirt
washed through and the houses are crumbling. Why aren’t we doing the whole mountain?
You are going to have 47 new families move in and 1’m still going to have to look at this
garbage on the hill going back to I ain’t getting my woods back. They are going to be
buffered. They are going to put up a buffer so they don’t have to look at me and they don’t
have to look at Mountain Lakes, but | do. For almost thirty years I’ve had to deal with it.
I’ve got thirty years of stories | could tell you, if you want to stay here all night from my
son ending up in an operating room and my neighbor’s dog disappearing for nine hours
because it fell in a hole in the construction site. So what are we doing? The mountain is
going to remain a mess, but this buffered community is going to get whatever they want
and me, the resident of Wanaque who has been here for a while, 1 still have to live with the
mess. It’s not fair; it’s not fair. If you are going to do something, do the whole mountain.
If this project was doing the whole mountain, | wouldn’t be standing here objecting to it, as
long as it is being done right. The fact that you are going to put a band aid at the bottom of
the hill, and not the rest of the project, ain’t fair. Like I said, this Planning Board
approved the construction of the entire mountain, and instead, we got destruction of the
mountain. But we are going to put a little band aid and all you people up on Mountain
Lakes you got to live with the garbage that is going to be there. Like I said, while they are
buffered and don’t have to look at it. That is why | wanted to talk before you voted. It is
not fair.

Mayor: Where you are considering the whole mountain is 13 lots.

Mr. Reap: So what, it’s the mountain.

Mayor: Itis not the whole mountain. There are another 115 homes up there that are
virgin woodlands that maybe can’t be developed, we don’t know that. One piece at a time.
Mr. Reap: No. This was one piece, so do it as one piece. They were building the condos
and they were building the houses at the same time. Bring in whatever Developer you are
bringing in and do the condos and the houses and do it right.

Mayor: We are going to attempt to do it right one piece at a time. There is a good reason
for it.

Vice Chairman: Jerry, I’ve been living in that area for fifty years, like you, and obviously
it makes you upset every time you drive through it or drive by it. | understand exactly
what your feelings are because I’ve shared them. Our present position right now is that
we’ve been stuck with people who have not cooperated with us to move that property
along. Our actions, or the Town’s actions right now, is an attempt to really solve the
property and we are not able, probably, to solve the entire problem the way you desire and
the way | desire. So you have to take what you can get, when you can get it and | think that



is what the Town doing right now and that is what the Board is moving on right now. Itis
not the perfect solution, but it is moving forward especially after almost fifty years (1988).
Mr. Reap: | moved up there in 1989.

Vice Chairman: I’ve been up there since 1973 and when it first came in you thought what
was going to be was going to be something nice and the next thing you know it started and
then it ended up being a bomb. It has caused a lot of aggravation to a lot of people.

Mr. Reap: If you remember Phil Hoeland, Phil told the developer right to his face, go back
to Newark because you ain’t going to be able to handle building up here.

Vice Chairman: Over the years, there has been a lot of things that happened that created
the complications of the development of that property. It was the recession that took place,
the State laws that gave developers extensions on their permits. A lot of things that
complicated our effort to make the problem complete. Now, we are just trying to take a
part of it and make it complete. We are not, in any way, saying the hell with the rest of the
mountain, because the rest of the mountain still needs to be addressed and solved.
Hopefully, we can get to that point. I just can’t tell you when, or who, the Town is making
an effort to try to solve some of it right now. This is the only recourse we have. If we had
more recourses, we would do it and do it your way. | understand your frustration.

Mr. Reap: I’m not getting my woods back. I’ll just have a buffered community at the
bottom of the hill. | said my peace.

Attorney Veltri: Jerry, | just want to say this for the record, this Board is commenting on
this new Ordinance. It is going back to the Mayor & Council for a final reading and
adoption on September 18™". All we are doing tonight is we are looking at this new
Ordinance and we are commenting to them what our views are on this specific Ordinance.
This Ordinance looks like it’s at least going to get part of the mountain solved. Hopefully,
we will get to your end as soon as we can. But that is all we are doing tonight. We are not
reopening anything, we are not passing anything, we are giving our comments to the Mayor
& Council on this Ordinance that they provided to us. | don’t want you upset. | know you
are upset, but we are trying to solve the problem and this is a very small piece of
attempting to solve the problem.

Mr. Reap: Okay. How does a breach of promise stand up in court because | already
promised the Mayor & Council 1 wouldn’t talk about this property to them ever again?
Vice Chairman: You do have an opportunity at the next town meeting in September.
Mr. Reap: That’s the thing; | would break my promise. | promised | would never
mentioned this property again. But I do have to mention it when | give my address.



VOUCHERS: submitted by Steven J. Veltri, Esq. for attendance at the August 17, 2023
Meeting in the amount of $400;

MOTION TO APPROVE VOUCHER: made by Member Jordan, seconded by Member
Strobel. Voting yes were Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor Mahler, Councilman
Cortellessa, Members Platt, Strobel, Slater, Crilly and Jordan

MOTION TO ADJOURN AT 7:48PM: Motion made by Member Slater, seconded by
Member Strobel, and carried by a voice vote.

Jennifer A. Fiorito, Planning Board Secretary



