PLANNING BOARD SEPTEMBER 19, 2024
BOROUGH OF WANAQUE

REGULAR MEETING

Meeting called to order by Chairman Gilbert Foulon with a salute to the flag at 7:00PM

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 January 28, 2024, 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, and a copy
thereof has been on file with the Borough Clerk.

ROLL CALL: Chairman Gilbert Foulon, Vice Chairman Joseph Graceffo, Mayor Daniel
Mahler, Councilman Dominick Cortellessa, Members Kevin Platt, Angela Demetriou,
David Slater, Jack Crilly and Jack Jordan

PRESENT: Attorney Steven Veltri
ABSENT: Member Mary Leonard and Engineer Michael Cristaldi

Let the record show that Mayor Daniel Mahler arrived at 7:09pm.

MINUTES: from the July 18, 2024 Meeting

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

Chairman Foulon, Councilman Cortellessa abstained.

COMMUNICATIONS/REPORTS: None




NEW BUSINESS APPLICATION: Maria Mezcal (Latin Restaurant)
Property Owner: Peter Herina, 55 Finch Road, Ringwood, NJ
Property Address: 636 Ringwood Avenue, Wanaque (Block 236.01/Lot 24)
New Tenant: Herbert Melo, 362 Macopin Road, West Milford, NJ

Chairman Foulon advised the Applicant that the Application was not complete. There was
no Parking Plan submitted.

Felix Melo, speaking on behalf of my father, and I wasn’t aware of that but where would I
be able to access that.

Chairman: Itis part of the Application.

Applicant: Is there anything else | need to get done?

Chairman: No, we have to see the Parking Plan before we can approve the number of seats
in the restaurant.

Applicant: Allow me to check since I have the Floor Plan.

Member Crilly: Can I just ask a question though? | mean would they be using the
parking for the old Shippee’s?

Chairman: Yes, but we have to know how many spaces are there.

Applicant: There are 10 parking spaces that are available and, if we intend to grow the
business down the line and need additional spacing, we spoke with the neighbor across the
street that owns the liquor store and he has an empty parking lot that he would be willing
to rent out to us if the future as well.

Member Jordan: You also have street parking.

Applicant: Correct, yes.

Member Crilly: Just for when you come back you would have 5 seats at a bar and just the
3 tables is that it, so it would be a total of 11?

Applicant: No it would be 17 tables with 2 people per table along with the 5 bar seats.
Member Crilly: 1 see.

Applicant: Any other questions?

Chairman: We are looking up the Ordinance as to how many spaces are required per
seating.

Applicant: My understanding it is 1 parking spot for every 4 people that are there.
Member Crilly: In total, looking at the Floor Plan, then you have 16 seats in what is called
the dining area.

Applicant: Correct, yes.

Member Crilly: And then the bar area you’ve got S seats at the bar and then you have
another 3 tables for 6 seats there, correct?

Applicant: It should be 17 tables in total for 2 people at each table, and then the 5 bar
seats.

Councilman: That totals 39 seats, and he has 39 seats in his Application.

Applicant: Yes. With our 4 employees it would get us to 43 so we should be within code.
Member Crilly: 39 seats — 28 in the dining area; another 6 at the tables in the bar area—5
at the bar.

Chairman: It says here right on the Application “Attach a proposed site plan showing all
parking areas, parking spots, outside storage, etc.”



Applicant: Okay, I’ll make sure to speak with him. Our hours of operation intend to be
from 10am to 11pm, but | was just curious to know what would be the latest that the
business could stay open?

Member Jordan: You’ll be closed before Flip’s probably, right?

Chairman: 1 would say it is in accordance with the local bars.

Member Crilly: Do you have a liquor license?

Applicant: No, but our intentions are to get a liquor license. We just wanted to make sure
we got the approval.

Member Demetriou: Can you bring your own before you get the license? Is that allowed?
Applicant: The goal is to get the liquor license before we open.

Chairman: This is what you need. We need 1 parking spot for every 4 seats and then 1 for
every 2 employees. If you bring us a Plan showing that, then we got no problem approving
this, okay?

Applicant: Okay. 1 for every 2 employees and 1 for every 4 seats.

Chairman: Right.

Applicant: Understood. Thank you very much.

CONCEPT REVIEW PRESENTATION - Charles Huber
Subdivide One Large Lot Into Three Separate Lots
Mountain Avenue & Cresent Road (Block 200/Lot 27)

Charles Huber, the owner of the three lots, discussed with the Board the concept of
dividing them into three separate lots. Discussions were had regarding the location of the
lots, shape of the lots and a flag lot issue.

The Board gave non-binding comments on his concept.

CONCEPT REVIEW PRESENTATION - 1323-1327 Realty Inc.
132-1327 Ringwood Avenue, Haskell, NJ (Block 464/Lots 35 & 36)

Attorney John Barbarula and the owner of the property, John Geleski.

The concept plan is for a Sports Center. Discussion were had regarding the renderings,
number of patrons, parking, ingress and egress.

The Board gave non-binding comments on this concept.



PRESENTATION — Benecke Economics
Lakeside Manor Redevelopment Plan — Fourth Amendment
Mayor & Council Ordinance No. 10-0-2024

Lyndsay Knight, from Neglia Group, appearing on behalf of Bob Benecke of Benecke
Economics (hereinafter referred to as “Planner”). I’ve been in front of the Board before,
but just to remind you, I’m a Professional Planner. I’m certified through the American
Institute of Certified Planners as well as, through the State of New Jersey, | am recognized
as a Professional Planner.

Planner: We are here about the Amendment to the Mountain Lakes Estates
Redevelopment Plan. The Amendment to change what was previously approved from
townhouses to apartments. The changes are going to change quite a bit and, in my opinion,
in a more positive way. The building coverage is going to decrease from 52,788 square feet
down to 8,509 square feet and that’s because we’re going from multiple buildings of
townhouses it will just be one solitary building used for apartments. After that, pavement
coverage is going from 47,410 square feet down to 39, 879 square feet. In addition, the total
impervious surface percentage is going to go from 21.12% down to 9.95% and the set backs
are going to change. This building is going to be closer to Mountain Lakes. It is going to
go from a 63’ setback on Mountain Lakes to a 22.85°. However, the setback from Linda is
going to change substantially. It is going to go from 50’ to 257’ so it’s going to be much
further away from those residential dwellings.

One of the biggest things that is going to be changing here is the number of bedrooms. |
want to emphasize that the townhouses previously were three bedrooms, all of them, and
there was 47 of them. We are going to change that and propose 3 Studio Units, 46 One
Bedroom Units and 13 Two Bedroom Units, so it will be a total of 75 bedrooms as opposed
to the 141 bedrooms that were in the previously approved Plan.

The emphasis on this is | really want to bring up is the three bedrooms since typically that
is going to be more situated for a family where the smaller, less bedrooms, the studios and
one bedrooms, those are going to be more focused towards empty nesters as well as young
professionals and most likely not families. | know that when we wrote the Original
Redevelopment Plan we made sure that there were certain restrictions on things like dens,
not having closets, only being a certain size because we were trying to really cut down on
the number of bedrooms in those units.

Finally, the parking requirement is going to go down because it is going to go down from
141 parking spaces required to 101 so that is also why that impervious coverage changed
quite a bit as well. This is going to be a much more compact design. And, in my opinion,
less intrusive than what was previously proposed in the former iteration.

Chairman: What is the height of the building?

Planner: I don’t have the height but it is going to be 3 Stories.

Chairman: What was the height of the original townhouses? Do you know?

Mayor: It was 2 Stories plus the garage.

Planner: Yes, | believe it was 3 Stories as well. 1 think the first floor was the garage where
you drove in and then there were two stories above it, if | remember correctly.



Member Crilly: So this will be one single building, correct? 3 Stories and what will the
road frontage width be?

Planner: This is what was and this what is proposed. It really shows the impact that this is
a much smaller design taking up less area.

Chairman: Has this been settled with the Court yet? Is Rodriguez out?

Mayor: Not yet.

Chairman: Then why are we doing this now?

Mayor: The Developer has to come back to this Board. We are not approving this Plan,
we are approving the Redevelopment. It still has to come back to the Board.

Chairman: Why are approving this Ordinance?

Mayor: You are not approving. This is a recommendation to the Mayor & Council where
you can say “yes or no” and the Mayor & Council will do what they want. You’re just
giving a recommendation to the Mayor & Council.

Planner: So this is not approving that specific Plan, but this is what using the requirements
in the Redevelopment Plan what it could show a conforming building would look like.
Tonight we are just providing you with the Amendments to the Previous Plan. We are
asking for a recommendation back to the Mayor & Council. If a Developer was to move
forward and put in a Site Plan Application, they would then have to come back to the
Planning Board for approval and hopefully a variance free application based on the plans.
That’s why the Amendment is here.

Member Crilly: So where the abandoned condo foundations are now, that’s going to be
leveled and cleaned up?

Planner: Yes.

Member Crilly: That building goes in. All right, so now when you go up the hill and those
abandoned housing structures they will remain?

Planner: | believe that is a separate issue from this Redevelopment Plan.

Member Crilly: This may be a legal issue, but that’s my question. We clear that out and is
that another phase of this thing.

Mayor: It’s not of this, but it’s in the plan.

Member Crilly: So my question is, with an apartment complex at the bottom of the hill,
people are going to buy houses up the hill?

Mayor: They might.

Member Crilly: I don’t think so.

Member Jordan: Are they doing a traffic study on that? Since you do traffic studies on
everything else, is there a traffic study on this because Ringwood Avenue is dead.
Mayor: This isn’t anywhere near Ringwood Avenue.

Member Jordan: | know where it is.

Member Slater: Once you get passed 7:00 or 7:30 at night, traffic flies by.

Mayor: Lyndsay, the parking spaces are going from 141 to 101?

Planner: Yes, there is a 40 space reduction.

Mayor: So that means 40 less cars. On the old plan, if Mr. Rodriguez built the condos, you
would have had 141 cars and here you have 101.



Planner: Also, there is a reduction in the number of bedrooms so a reduction in the
number of people living there as well.

Member Jordan: How many units do you have?

Planner: This is going to be a total of 75 bedrooms, but there is going to be 62 apartments,
but the reason there is that many is because there are studios and one bedrooms are
predominantly the unit types that will be in there.

Member Jordan: These usually two cars per unit.

Planner: There are 46 One Bedrooms and 3 Studios. So you would assume 49 of those.
Mayor: What about the visitor parking?

Planner: Those are all included in the RSIS Standards.

Member Jordan: And you don’t think there you are going to have two people living in the
studio apartments?

Planner: I think if there wasn’t enough parking that would affect the rentability of the
space as well. If you have two cars, you wouldn’t rent a unit at a place where you only have
one space.

Vice Chairman: What is the square footage of the studio?

Planner: Right now, this is just conceptual.

Vice Chairman: You can’t tell me right now what the square footage is?

Planner: No, similar to the way that your Zoning Ordinance wouldn’t say a house has to
have this much square footage.

Vice Chairman: So you have no specifics?

Planner: No. The Redevelopment Plan is intended to be like the “Zoning Ordinance” of
the area. You typically in a Zoning Ordinance wouldn’t have size.

Vice Chairman: As far as the elevations concern, and this is only a conceptual view, I’'m
just trying to figure out in terms of placement of this building, I have the feeling as you go
up Conklintown Road, the rear of the building will be facing Conklintown Road, correct?
Planner: | believe so, yes.

Vice Chairman: And then the front of the building would be facing Linda?

Planner: No, the front of the building would be technically the front yard is Mountain
Lakes. From a zoning perspective, the front yard is considered Mountain Lakes so that
would be the frontage.

Vice Chairman: If you are coming up Mountain Lakes and turn into that property, the
back of the building is facing Linda?

Planner: That would be the side of the building. So the front yard is Mountain Lakes and
then Linda is the side yard. This is like from zoning perspective.

Chairman: You know what, we are getting a little carried away here guys. We are only
talking about recommending the Ordinance to the Mayor & Council. You can vote “yes or
no” and the Mayor & Council can do what they please anyhow.

Vice Chairman: To the same point, both the back of the building

Chairman: Joe, these are items that we have to cover when we get an Application.
Member Crilly: What are we recommending?

Chairman: | am going to ask for a Motion to send a letter to the Mayor & Council that we
approve, or in favor of the Ordinance change and you can vote “yes or no”.



Member Crilly: But does the Ordinance change? I’m reading it and it seems repetitive.
All I see in the Ordinance change is the ability now to have apartments there rather than
condos. Is that a change in zoning at all.

Chairman: No.

Planner: The Redevelopment Plan already exits. The Redevelopment Plan was approved
and when it was approved the permitted use was townhouses. Now we are proposing to
Amend the Redevelopment Plan, which already exists, to permit apartments.

Member Crilly: And that’s what we are replying to the recommendation?

Chairman: Right, what is in this Ordinance.

Member Crilly: Thank you.

Chairman: So with that, I’ll entertain a Motion.

Public: Can we public discussion first on this?

Chairman: No.

Public: Why not? | have factual information. This is incorrect.

Chairman: Because we don’t have an Application here, okay.

Public: Then why are we even discussing this because they don’t even own the property?
Chairman: Because it is a change of the Ordinance.

Public: When there it is no longer a Highland Exemption if you change the Ordinance.
You haven’t even spoke to the DEP and I have.

Chairman: 1 will entertain a Motion to have the Secretary send the Mayor & Council a
letter

Public: That’s ridiculous

Chairman: that the Planning Board reviewed the Ordinance

Public: There is so much corruption going on right now.

Chairman: Excuse me. One more word and you are out of here.

Public: Have me thrown out and then it’ll come to light. Go ahead, have me thrown out.
You are not going throw me out. Call the police.

Vice Chairman: They have a right to really speak at the open session.

Chairman: Come on, let’s hear what you have to say.

Vice Chairman: We do have it on our Agenda an open session if anybody has anything to
come before the Board they do it at that time.

Chairman: Yea, you wait until that time.

Public: You are voting on something before you hear what | have to say.

Chairman: We are voting on nothing that is binding, okay. You complain right now is
with the Mayor & Council, not with us.

Public: They don’t listen because they’re corrupt.

Vice Chairman: Let’s not make statements like that.

Chairman: | have to listen to this, come on.



Member Slater: | make the Motion.
Chairman: We have a Motion.
Member Crilly: Second.
Chairman: Do we have a second?
Board Secretary: Member Crilly.
Chairman: Roll Call

MOTION RECOMMENDING ORDINANCE TO THE MAYOR & COUNCIL : made by
Member Slater, seconded by Member Crilly. Voting yes were Chairman Foulon

Vice Chairman: | want to say yes, but | have a concern about what we are really just
pushing this through. The point is simply you’re making an effort to make an
improvement in that tract that we’ve been dealing with for the last 20 years. So the
guestion this more of an issue with the Mayor & Council. The point is we are just being
jammed with this without much discussion.

Chairman: No we are not.

Vice Chairman: Yes we are. Bottom line | am in favor of the addition

Chairman: The Mayor & Council are going to do what they damn well please no matter
what we say.

Vice Chairman: But we have the responsibility to say “yes or no” and even with it or
without it, they are going to make their own approvals on it. My only point is we are just
jamming this through.

Attorney Veltri: Let me stop you. You can vote and condition your vote on them looking
at certain items that concern you. That’s fine. But essentially, this is a technical step to get
from this Board to the Mayor & Council so they can either approve or not approve what is
being proposed. Our job is to review it. If you have questions, you have suggestions, put it
on the record and it’ll be part of the Motion and they can consider in October when they
look at the Ordinance for approval. | have no problem with you putting on the record
whatever your concerns are, that’s fine, that’s really why we are here.

Chairman: We also don’t have an application.

Attorney Veltri: No, it’s not an application.

Chairman: This thing can go any which way.

Attorney Veltri: The only problem is this. If this is approved, and we do get an
application, and the applicant adheres to the requirements, then our hands are somewhat
tied at that point. That’s why, if you have a concern, that you want to see this modified or
tweaked, put it on the record, we’ll send it to the Mayor & Council, and if they think it is a
valid adjustment, they’ll make it. But that is the step. We are not approving the
Ordinance. We are reviewing it subject to whatever comments you have. This is what we
are doing. If you’re not ready to vote on it, if you want another meeting to consider more
information, then we will carry it until the next meeting. It is that simple. We don’t have a
gun to our heads. I don’t know what the scheduling is on the Mayor & Council’s side, but I
want the Board to feel free that they looked at it, considered it and they put on the record
really what is on their minds because if it is approved and we get an application and then
we start complaining about the Ordinance, well it’s too late at that point. You are stuck
with it.



Vice Chairman: That’s exactly right and so the point is here they put the cart before us and
it’s kind of made out already, zoned out to what they’re going to deal with. It comes before
us and our hands are tied.

Attorney Veltri: That’s right.

Vice Chairman: If we want to make changes or suggestions, we can’t do it. We have to go
by what this Ordinance says. My point is too that we’ve been looking for this tract to be
resolved for the last 30 years as far as I’'m concerned. I’m looking for progress the same
way as every member of this Board is looking for progress but right now this has been put
together by other people, jammed to us and say, hey look at it and approve it. | do want to
hear other input from other people before | say, yea, this is the best thing we can get there.
I know the Mayor has more involvement in it and more

Member Crilly: Why don’t we table this and let Mr. Diaz speak. Go right to public
discussion.

Attorney Veltri: If you want to do that, then at the end of that discussion if you want to
reconsider the Motion at that point, you can.

Chairman: Let’s do that.

Attorney Veltri: I think that’s probably the right step.

Planner: Just to add, this is an Amendment to an existing Plan so there is more beyond
just the use. We showed you the concept this evening of what could be there using the
requirements within the Redevelopment Plan. There are design requirements, setback
requirements, buffering requirements, as well. It is not just this is apartments and this is
the setback. There are other requirements within the Plan and the Plan has been around
for many years.

Attorney Veltri: Lyndsay, obviously we want you to stay, listen and obviously comment on
whatever other things come up.

Planner: Yes and | am here if you have questions or you need assistance on anything in
terms if there is just questions regarding, | know we are talking about the front side, and if
there are ways that we can assist you in coming to something makes everyone more
comfortable.

Attorney Veltri: We appreciate that.

Planner: Yes, of course.

Vice Chairman: It’s not a point of information conceptually, since this is a conceptual
presentation. (Discussions were had between Vice Chairman and the Planner regarding
the building’s location on the conceptual plan.) My point is, if you are going to design this
building, I want it both ways, front and back looking the same. (More discussions ensued).
Chairman: Joe, that’s what we do when we get an application.

Vice Chairman: By that time, it’ll be too late. Let them be aware of the concept that we
are presenting to them. That’s the purpose of this. All I’m saying is, I want the building to
look both the same way because effects residential areas on one side and effects a roadway
on the other side. Let’s get that out there right in the very beginning what we want.



Chairman: State your name and address.

Gerald Reap — 35 Mountain Lakes Drive, Wanagque

Mr. Reap: We sat here for over an hour tonight talking about Ringwood Avenue. A
commercial building that was going to be grotesque for Ringwood Avenue and where it
wasn’t consistent with the houses that exist on Ringwood Avenue. This apartment house is
going to be consistent with the single-family housing up there on the mountain. 1 would
like the Board not approve this or vote for it because keep it single-family housing up there,
whether it was the townhouses.

Mayor: Right now it is zone condos.

Mr. Reap: Which is single-families, right. So now you are going to put this big gigantic
thing in the middle of the mountain and your game plan is to do the same thing with
Mountain Lakes Estates, correct?

Mayor: No.

Mr. Reap: What do you mean no? You said it at the Council Meetings.

Mayor: | never said that.

Mr. Reap: Eminent domain on Lakeside and then when the permits expire you are going
to go eminent domain on Mountain Lakes, right?

Mayor: We are going to go after him for Mountain Lakes.

Mr. Reap: Correct, and what’s to stop more apartment houses going up the side of the
mountain?

Mayor: I don’t believe Mountain Lakes is approved by the DEP, and I doubt they will be.
That’s my opinion.

Chairman: Let me say this, back in the 80s, this thing went to court and the property
owner was given the right to build these condos.

Mr. Reap: Right, single-family.

Member Slater: It’s not single-family.

Chairman: It’s not single-family, it’s condominiums.

Mr. Reap: They were townhouses.

Chairman: They are privately owned instead of rented. This is going to have a less of an
impact on you and me, because | live up there too, on the traffic then what the court said
we had to allow. It is going to be less of an impact. Do I like it? No, I don’t like it. I’m
going to tell you right now I don’t like it at all. I’d like to see a normal residential thing
there. The original plan for that property was to build a gigantic nursing home there.
Mr. Reap: That was before my time.

Chairman: 1| can tell you exactly when it was and it was in 1982.

Mr. Reap: | got there in 1989.

Chairman: Some idiot that became Mayor of this town and said no we are not going to
have a nursing home there. I’m not going to say who that was though.

Mr. Reap: I’d just like to put on the record I think an apartment house in the mountains
there would be way out of place.

10



Chairman: Okay. You have something to say?

Joe Diaz — 3 Mountain Lakes Drive, Wanaque

Mr. Diaz: The reason | am here is because there really is some misleading information
going on. First of all I’d like to ask Lyndsay and the Mayor, have we purchased this
property yet? Has the town purchased this property?

Mayor: No.

Mr. Diaz: No.

Planner: I’m just writing the Redevelopment Plan.

Mr. Diaz: Do you know if they’ve purchased the property the town?

Planner: I’m just the Planner.

Mr. Diaz: Okay, so the town has not even purchased this property and we are actually
entertaining this. It should have never fallen under the redevelopment for one because
nothing was ever built. There was never a Certificate of Occupancy and furthermore the
stuff that is being addressed is not the entire phase one, which is the houses that everybody
is talking about. Those things should actually be addressed in this whole plan as well.
Because when | read the law on the redevelopment, it tells you that areas with buildings or
improvements by reason of dilapidation are detrimental to the safety, health, morals and
the welfare of the community and those houses are that and we are not even addressing
that, okay. The foundations, once you tear them down, it no longer falls under the
Highlands Exemption. Has your Economic Planner with the town been in touch with the
DEP? Yes or no?

Chairman: What does this mean? You lost me there.

Mr. Diaz: I’m going to tell you why because this site is Highlands Exempt as long as you
follow the original footprint, and you are not following the original footprint. You are no
longer following the original footprint. You are not addressing any of the issues that the
residents have dealt with for over 20 years. I’m not opposed, at all, to this being built. I
am in favor of it as long as it follows the original footprint, which is what my neighbors,
who aren’t all here because they are just so burnt out from coming here, if you build
townhouses you have people that are owning these things that are putting tax dollars into
the community. We are no longer doing that once you put up an apartment building with
one sole owner with nowhere for those people to go. It’s going to be a parking lot and a
building. They have nowhere to go. What are they going to do, they are going to get into
their car and I don’t even want to talk about the traffic stuff. That’s a whole other issue.
You are all talking about that, but there should be a traffic study there as well because the
entrance to Mountain Lakes Drive is now a u-turn. I don’t know if you ever drive on
Conklintown, but you know, during the summer, Spring Lake Day Camp is an extremely
busy area. There are buses, there are parents and all they do is turn around in there. Itis
very dangerous. That’s not the way it was designed. There was supposed to be a triangle
there. We are not even addressing that issue. All of sudden, | was here last month, and
I’ve been to many Mayor & Council meetings, and I was complaining about the fact that
the original developer, the guy that broke ground and put the infrastructure in, that he
never completed correctly, had ripped up the sidewalks on Conklintown and that was a
safety issue. There are Kids that walk to school, there are people that walk all over town.
The town took it upon themselves to repair with the developer had done. Which I am very
happy about.

11



Councilman: Just this past week.

Mr. Diaz: Just this past week and I’m very happy about that but I still don’t feel that we,
as taxpayers, should be paying for that.

Mayor: We’re billing him.

Mr. Diaz: You’re billing it, but is he paying his bills because we are maintaining the land
and now all of a sudden we don’t own the property but we are continuing a sidewalk on
property that the town does not even own. That’s a liability issue. You should not be
trespassing on anyone’s property. You are trespassing on private property. You are
putting a sidewalk in and that’s a whole other issue. I don’t want to lose my train of
thought too much, but I don’t even know why we are discussing this, but what really
bothers me about this whole thing, is that now it’s becoming a Pilot Program. All of a
sudden, they voted, they are going to make it a Pilot Program. So what is a Pilot Program
supposed to do. Originally it was designed to bring businesses into the community, right,
to alleviate their taxes, help them redevelop the community, but now we are doing this with
a landowner that’s going to be a landlord. We are going to give him a Pilot Program for
what reason. We are collecting no tax dollars. As you know already, our schools are being
distressed by all the tax dollars going up county. We are losing students left and right to
Passaic County Technical Institute (PCTI). So now we are going to make it even harder
for our residents and raise their taxes dollars to allow a developer to come in, profit from
62 units and you are going to tell me that no person living in there is going to attend school.
Mayor: They still pay taxes.

Mr. Diaz: They’re not going to pay school taxes. A Pilot Program is not school taxes.
Mayor: Right.

Mr. Diaz: Right, they you go. You’re going to tell me that in 62 units, there is not going to
be one student that goes to school.

Mayor: No I’m not.

Mr. Diaz: Right, there you go. So why are we doing that. I don’t know why we are doing
this.

Chairman: Correct me if I’m wrong but you’re saying you are in favor the townhouses.
Mr. Diaz: I’m in favor of the original plan and I’m going to tell you why because the
original plan improved the community where I live. It brought in infrastructure, it
brought in sewers, water, gas, street lights, lamp posts and the lamp posts don’t work, half
of them don’t work anymore, and it was going to raise the value of all the residents behind
me because they have well water, and they have septic and they don’t have gas, they have
propane. The developer that came here and promised all these things that the Original
Developer’s Agreement said he was going to put sewers into everybody, everybody was
going to be able to hook-up, he was going to bring water to everybody that lived in the
existing community, he was going to be gas whether you hooked up to it or not, and he was
also going to provide-1 forgot what the other thing was. It was going to enhance the
community. That is no longer happening. The 62 apartments are solely for people to live
there and not have a vested interest in the community.

Chairman: The developer whoever, if there is a developer, I really don’t know, since we
don’t have an application, but this is something we can negotiate with him before we give
him approval. This Ordinance is not giving anybody approval to do anything. They still
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have to come here and we can tell them okay, you are going to have to put sewers up the
whole street, you have to put water up the whole street.

Mr. Diaz: Then why don’t we tell him to rip down the three houses? If you’re telling me
that you can do that, Mr. Graceffo is saying that, once our hands are tied, you’re telling me
you can enforce that, then why don’t you tell him.

Chairman: I don’t know because, and I don’t know why and I don’t understand why, it
has been separated from the townhouses to the residential houses that were built. 1 don’t
know why the court case and all of this doesn’t involve everything. So I can’t answer you I
that.

Mr. Diaz: Because they are not telling you everything that’s why. I not here to tie you up
too long, it’s a major legal

Chairman: I don’t know why it was broken out. Why the houses that are dilapidated and
Mr. Diaz: Neither doI.

Chairman: And falling from the foundations

Mr. Diaz: Neither do I because it’s not supposed to. Neither do I because it is all one
phase. They haven’t even been in touch with the DEP. This is really a mute point because,
when you talk to the DEP, which I have, they are going to tell you something else. And
once you change that footprint, you’re done. You are no longer within those buffers. I’m
telling you right now. You are just wasting taxpayer money, taxpayer time and this is
going nowhere. We’ve been kicking the can with this and we just going to kick it a little
further but we are going to get nowhere. I’m going to tell you right now, this town is
suffering in so many ways. We don’t have enough firefighters, E.M.T. people, we don’t
have enough coaches sometimes. The schools, the tax dollars just going up, and now we are
going to bring transient people in that are not going to help the community whatsoever.
I’m not worried about the traffic, I’m not worried about the building, I want it done right
and this is not the right way. I don’t think we should approve this whatsoever. I think this
Motion is a bad idea. I think you don’t have to do it tonight, I think you should wait until
you hear a little more and what you really should do is come to a Mayor & Council
Meeting and you’ll really see the truth because they don’t listen there. Some people have
an agenda and they just like cover their ears and they don’t want to hear anything I have
to say. I’ve been in court. Oh, by the way, there’s one really important thing, before you
do anything, there are violations attached to this property. There are codes and violations
and fines attached to this property. Why aren’t we even talking about that. You should
talk to your Economic Planner; a gentleman that I’m not a big fan of, who has been barred
by the SEC who is still employed as a town, I don’t know what we call him now, he is really
an Advisor, but we changed his name because he can’t advise, I don’t know why he is even
part of this community. We pay him money to ill-advise us because how many
Amendments have we had already? 1, 2, 3, 4. You know how much money that costs?
You have to hire a professionals. You know how much money that costs? A lot of wasted
taxpayer money. This is a terrible idea and I tell the Mayor & Council that but for some
reason they don’t want to hear it. I don’t know why. I care. I have lived in this
community all my life and if you come up by my house you’ll see I clean up garbage. I care
and I don’t know why we are doing this. It is a bad, bad idea. It is not a ratable. It is not
helping us at all. You are going to put apartments in a nice area. That’s a personal thing;
I think it’s a nice area. Legally, you can’t do anything without talking to the DEP and I
don’t even know why we are addressing this anymore. Thank You for your time.
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Chairman: Anyone else? Okay, we’ll close the Public Discussion. What do you want to do
with the Ordinance?

Member Crilly: I’m ready to vote.

Chairman: I’m ready to vote.

Member Slater: | re-instate my Motion.

MOTIONTO TELL THE MAYOR & COUNCIL THAT WE READ THE ORDINANCE
AND WE’VE REVIEWED AND APPROVED: made by Member Slater, seconded by
Member Crilly.

Voting yes were Chairman Foulon, Mayor Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa and Member
Slater.

Voting no were Vice Chairman Graceffo, Member Platt, Member Demetriou, Member
Crilly and Member Jordan.

Motion Denied — 5-No Votes; 4-Yes Votes.

Vice Chairman: We recommend to the town that we don’t approve the Amendment unless
they change what their concept is. That’s what you’re saying.

Chairman: Okay, the people that voted No, I’m going to ask them to tell the Mayor &
Council what they don’t like about it and recommend changes to the Ordinance.

Member Crilly: I agree in the concept original to the original footprint. I mean it’s an
attractive apartment complex, but it’s an apartment complex, and there is no assurances
that you are going to deal with the mess that goes further up the hill. 1 mean these people
have suffered with this for 25 years and I’m taking their lead to be honest with you. I don’t
know all the back room negotiations that have gone on with this thing, but to end up here, 1
think it’s a disgrace.

Chairman: My question is, Is it better than the condos that were supposed to be built or its
it worse?

Member Crilly: The point is this is that we want ownership in the community. These
people want neighbors and not transient people, and you know a lot of my votes on this
Board are based upon the impact on neighbors’ properties. I voted no on the cell tower
because it was an eye sore and I’m thinking of those residents around there. That’s why. I
voted against the warehouse because of what it’s going to do on Greenwood. This is much
the same concept, right? We are going to have these abandoned structures still going up
there without any resolution on this and we make it even less marketable because we have a
damn apartment complex there. It makes no sense.

Chairman: You’re saying it’s less marketable because it’s apartments and not condos?
Member Crilly: Yes.

Chairman: I don’t see the difference.

Member Slater: | take exception. | grew up in an apartment.

Member Crilly: I am not casting aspersions on renters. | am not saying that.

Member Slater: Sure you are.

Member Crilly: No I’m not.

Member Slater: You are thinking they’re lesser people.
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Member Crilly: I am not doing that. I’m just saying it’s about being invested in the
community. People have a phase of their life that they might have to rent and | understand
that.

Chairman: I can’t see the difference between condos and apartments.

Member Crilly: I just see the fact that the “phase two” of this. I live around there and my
wife and | walk through there and almost as bad as where those condos were supposed to
be, are those eyesores of those structures going up Ramapo Mountain.

Chairman: I agree and I like I said, I don’t know why those are separated.

Member Crilly: How is that going to get resolved when you got an apartment complex
there.

Mr. Diaz: This land is not Highlands Exempt; plain and simple.

Chairman: Please tell Jennfier what she should tell the Mayor & Council what you would
like to see.
Member Crilly: What | just said.

Member Jordan: We are flooded with apartments in this town. This used to be a lovely
town. The difference between an apartment and condo is a condo is going to be brought
and be part of the community. An apartment is going to cost you $2,400 a month that you
may decide to move out tomorrow. We are flooded in apartments. We tore down Midvale
School and they were going to be condos or commercial. We have an ugly apartment
house. We have enough ugly apartment houses in Midvale for three towns. We don’t need
any more. No thanks. I don’t want any more apartments houses or any more multiple
houses. I don’t even want condos, but I prefer condos to ugly apartment houses.

Chairman: | am going to direct the Secretary to letter to send a letter to Mayor & Council
that we rejected the Ordinance because we don’t apartments we would rather see
individually owned residences.

Vice Chairman: Listen, the point is I am very much concerned about that area. It’s an
eyesore as it stands right now. We’ve been trying to get something done and I believe the
Mayor & Council have been making an effort to get something done. This is an
opportunity, but it’s the wrong opportunity. That’s what I’m saying. I don’t want
corporate ownership in that area. | want individual ownership in that area. That is our
residential area and should be maintained as a residential area not a corporate investment
that people are making a lot of money out of.

RESOLUTION: None

PUBLIC DISCUSSION: Already had
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VOUCHERS: submitted by Steven J. Veltri, Esq. for attendance at the September 19, 2024
Meeting in the amount of $400.

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

MOTION TO ADJOURN AT 8:55PM: Motion made by Member Slater, seconded by
Member Crilly. Voting Yes were Chairman Foulon, Vice Chairman Graceffo, Mayor
Mahler, Councilman Cortellessa, Members Platt, Demetriou, Slater, Crilly and Jordan.

Jennifer A. Fiorito, Planning Board Secretary
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