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MINUTES OF THE JOINT MEETING OF THE MONTCLAIR PLANNING BOARD AND

THE GLEN RIDGE PLANNING BOARD 
MONTCLAIR FIRE HEADQUARTERS, 1 PINE STREET

May 18, 2015

Call to Order  :     Ms. Talley called the meeting to order at 7:40 pm and announced that it 
had been properly noticed in accordance with the Open Public Meetings Act.  Mr. Zichelli 
called the meeting to order at 7:40 for the Borough of Glen Ridge and also noted that it 
had been properly noticed.  

Roll Call  :    Ms. Talley called the roll call for the Montclair Planning Board.  Chair Wynn, 
Vice Chair Kurzweil, Mr. Schwartz, Councilor McMahon, Ms. Willis, Mr. Brandon, Mr. 
Brodock, Ms. Seip, Mr. Rooney, Mr. DeSalvo, Mr. Vallario, Esq. as conflict attorney and 
Assistant Planner Graham Petto were present. Mr. Brandon was excused.  Mr. Zichelli 
called the roll for the Glen Ridge Planning Board.  

Alan Trembulak, Glen Ridge Planning Board Attorney, suggested that the two Boards 
appoint John Wynn as Chair for the joint meeting.  A motion was made to appoint Mr. 
Wynn to chair the meeting and was approved unanimously. 

Keith Brodock from the Montclair Planning Board noted that he had a conflict and recused
himself from the hearing.

New Business:  HUMC/Mountainside Hospital Redevelopment Study.    

Ms. Talley summarized the purpose of the public hearing.  She stated that the purpose of 
the study was to evaluate all of the properties in the study area to determine if they meet 
the criteria for an area in need of redevelopment or an area in need of rehabilitation.  

She introduced Jeff Janota and Jessica Giorgianni as the professional planners from H2M
who prepared the study. Ms. Giorgianni presented her findings to the Board.  She stated 
that the statutory charge for a positive determination of redevelopment eligibility requires 
a demonstration, on an area wide basis that existing conditions meet redevelopment 
criteria. The analysis looked at each property individually and considers it within the 
context of the entire area, as well as the area’s history of development and its future 
needs. In addition to evaluating existing individual property conditions, the area wide ‐
determination considers such factors that affect all properties, including the land use 
policy recommendations from municipal master planning efforts; the needs of the major 
property owner, a beneficial hospital use, and the community it serves; and the safety and
effectiveness of the circulation network.  She concluded that the following properties 
should be declared an Area in Need of Redevelopment.
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Block Lot Location Use AINR
91 1 HIGHLAND AVENUE Surface Parking Section 3
4207 1 BAY STREET Surface Parking Section 3
4207 2 SHERWOOD STREET Deck & Surface Parking Section 3
4207 30 34 SHERWOOD Dwelling a, d
4213 1 2 WALNUT CRESCENT Vacant Land c
4213 2 4 WALNUT CRESCENT Vacant Land c
4213 3 6 WALNUT CRESCENT Vacant Land c
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4213 4 8 WALNUT CRESCENT Vacant Land c
4213 5 12 WALNUT Vacant Land Section 3
4213 6 14 WALNUT 

CRESCENT
Vacant Land Section 3

4213 7 16 WALNUT Dwelling a, d
4213 8 18 WALNUT Dwelling a, d
4213 9 20 WALNUT Dwelling a, d
4213 10 22 WALNUT Dwelling a, d
4213 11 8 CLAREMONT Dwelling a, d
4213 12 12 CLAREMONT 

AVENUE
Dwelling Section 3

4213 22 4 GEORGE STREET Dwelling d
4213 23 2 GEORGE STREET Vacant Land c
4215 1 WALNUT CRS.& Nursing School a, b, d
106 15 311 BAY AVENUE Nursing School d

Mr. Schwartz asked about the driving force behind the redevelopment initiative.  Ms. 
Talley responded that the hospital had approached both Montclair Township and Glen 
Ridge Borough about plans for medical office space.  After discussions regarding their 
plans, it was felt that a better approach was to prepare a comprehensive plan for the 
hospital using the redevelopment process in order to proactively address the needs of the
hospital and neighborhood issues.

Ms. Willis asked about 4 George Street, which does not appear to have the access issues
that were issues with other properties. Ms. Giorgianni stated that part of the problem was 
the obsolete layout of this property, the illegal 3rd apartment and the lack of onsite parking.
Ms. Willis stated that she did not feel that these issues were serious enough to designate 
this property an area in need of redevelopment.

Ms. X from Glen Ridge asked about the process of designating a redevelopment.  Ms. 
Talley stated that the property owner is often designated the redeveloper.  Ms. X asked 
why?  Ms. Talley stated that the benefits are primarily the ability to prepare a holistic, 
comprehensive redevelopment plan that addresses hospital needs and neighborhood 
issues.  She also noted that there are financial benefits through the voluntary Payment in 
lieu of taxes (PILOT) which ultimately provides more revenue to municipalities than 
regular taxes.

Mr. Schwartz asked if the Board decided not to designate the houses as an area in need 
of redevelopment, could the Township use its powers to require these properties be fixed 
up through its abandoned property program. Ms. Giorgianni stated that she does not 
know why the hospital did not maintain the houses.   

The public was invited to ask questions of the consultant.  

William Scott of Montclair asked if lack of maintenance is a valid basis for redevelopment 
designation.  He asked the consultant if they looked at any of the R1 or R2 zones beyond 
the study area.  Mr. Janota stated that they did not.  

Councilor Baskerville asked if anyone is aware of the fact that approximately 4 years ago 
the Council passed an ordinance that allowed people to convert 600 square foot 
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accessory apartments in their residences.  Ms. Talley stated that the ordinance was 
introduced but was never adopted.

Lori Jean Moody from Oxford Street in Glen Ridge asked if the consultants considered 
comparables for suitability.  She asked if the age of the property was a primary concern, 
when many of the houses in both communities are of a similar age.  Mr. Janota stated 
that condition, size, lot configuration and accessibility were additional considerations 
addressed in the report.   

Ms. Seip asked how the age of the property was considered in their evaluation, since 
many of the houses in both communities are old.  Ms. Giorgianni stated that there were 
many issues in addition to age that were considered in their recommendation, including 
dangerous access issues and the condition of the structures themselves.

Chair Wynn stated that 12 Claremont Avenue appears to be in very good condition and 
does not meet the criteria for an area in need of redevelopment.  He stated that he does 
not like to see good housing stock removed from the market, and this property, even 
though owned by the hospital, is still a good house.

Martin Schwartz asked for clarification that the redevelopment plan can include a 
requirement that houses can remain.  Mr. Janota said that there is no plan at this point, 
but that in preparing the redevelopment plan the municipalities would work with all of the 
stakeholders, including the hospital, to establish requirements, which may include the 
preservation of some of the houses.

Carmel Lochman who lives on Walnut Crescent asked about the impacts of 
redevelopment have to people who live on Walnut Street and Walnut Crescent.  Ms. 
Giorgianni stated that this would be evaluated and addressed in the redevelopment plan.  
Ms. Talley stated that the impact of development on these streets would be addressed in 
the redevelopment plan, including issues such as traffic and parking.  Ms. Lochman said 
that the impacts to all of the surrounding areas should also be evaluated, outside of the 
boundary area.

Chair Wynn stated that the Township is really trying to engage the public to address 
issues and concerns up front.  

Lori Jean Moody asked why the property at 32 Sherwood Street is not recommended to 
be designated as an area in need of redevelopment.  Chair Wynn stated that this property
will be included in the plan as an area in need of rehabilitation.

Ralph Walker, from Smith Maran and a consultant to the Planning Board, asked about 
recommendations for streetscaping and street configuration.  Mr. Janota stated that 
streetscape and traffic improvements will be addressed in the redevelopment plan. 

Mr. DeSalvo asked if the redevelopment planning process did not move ahead, what 
happens to the subject properties.  Ms. Talley stated that the current zoning remains in 
place.

Theresa Manetti of 32 Sherwood Street asked for clarification about her property.  Ms. 
Giorgianni stated that her property was not recommended as an area in need of 
redevelopment, but is recommended as an area in need of rehabilitation.  This allows 
here property to be included in the redevelopment plan, but takes the issue of eminent 
domain off the table.
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Chair Wynn invited the public to make comments on the plan.

William Scott stated that he has a problem with the houses being allowed to deteriorate 
and that there is a pattern of disuse that has created the blighted condition.  He is also 
concerned about the tax situation.  In 2014, $2.5 million in taxes were paid to the Borough
of Glen Ridge.  In Montclair, less than $100,000 in taxes was paid by the hospital.  He 
wants to know what the benefit is to the residents of Montclair to participate in this plan.  
He emphasized that the Township should not completely change the R2 zone district.  
There has been a significant loss of affordable housing, and in 2006 the Township passed
an ordinance to preserve the R2 zone district that applied to all wards in the Township, 
with the exception of the 4th Ward.  He also stated that based on preliminary information 
presented, there is a need for additional parking for this project.  He is concerned that this
parking will have to be built in Montclair and housing will have to be demolished to 
provide for this additional parking.  

Carmel Lochman asked about the amount of taxes paid by the hospital, particularly for 
the properties that contain houses in Montclair.  She stated that she has not received this 
information from the Tax Collector’s office.  She looked at Zillow, and 8 of the houses 
owned by the hospital.  Four of these properties have only paid $2,500 in annual taxes 
since 2007.  Why is the hospital paying so little?  Mr. McMahon stated that the Township 
is taking action and has reevaluated the parking deck to collect the appropriate amount of
taxes.

Councilor Baskerville stated that it appears that Section 3 of the LHRL has been applied 
with too broad a brush.  She says that it appears that there is a conflict of interest if the 
owner of the houses is pushing to accomplish a change in zoning through a 
redevelopment plan rather than a zoning variance.  She stated that during the 
presentation, there were several comments made about the small size of the dwelling 
units.  She pointed that back in 2012 the Council was looking at creative ways to create 
affordable housing was to permit smaller accessory dwelling units in existing houses.  
She also pointed out that there are many areas in Montclair Township where there is no 
onsite parking.  She stated that there are people in Township who have the ability to 
rehabilitate houses in poor condition.

William Scott stated that in 2014 the taxes paid by the hospital for the surface parking lot 
on Bay Street was $11,549.  The hospital paid only $10,322 in taxes for the parking deck 
in 2014.  It will be a welcome change for the hospital to pay the appropriate amount of 
taxes for its improvements.

There being no additional comments from the public, the public portion of the meeting 
was closed.

The Glen Ridge Planning Board continued their public hearing to Wednesday, May 20. 

The Montclair Planning Board took a recess.

Mr. DeSalvo asked for clarification on what the Planning Board has been tasked to do.  
Chair Wynn stated that the Planning Board has been asked to make a recommendation 
to the Council for each property as to whether it meets the criteria for an area in need of 
redevelopment with the power of eminent domain, an area in need of redevelopment 
without the power of eminent domain, and/or whether it meets the criteria for an area in 
need of rehabilitation.  The Council them makes the final decision each property.  After the
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designations are completed, the Township will prepare a redevelopment plan working in 
conjunction with the community and stakeholders.

Ms. Seip stated that it would be helpful to have the tax information on the subject 
properties.  

Chair Wynn stated parking deck and parking lot meet the criteria.  Most of the properties 
meet the criteria, but the fringe residential properties raise some concerns.  The 
Claremont Avenue property is questionable.  He stated that there is certain logic for the 
properties that face the hospital.  He does not feel that 12 Claremont Avenue and 4 
George Street meet the criteria for an area in need of redevelopment, but do meet the 
criteria for an area in need of rehabilitation.

Mr. DeSalvo agreed with Chair Wynn’s comments.  He recognizes the need to create an 
appropriate transition between residential neighborhood and the hospital.

Mr. Schwartz stated that he recognizes that there is a health care facility in the Township 
and there needs to be a balancing between the needs of the health care facility and 
housing.  He said that the Board does not need to lock in housing as the transitional 
buffer, but there should be some language in the resolution regarding density, scale, open
space and maintaining residential character along with maximizing ratables.

VC Kurzweil asked the owners of Sherwood Street why they object to being included in 
the redevelopment area.  They said they have no comment right now.  

Chair Wynn a made motion to accept the study, except that 12 Claremont Avenue, 34 
Sherwood and 4 George Street do not meet the criteria for an area in need of 
redevelopment but do meet the criteria for an area in need of rehabilitation.  Whatever 
redevelopment that is considered for the area should try to preserve the residential 
character of the area.  Development at transition points should take into consideration the
size, density and design of neighborhood character and open space considerations and 
also to maintain and maximize ratables to the extent possible in crafting the 
redevelopment plan while also preserving the integrity of the neighborhood and affordable
housing.

The motion was seconded by Mr. DeSalvo.  The Board voted as follows:

John Wynn - Yes

Lanny Kurzweil - Yes

Martin Schwartz - Yes

Rich McMahon - Yes

Carole Willis - Yes

Margaret Seip - Yes

Stephen Rooney - Yes

Jason DeSalvo - Yes

Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 pm.
Respectfully submitted,
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Janice Talley, P.P., AICP
Planning Board Secretary
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