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MINUTES OF THE MONTCLAIR PLANNING BOARD MEETING

June 22, 2015

Call to Order  :     Vice Chair Kurzweil 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.  

Roll Call  :    Mr. Petto called the roll call for the Montclair Planning Board.  Chair Wynn, 
Vice Chair Kurzweil, Mr. Schwartz, Mr. Brandon, Mr. Brodock, Ms. Seip, Mr. Rooney, Mr. 
DeSalvo, Mr. Neiss and Mr. Petto were present. Chair Wynn, Councilor McMahon and 
Ms. Willis were excused.  

Minutes:  The minutes from the May 18 Planning Board meeting were presented to the 
Board.  Two small corrections were made by Mr. DeSalvo.  A motion to approve the 
minutes as amended was made by Mr. Rooney, seconded by Mr. DeSalvo and approved 
unanimously with Mr. Brodock abstaining.  

Old Business:  Resolution from HUMC/Mountainside Hospital Redevelopment Study.  
Mr. Petto stated that a revised version of the resolution was distributed to the Board that 
contained revisions from Glen Pantel, the attorney for Mountainside Hospital.  The Board 
decided to hold off on approving this resolution and requested a memo from Mr. Vallario 
indicating that he has reviewed and approved the resolution and that a copy of the Glen 
Ridge resolution be provided.

New Business:  Montclair Center Redevelopment Study.    Ira Smith introduced 
Elizabeth McManus from Clarke Caton Smith as the planner who prepared the 
redevelopment study.  Ms. McManus summarized the study, including a summary of the 
redevelopment criteria and a review of each property and whether it meets the criteria.  

She stated that there are 18 lots in the Study Area comprising a total of 14.36 acres. It 
includes a variety of commercial properties along Bloomfield Avenue, Glenridge Avenue 
and South Fullerton Avenue. The Study Area consists of the following lots and blocks that 
have been organized into 16 Properties throughout this report:

• Block 3105, Lots 1, 2, 9;

• Block 3106, Lots 10.01, 13, 17;

• Block 3208, 1;

• Block 3206, Lots 13, 14, 15;

• Block 3205, Lots 19.02, 21, 25, 26, 27;

• Block 3213, Lot 2; and

• Block 4202, Lots 4 and 4.01.



Planning Board Minutes of June 22, 2015                                        

Based on the analyses summarized within this preliminary investigation, Ms. McManus 
states that the majority of the properties within the Study Area satisfy the statutory criteria 
for the designation of an area in need of redevelopment.  She emphasized that for any 
portion of the Study Area to be designated as an “area in need of redevelopment” the 
Planning Board must recommend, and the Township Council must find, that conditions 
meet any of the eight criteria that are specified under the Local Redevelopment and 
Housing Law ( N.J.S. 40A:12A-5). 

Based on the conditions observed at the Montclair Center Study Area, Ms. McManus 
recommended that all but Property 8 (Block 3205, Lot 25) and a portion of Property 12 
(Block 3206, Lot 13) be designated as an area in need of redevelopment. Those lots 
recommended for inclusion in an area in need of redevelopment constitute 14.19 acres of 
the 14.36 acre study area. The below listed Properties are those that are recommended 
to be included in an area in need of redevelopment.

• Property 1: Block 3106, Lot 13

• Property 2: Block 3106, Lot 17

• Property 3: Block 3106, Lot 10.01

• Property 4: Block 3105, Lot 9

• Property 5: Block 3105, Lot 1

• Property 6: Block 3105, Lot 2

• Property 7: Block 3205, Lots 26, 27

• Property 9: Block 3205, Lot 19.02

• Property 10: Block 3205, Lot 21

• Property 11: Block 3206, Lot 15

• Property 12: Block 3206, Lot 14

• Property 13: Block 3208, Lot 1

• Property 14: Block 3213, Lot 2

• Property 15: Block 4204, Lot 4

• Property 16: Block 4202, Lot 4.01

Ms. McManus stated that each of the above listed properties meet criterion d, with the 
exception of Properties 3 and 16. While Properties 3 and 16 do not meet the 
redevelopment criteria, they should be included in the redevelopment area in order to 
facilitate the effective redevelopment of the Study Area. This designation is based on an 
evaluation of each individual property and with the exception of Properties 3 and 16, is 
not dependent on whether other properties meet the criteria.

The public was invited to question Ms. McManus.

Victoria Ostrer, 5 Roosevelt Place stated that many of the properties are not a permitted 
use.  When did these uses start on the site?  Ms. McManus stated that she cannot speak 
to the history of each property, but that fact that a property contains a use that is not 
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permitted does not in and of itself mean that the property meets the criteria for an area in 
need of redevelopment.

William Scott, 23 Cedar Avenue asked for clarification as to whether the three-story office 
building was part of the Lackawanna Plaza site.  Ms. McManus stated that it was 
included.  

Linda Liss, 5 Roosevelt Place asked if parking structures are proposed for all of the 
parking lots.  Ms. McManus stated that the purpose of this meeting is not to discuss new 
uses for any of these properties, but simply whether or not the properties meet the criteria
for an area in need of redevelopment.

Joyce Goldman of 5 Roosevelt Place asked why the area across from STS was not 
included.  There are empty storefronts on the south side of Bloomfield Avenue.  Ms. 
McManus stated that this was not part of the Council’s designation.

Richard Cowan of 5 Roosevelt Place asked a question about obsolescence.  Is this the 
same as a permitted use?  Ms. McManus stated that obsolescence is a legal term.  Mr. 
Cowan asked if obsolescence negate the use of a parking lot.  Ms. McManus stated that if
it is found to be obsolete does not prohibit the use.  Ms. McManus stated that it is a 
descriptive term used to define the condition of a certain property pursuant to statute.    
She emphasized that case law exists (2004 Concerned Citizen of Princeton vs. Borough 
of Princeton) that supports the determination of surface parking lots in downtowns as 
obsolete. 

Jeanne Margolski of 5 Roosevelt Place asked about the use of the term “street wall.”  She
asked if the intention is to convert the CBD into a clone of New York City with no open 
spaces.  Is the only legitimate use of the parking lot is to building a structure?  Ms. 
McManus stated that the street wall concept does not dictate minimum height.  The use of
the property is not precluded by the designation.  The future use of the space will be part 
of a redevelopment plan.  Mr. Smith stated that the redevelopment study is a broad tool 
that creates the rationale for preparing a redevelopment plan.  The property can remain 
for parking in the future redevelopment plan.  He emphasized that the redevelopment 
plan can carefully define design principles that include open space that reflect important 
sight lines.

Victoria Ostrer of 5 Roosevelt Place asked for a definition of urban design principles.  Ms. 
McManus stated that urban design principles are used to define the character and context
of a community.  She is concerned about using the term urban to define Montclair.  Ms. 
McManus stated that the design principles really define the existing character of the 
downtown that creates walkable communities and positive placemaking.  

Linda Cranston of 47 Alexander Avenue asked if the street wall concept is included in the 
terminology of the Master Plan.  Ms. McManus stated the redevelopment plan has not yet
been created and the existing C-1 zoning, which still applies, does not include the term 
street wall.  The definition of the C-1 zoning district, which discourages gaps in the street 
façade, is in effect a definition of street wall.  

William Scott stated that the Township is currently preparing a Township-wide study on 
parking.  He is wondering if there will be a duplication of effort if the Township is preparing
a redevelopment plan at the same time that it is preparing the parking study.  Mr. 
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Schwartz stated that a plan is not a study, so there is no duplication.  The future 
redevelopment plan will incorporate the results of the parking study.

The Board took a five minute recess.

Vice Chair Kurzweil invited the Board members to ask questions of Ms. McManus.

Vice Chair Kurzweil asked what happens to a property if it is not included in the Board’s 
recommendation.  Ms. McManus stated that the existing zoning will continue to apply.

Mr. Schwartz asked Mr. Smith if some of the need for a redevelopment stems from the 
fact that the State of New Jersey does not allow for an architectural review board.  Mr. 
Smith stated that one of the benefits of a redevelopment plan is the ability to create 
specific planning and architectural guidelines that are not permitted for zoning as-of-right. 

Mr. Schwartz asked Mr. Smith for additional information on the street wall concept.   Mr. 
Smith stated that the concept of street wall can be considered as a street room, and that 
a street room is not necessarily defined by its walls, but also by its views.  There is 
permeability in the street wall concept and this involves an evaluation as to whether the 
open space is contributing to the public realm.  He pointed out that the Plymouth Street 
parking lot does not currently contribute to the public realm, but if it is redesigned with 
additional landscaping, hardscaping and signage in a manner that protects the 
pedestrian, it could provide for a positive contribution.

Mr. Brodock asked for clarification of an area in need of rehabilitation and an area in need
of redevelopment.  Ms. McManus stated that redevelopment was considered in this study.
The rehabilitation criteria have a lower burden of proof and have to do with age and 
deterioration of the housing stock and infrastructure.  It also has different benefits.

Ms. Seip asked if the Board can make a recommendation on an area in need of 
rehabilitation.  Ms. McManus stated that the rehab issue has to be evaluated.

Ms. Seip asked if eminent domain can always be applied in redevelopment.  Mr. Neiss 
stated that Township Council has asked the Board whether the power of eminent domain 
should be applied on a property-by-property basis.

Mr. DeSalvo stated that the report relies heavily on criteria d.  He asked are there other 
criteria that can apply as well.  Ms. McManus stated that only one criterion is needed to 
designate the property.  In addition, criterion h applies to all of the properties as well.  Mr. 
DeSalvo asked if criteria c can also be applied to properties 11 and 13.  Ms. McManus 
stated that to use criteria c the board must also conclude that the property is unlikely to be
developed privately, which is not the case.

Vice Chair Kurzweil invited the public to make comments.

Joe Lunin of 5 Roosevelt Place stated that he is disappointed in the analysis as there is 
no discussion of adjacent buildings.  The parking lot separates commerce from residential
uses and acts as a buffer.  The picture of the lot is deceiving and the lot works well and 
serves its purpose.  He noted that there are other areas that are better suited for a 
parking structure.

Jeanne Margolski stated that this is a convoluted process.  In fact it appears that including
the lot in the redevelopment process is the best method for preserving the lot in a form for
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neighbors.  This process will give the neighbors the most opportunity for input into the 
process.

Victoria Ostrer stated that she understands that there is no immediate plan. Her objection 
is to a parking structure on the Plymouth parking lot.  The current state of the lot is best. 
Glare from headlights in a parking structure are a concern, conversion would displace 
residents and harm property values.  A parking structure is inconsistent with the Master 
Plan.  It is not an extreme gap in the street wall because this is not in a shopping district.  
She noted there are 18 parking lots in Montclair and only 4 parking decks. This is not an 
obsolete parking deck.  The lot has sufficient parking.  Modifications can be made to 
buffer the parking lot and site changes can be made without designating the property an 
area in need of redevelopment.   

Mr. DeSalvo pointed out that despite what the Board recommends; at this point the 
Township can build a parking deck on the Plymouth Road lot or sell the property to a 
developer who can build a 3-story building on the lot, both of which could take place 
without any involvement from the public or the Planning Board.  If the property is included 
in a redevelopment plan, the Council then has to define their plan for the property and 
give residents the opportunity to frame the requirements for the property.

Ms. Seip clarified that as of right a parking deck may not be built on the lot and that there 
is a public process for the disposal of public property.

Ms. Ostrer stated that rehabilitating the property while continuing its present use would be
preferable.

The Board discussed the value of designated the Plymouth Road lot as an area in need 
of redevelopment or an area in need of rehabilitation.  

Nancy Lottinville, Esq., attorney for Pathmark, stated that she has a professional planner, 
Kevin Cain, who will provide planning testimony.  Mr. Cain reviewed his credentials.  He 
stated that his client is not opposed to redevelopment or rehabilitation, but that he wants 
to make sure that the Township is open to other ideas.  Pathmark is a permitted use, is a 
regional use, located on a historic property and surface parking is accessory to the 
principal use and is permitted. He stated that crime is not clearly connected to the present
use of the site.  He stated that the impacts of surface parking can be mitigated through 
landscaping and design without the use of condemnation.  This site should not be 
recommended for condemnation.

Ms. Lottinville stated that her client has been a tenant on the property for 30 years, when 
the original redevelopment of the property.  They will support the redevelopment and 
redesign of the site, including the relocation of the store to lot 4, if that is determined to be
the desired site design, as long as the Township does not intend to use eminent domain 
to acquire the long term lease of the property.

Ms. McManus summarized her report and she stated that her recommendations have not 
changed based on the comments heard tonight.

Linda Cranston of 47 Alexander Avenue stated that she is concerned about the Township 
feeling comfortable asking businesses to close and leave.  This is a bad message to send
to the business community.

The Board discussed the report.
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Mr. Brodock stated that he is in favor of the designation but with further conditions and 
recommendations for the Plymouth lot.

Ms. Seip stated that information should be communicated easily and readily.  The 
redevelopment committee never had a chance to discuss the report and some issues 
could be been sorted out.  The redevelopment committee should meet monthly.  The 
parking study should evaluate surface parking lots.  Surface parking lots should not be 
included in the redevelopment designation.  Lot 1 should be removed and the planning for
other lots in the study should be addressed in the parking study.  The street wall definition
should be refined.  Clear facts should be provided don’t value street wall and clarifying 
language.  Remove property number 1. Property 2, 6 and 7 should be further evaluated 
based on qualitative and quantitative data provided in our parking study.  Finally, Board 
needs to know whether there is a fire access easement on property 1.

Mr. Rooney stated that property 1 should be an area in need of rehabilitation.  He 
supports the designation of all other properties as an area in need of redevelopment.

Mr. Schwartz stated that he recommends that all the properties be designated as an area 
in need of redevelopment.  The Township has more control through the redevelopment 
plan.  He does, however, make a recommendation to prohibit parking deck or residential 
structure on the Plymouth parking lot.

Mr. Brandon stated that he agrees with the study and the inclusion of the Plymouth lot, 
with the provision that a buffer be provided between the residential building and 
commercial development.

Mr. DeSalvo stated the all the properties should be included in the redevelopment plan, 
with the proviso that Property 1 be maintained as a buffer. The parking study is important 
and should be completed.  He is concerned about Property 14 and the use of eminent 
domain.

Vice Chair Kurzweil made a motion that included the following recommendations to the 
Council:

1. Include all properties as an area in need of redevelopment per the 
recommendation in the redevelopment study.

2. The designation retains the right to use the power of eminent domain.
3. Property 1 should be recognized as a buffer between the residential area and 

commercial area and should not include a structure.
4. The parking study should be performed and concluded before a redevelopment 

plan is adopted.

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

Lanny Kurzweil - Yes

Martin Schwartz - Yes

Craig Brandon - Yes

Keith Brodock - Yes

Margaret Seip - Yes

Stephen Rooney - Yes
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Jason DeSalvo - Yes

New Zoning Map.  Mr. Petto summarized the new zoning map prepared by the Planning 
Department.  Mr. DeSalvo made a motion to recommend the zoning map to the Council, 
seconded by Mr. Rooney and approved unanimously. 

Payment of Bills.   A motion to pay bills was made by Vice Chair Kurzweil, seconded by 
Ms. Seip and approved unanimously.

Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at 11:30 pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Janice Talley, P.P., AICP
Planning Board Secretary
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