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MINUTES OF THE MONTCLAIR PLANNING BOARD MEETING

July 13, 2015

Call to Order.   Chair Wynn 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.  Chair Wynn, Mr. Schwartz, Councilor McMahon, Ms. Willis, Mr. Brandon, Mr. 
Brodock, Ms. Seip, Mr. Rooney, Mr. Neiss, Mr. Watkinson and Ms. Talley were present.  
Vice Chair Kurzweil and Mr. DeSalvo were excused.

Minutes.  A motion to adopt the minutes from the June 8, 2015 meeting with the 
corrections made by Ms. Seip was made by Chair Wynn, seconded by Mr. Brodock was 
approved unanimously with Mr. Rooney, Ms. Willis and Councilor McMahon abstaining.  

Ms. Talley noted that the resolution for Application 2405 – CVS Pharmacy, LLC – 565 
Valley Road will be carried to the July 27 Planning Board meeting.

Ms. Talley noted that the corrections received from Glen Pantel, attorney for Hampshire 
Companies, related solely to small corrections to legal citations and corrections.  She 
stated that she discussed the resolution with Mr. Vallario who approved of these changes.
A motion to approve the resolution for HUMC/Mountainside Hospital Area in Need of 
Redevelopment (AINR) Study was made by .Chair Wynn, seconded by Mr. Rooney and 
approved unanimously with Mr. Schwartz, Mr. Brandon and Mr. Brodock abstaining.

Ms. Talley presented the resolution for the Montclair Center Area in Need of 
Redevelopment (AINR) Study public hearing.  She noted a change to page 2 of the 
resolution that correctly notes that Block 4202 lot 4 is also known as lot 4.02.  The Board 
noted a correction to the date of the Council resolution requesting the Planning Board 
conduct the investigation and a change on page 4 regarding the Plymouth Road parking 
lot.  A motion to approve was made by Mr. Rooney, seconded by Mr. Brodock and 
approved unanimously with Chair Wynn, Ms. Willis and Mr. McMahon abstaining.

Application 2415:  The Deron School. 130 Grove Street.  (Block 4301, Lot 1.01).  
Minor site plan for expansion of parking lot.  The applicant was represented by Corey 
Fine.  Mr. Fine summarized the application, indicating it is a minor site plan application to 
create a temporary parking area adjacent to the parking lot accessed from Oxford Street.

The following exhibits were marked into the record:

A-1:  Application

A-2: Certification of taxes paid

A-3:  Proof of Publication

A-4:  Affidavit of service

A-5:  Minor site plan prepared by vox loci, dated 6/10/15

A-6:  Planner’s report dated 7/7/15
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A-7:  Engineers report dated 7/12/15

A-8:  Revised site plan dated 7/10/15

A-9:   Rendered version of A-8

Mr. Fine introduced Joan Furlong as the landscape architect who prepared the plans.  
The Board accepted Ms. Furlong’s credentials.  Ms. Furlong presented the revised plans 
to the Board that addressed the issues included in Ms. Talley’s report. The revised plans 
show six parking spaces delineated in the temporary parking area.   She stated that 
permeable pavers are proposed in the temporary parking area located west of the Oxford 
Street parking lot to provide overflow parking for special events and a multi-use area for 
gardening and environmental education programs and activities. This paved area will be 
bordered by a new student garden to the west and a rain garden to the east. 

Chair Wynn asked for additional information about the need for additional parking.  Mr. 
Schwartz pointed out that the resolution approving the expansion of the Deron School 
includes language that the parking area in not to exceed the limits of the current Deron 
School, and that the proposed temporary parking area clearly violates this condition.

Mr. Fine introduced Ken Alter, the owner and Director of the Deron School.  Mr. Alter 
stated that the parking problem was exacerbated by the fact that the parking limitations 
on Oxford Street have changed.  

Ms. Talley pointed out that the delineated parking spaces showing in the temporary 
parking lot are not accessible for daily use.  These spaces do not align with the current 
parking pattern in the lot and conflict with existing parking spaces.  Ms. Talley asked for 
more information on how frequently will the overflow parking spaces be used.

Mr. Alter said the overflow parking lot will be used approximately 180 a year when the 
school is in session.  Ms. Talley stated that if it is used on a daily basis, this parking lot is 
not overflow parking, but is regular parking.

The public was invited to ask questions.

Christopher Larken of 143 Grove Street stated that he was surprised the applicant 
needed additional parking spaces.  He is concerned about an increase in traffic.

Councilor McMahon suggested that the applicant wait until the Township completes its 
parking study.

The Board stated that there a number of variances associated with the proposed parking 
layout, one of which is the lack of an access aisle for the additional spaces.

The applicant proposed to amend the application to expand the parking area to include 4 
parking spaces that will not require any variances.  Two spaces will be adjacent to the 
building and two spaces will be closer to the street with a 22 foot wide driveway aisle.  
The permeable pavers will remain.  Revised drawings will be sent to the Planning Board 
Revisions Committee for approval.

Ms. Seip asked about the number of students and staff at the school.  Mr. Alter stated that
there will be between 117 – 120 starting in September and there are 70+ employees.

The public was invited to make comments.
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Mr. Macharra testified as the landscape contractor for the Alter family, saying that he was 
happy with the additional landscaping proposed.  

Councilor Baskerville stated that the permeable pavers are an excellent option to 
accommodate the parking issue.

A motion to approve the application was made by Mr. Schwartz with the condition that 
revised plans be submitted to the Revisions Committee for approval and the plan should 
conform with Tom Watkinson’s report, seconded by Chair Wynn and approved 
unanimously.

Application 2392:  Glenridge and North Willow Company – 161 – 167 Glenridge 
Avenue.  (Block 3208, Lot 1).  Site plan approval for 17 unit mixed-use building.    

David Owen, attorney for the applicant, marked the following exhibits:

A-14:  Revised architectural drawings by Larry Johnson, dated June 11, 2015

A-15:  Revised engineering drawings by Matarazzo Engineering, dated April 15, 
2015.

Mr. Larry Johnson, architect for the project, summarized the revised plan, including the 
following:

 A solid wall has been added to hide the parking area on the northern façade of the 
property.

 The parking layout has been revised so that the recycling/refuse area is not 
blocked by parked cars.  The refuse/recycling area will be enclosed by a brick wall 
that matches the building.

 The landscaping plan has been revised to add additional landscaping along the 
northern end of the property and so that it does not block the building entrance on 
Forest Street.

 The layout of individual units has been revised to move the kitchens to interior 
spaces. 

 The architectural plans have been revised to identify one 3-bedroom affordable 
unit on the second floor and another affordable 3-bedroom unit on the third floor.

 The building elevations have been revised to distinguish between two different 
brick sizes and brick colors, with linear corbel brick accents and a pre-cast 
concrete cornice with an aluminum coping.

The following exhibits were marked into the record:

A-16:  Sample of full brick – red color

A-17:  Sample of thin brick – brown color

 Details on the LED light displays for the display windows have been provided.  Mr. 
Johnson stated that the lights shown on the plans are no longer available and so 
he provided a cut sheet of an alternative light that is proposed. 

The following exhibit was marked into the record:

A-18:  Lighting material spec sheet
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 Calculations have been provided that illustrate how the 60% glass requirement is 
met.

 Details of the building light fixture have been provided.

 The fence has been relocated along the northern property line to maintain views of 
the landscaped area next to the new wall, with the fence starting where the new 
wall ends.  The fence will be 4-1/2 feet tall.  The portion of the fence along the 
YMCA property that was previously 6-feet tall has been reduced to 4-1/2 feet, 
eliminating a variance.

 Solar panels will be placed on the roof.

Chair Wynn asked how noise from the rooftop HVAC units will be buffered.  Mr. Johnson 
stated that a noise attenuating material may be installed inside the parapet or sound 
blankets will be provided to buffer the sound from the rooftop HVAC units. 

The Board asked why the affordable units are so small.  Mr. Owen stated that there is no 
minimum size requirement for dwelling units.

Ms. Willis asked if there are windows in every room in every unit.  Mr. Johnson stated that
windows are provided for every room.

Mr. Brandon asked about why only one bathroom is provided for the affordable three 
bedroom units.  Mr. Johnson stated that an additional bathroom is not required.  The 
Board questioned the small size of the bedrooms in the affordable units and how can 
these small bedrooms accommodate a family.  Mr. Johnson responded that HUD 
guidelines have required that each dwelling unit have one bedroom that is at least 120 
square feet and that no bedroom shall be less than 90 square feet.

Ms. Talley pointed out that State regulations require that a 3-bedroom unit is designed for 
a household of 4.5 persons.

The public was invited to question Mr. Johnson.  

Ira Smith asked for additional detail about the dimensions of the fine art display windows. 
Mr. Johnson stated that 8 inches is provided and that the displays will be accessible from 
the back, with one accessible from the front.

William Scott noted that the sizes of the bedrooms in the affordable units were 
unreasonably small.  He also pointed out that the three bedroom units only had one 
bathroom. The size of the bedrooms and the lack of an additional bathroom meant that 
the affordable units were significantly different from the market units.  Mr. Johnson 
conferred with Mr. Cuocco and stated that he will look into reconfiguring the affordable 
units.

David Lustberg of 28 North Willow Street asked about the small size bedrooms in the 
affordable units.  He also asked how the art component will be managed.  Mr. Owen 
stated that the owner of the building will manage the fine art.

Dana Morgan of 25 North Willow Street asked about sound reduction of the air 
conditioners.  Mr. Johnson stated that sound attenuation boards can be mounted on the 
railings on the roof or sound blankets can be used.
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David Lustberg asked about the usability of the small bedrooms in the affordable units.  
Councilor McMahon asked if a full-size bed can be placed in the room.  Mr. Johnson said 
that these bedrooms will be for children and then can accommodate a twin size bed.

Ira Smith asked if the dimensions are off on the architectural drawings.  Mr. Johnson said 
the scale of the plans is actually 3/32 and that the scale on the plans is a printing error.  
He stated that the square footages are correct.  Ms. Seip stated that the larger two-
bedroom units should be converted to the affordable three-bedroom units in order to get 
reasonable bedroom sizes.

Mr. Owen introduced Peter Steck as his professional planner.  Mr. Steck’s credentials 
were accepted by the Planning Board.  

The following exhibit was marked into evidence:

A-19:  Three-page photo handout prepared by Peter Steck.

Mr. Steck summarized the history of the site and its existing conditions.  He addressed 
the variances and design concerns raised in Ms. Talley’s memo.  

He stated that the project is consistent with the both the Township’s 1987 and 2015 Land 
Use Plans.   The property is mixed use as permitted in the zoning ordinance and the 
master plan.  

He stated that a de minimus waiver is required from the parking requirements in the New 
Jersey Residential Site Improvement Standards, which require 34 spaces, 26 for 
residents and 8 spaces for guests.  Six spaces are needed for the retail use, for a total of 
40 spaces required.  RSIS permits de minimus waivers from RSIS when projects are 
located close to transit and when shared parking exists. He stated that shared parking for 
the site will be provided by keeping the gates open from 7 am to 9 pm.  The proximity of 
the project to mass transit and the shared parking arrangement address the parking 
waiver.

Mr. Steck stated that a variance is required because 18 parking spaces are located under 
the building, which is not permitted in the ordinance.  A variance is required because four 
of the parking spaces are within the 4 foot setback from the property line.  A variance is 
also required because there is no onsite loading and a waiver is required for onsite 
storage.  The property contains 250 square feet of storage for 6 bicycles.    There is no 
additional storage for these units.  The culvert under the property limits the applicant’s 
ability to provide basement storage for the units.  

Mr. Steck said that there is a limited building envelope to address the affordable housing 
units.  He stated that the 1 and 2-bedroom units are sizable.  He stated that the growth 
share ordinance does not comport with current law in that it does not provide 
compensatory benefits for inclusionary projects.  Although the current code does not 
include the required bonus, and the applicant’s proposal is within the maximum density 
permitted in the C-1 zone, the applicant is willing to provide two three-bedroom affordable
units that are code compliant, which is not required under COAH or Township 
requirements.  He said that while they are smaller the other units in the building, the units 
meet all of the requirements in the Township’s ordinance.  The ordinance requires that the
affordable units look the same as the market units from the exterior.  The code does not 
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address minimum bedroom size. He stated that since they are not getting a density 
bonus, they are not required to provide the required 20 percent affordable housing.

Mr. Steck stated that the variances and waivers are hardship variances which are created
by site constraints.  The existence of the stream eliminates the ability to provide 
basement storage.  The presence of the stream creates an irregular building shape.  

The variances and waivers advance several purposes of planning.  It is an appropriate 
use of the land and the density proposed is appropriate at this location.  It is an aesthetic 
improvement to the area and the mixed-use and shared parking is a more efficient use of 
the land.   The de minimus waiver for parking is supported by the testimony of Harold 
Maltz who indicated that there is sufficient onstreet parking in the area to support the 
variance.  Mr. Steck stated that the combination of the presence of mass transit in close 
proximity to the site, the presence of onsite parking and the shared parking approach 
address the parking wavier.

Mr. Steck pointed out that loading cannot be provided onsite because of the irregular 
shape of the land.  He pointed out that no uses in the downtown have onsite loading.

Mr. Steck stated that the Township’s inclusionary zoning ordinance is based on growth 
share which has been thrown out by the Courts.  Therefore, the affordable housing 
requirement for this project is not valid since there is not compensatory bonus, but the 
applicant is willing to provide two affordable units, both of which will be three-bedroom 
units which exceeds State regulations.

Mr. Steck concluded that the requested variance and waivers do not negatively impact the
neighborhood and are consistent with the zone plan.  He stated that the variances and 
waivers can be granted without substantial detriment to the public good.

Chair Wynn asked Mr. Steck if there are other bonuses that can be considered a 
compensatory benefit besides a density bonus.  Mr. Steck said yes there are, such as 
height. Chair Wynn asked if a parking reduction could be considered a compensatory 
benefit.  Mr. Steck said that parking does rise to the necessary level of magnitude to be 
considered a compensatory benefit.

Ms. Talley asked Mr. Steck how many affordable units would be required under the 
Township’s current ordinance.  Mr. Steck replied 3 units.  Ms. Talley asked how many are 
being provided. Mr. Steck replied 2 units.  Ms. Talley asked what is the set aside being 
proposed.  Mr. Steck stated that there was a residential unit on the property previously 
and that this unit should be netted from the total. Ms. Talley asked when was that unit was
destroyed.  Mr. Steck did not have this answer.  Mr. Steck pointed out that the set aside 
calculates to 11.6 percent. Ms. Talley pointed out that a reduction in required parking is 
considered a compensatory benefit for affordable housing.

Ms. Talley asked if the loading can be provided in the parking lot, rather than the street.  
Mr. Steck stated that this could be a condition of the approval.

Mr. McMahon asked if the basement could be provided underneath the retail store to 
provide additional storage. Mr. Steck stated that it is a possibility, but that there could be a
groundwater issue.

Ms. Willis asked about the amount of storage provided onsite.  Mr. Steck stated that there
is a 250 square foot space that can provide storage for 6 bicycles.

6
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The public was invited to question Mr. Steck.

Mr. Scott asked about the status of the previously approved site plan.  Mr. Steck stated 
that the Permit Extension Act automatically extends the approval granted in 2009.  

Ms. Seip asked for the anticipated rental rates for the market units.  Mr. Cuocco said he 
will provide this information.  

David Lustberg asked about the parking variance.  He asked for additional detail on how 
the shared parking will work.  Mr. Steck stated that there will not be reserved for each 
unit.  The gate will be open during the day from 7 am to 9 pm to provide parking for the 
commercial uses.  He pointed out that the peak time for parking in the neighborhood is 
after 4:00 pm on Thursday, Friday and Saturday evenings.   The applicant stated that the 
proposed retail use will not be a restaurant, which creates the most significant impact to 
parking.

Ira Smith of 50 The Crescent, asked if the proposed design meets the standards of the 
2015 Master Plan. Mr. Steck stated that the zoning requirements to implement the 2015 
plan have not been adopted by the governing body.

Dana Morgan asked about the plan for the existing wall.  Mr. Steck stated that the 
engineer can answer this question.  He noted that parking on North Willow Street has 
become critical.

Daniel Ying is the pastor of the adjacent church.  He stated that onstreet parking is 
limited.

William Scott asked for clarification of the 2009 application.  Mr. Steck stated that the 
approval was February 9, 2009.  Ms. Talley stated that the prior application was bound by 
the inclusionary zoning that was in place when the plan was approved.  Mr. Scott stated 
that the municipality should have the flexibility to request more.

Alphonso Cuocco stated that the plan was revised because he could not finance the 
building with the larger unit sizes.  He also changed the exterior, using brick instead of 
EIFS as a building material.  He will revise the plans to provide another bathroom and 
larger bedrooms in the affordable units.

David Lustberg asked if the sidewalk is being replaced.  Frank Mattarazo stated that the 
sidewalk will be reconstructed along Glenridge Avenue.  Mr. Lustberg stated that all the 
sidewalks should be replaced.  Mr. Lustberg also asked if the sidewalks will be 
illuminated.  Mr. Matarrazo stated that building mounted lights will illuminate the sidewalk. 
Mr. Lustberg stated that this important as it is very dark on Glenridge Avenue.

The Board invited the public to make comments.

William Scott stated that he wants make sure the economic diversity of the Township is 
maintained.  He pointed out that there is not enough parking.

David Lustberg stated that he is concerned about the parking variance.

Ira Smith stated that he is concerned about the building and its lack of relationship to the 
neighborhood context.  He stated that the style and character of the building is 
inconsistent with the neighborhood.  The 5-story building needs to make appropriate 
gestures to the neighborhood context.   The proposed building is an unrelieved mass of 
building. There are no setbacks or stepbacks. The first and second story should be 
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comprised of a different material.  There should be three separate elements of the 
building – a base, middle and top, each with a distinctive design.  The proposed use of 
horizontal elements every 10 feet is repetitive.  The building needs distinguished cornices 
and pediments.  The window openings are plain and should include a window sill or 
heading.  The horizontal bands should be replaced with improved window treatments.

Mr. Smith also stated that the public art needs to be curated.  The 8 inch deep cavities are
insufficient and the paintings will be susceptible to sun damage.  He suggested that 
instead of providing public art display areas, these areas can be replaced with voids with 
decorative grills instead.

Mr. Owen stated that his client will reconsider the plan. They will add an additional 
bathroom to the affordable units.  The revised plan includes one more parking space than 
the original plan.  The variances are driven, in large part, by the presence of the brook 
across the site.  The applicant will consider the possibility of providing basement storage 
under the retail store.  Loading will be provided onsite in the parking lot.  

He pointed out that the property has been vacant for 15 years.  The applicant will work 
with the Township on the public art program and providing a redesign of the building to 
address the issues raised at this meeting.  Mr. Owen pointed out that the project provides 
ratables, affordable housing and an efficient use of the land.

Mr. Owen pointed out that case law does not allow private meetings with Board members 
once an application has started.  The applicant will look at the size of the affordable units, 
providing an additional bathroom or the affordable units, and providing additional storage 
space.

Mr. Wynn stated that the applicant as presented has not illustrated the public benefit that 
offset the negatives for the proposed application.  He pointed out that the bedrooms in the
affordable units are too small.   The lack of storage space is an issue.  

Mr. Schwartz stated that he agrees with Mr. Smith that there are serious design issues 
with the proposed building.  He suggested that the applicant address some of these 
issues.

Ms. Seip asked if the redevelopment designation affects the 2009 approval.  Ms. Talley 
stated that the property has been in a designated redevelopment area since 2002.  Ms. 
Seip pointed out that if a redevelopment plan is adopted for this area, there will be much 
more stringent design standards and other benefits to the developer.

Mr. Schwartz stated that this is a timing issue.

Ms. Talley stated that many of the comments suggested by Mr. Smith were reasonable 
and asked if the applicant can come back with a revised plan at next month’s meeting to 
with a revised plan that addresses all the issues discussed this evening.

Mr. Cuocco agreed to this suggestion.  The public hearing on this application was 
continued to the August 10 Planning Board meeting.

Ms. Talley noted that the Board has a referral from Council - Ordinance O-15-16 
Amending Chapters 202 and 347 of the Montclair Township Code.  She summarized the 
intent of the ordnance changes which include clarification of the role of the zoning officer, 
a requirement for digital copies of plans and applications and a new definition of story that
eliminates below grade parking levels from the definition of story.  Mr. Schwartz asked 
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about stories that are partially below grade.  Ms. Talley stated that a partially below grade 
that provides an entrance above grade is a story.  Ms. Talley stated that ordinance 
recommends changing the C-1 zone to permit parking below the building.   Mr. Schwartz 
asked that a condition be added that the parking shall be fully screened or enclosed so 
that is not visible from any public area.  Chair Wynn stated that an additional condition be 
added that access to the parking lot shall not be provided  Bloomfield Avenue and shall 
be from a side street or a parking lot.  Ms. Talley stated that she will prepare a report to 
the Council that includes these recommendations.

Ms. Talley stated that she included in the packet a memo regarding filing of declaratory 
judgement with the Court regarding the Township’s Housing Element and Fair Share Plan.
She also noted that the packet included a May 2015 letter from the Montclair 
Environmental Commission regarding Unified Land Use and Circulation Plan.

A motion to pay the bills, excluding the bill for the sound equipment for the HUMC public 
hearing, was made by Ms. Willis, seconded by Councilor McMahon and approved 
unanimously.  

The meeting was adjourned at 12:30. 

RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION OF AREA IN NEED OF REDEVELOPMENT
AND AREA IN NEED OF REHABILITATION TO THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE

TOWNSHIP OF MONTCLAIR

PLANNING BOARD
TOWNSHIP OF MONTCLAIR

WHEREAS,  the  Local  Redevelopment  and  Housing  Law of  the  State  of  New Jersey
(N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-1,  et seq.) (“LRHL”) provides, at Section 4(b), that the municipal planning
board,  when authorized  by the  governing body,  shall  undertake  a  preliminary  investigation  to
determine whether a proposed area is in need of redevelopment in accordance with the criteria set
forth in Section 5 of the LRHL and, pursuant to Section 14(a), to review whether a proposed area
is in need of rehabilitation; and

WHEREAS,  the  Council  of  the  Township  of  Montclair  (the  “Council”),  pursuant  to
N.J.S.A.  40:A:12A-4,  authorized  the  Montclair  Planning  Board  (the  “Board”),  by  Council
Resolution dated July 22, 2014 (R-14-107), to conduct a preliminary investigation to determine
whether Block 4215, Lot 1 [Property 20] (Walnut Crescent & Roswell – Nursing School) should
be designated as an area in need of redevelopment ; and

  WHEREAS, the Council authorized the Board, by Council Resolution dated May 10,
2015  (R-15-056),  pursuant  to  N.J.S.A.  40:A:12A-4,  to  conduct  a  preliminary  investigation  to
determine  whether  the  following  properties  should  be  designated  as  an  area  in  need  of
redevelopment and, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-14, to review whether the following properties
should be designated as an area in need of rehabilitation.  These properties are:

Block 4207 Lot 1 [Property 2] – Bay Street (Surface Parking)
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Block 4207 Lot 2 [Property 3] – Sherwood Street (Deck & Surface Parking)
Block 4207 Lot 30 [Property 4] – 34 Sherwood Street (Dwelling)
Block 4207 Lot 31 [Property 5] – 32 Sherwood Street (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 1 [Property 6] – 2 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 2 [Property 7] – 4 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 3 [Property 8] – 6 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 4 [Property 9] – 8 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 5 [Property 10] – 12 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 6 [Property 11] – 14 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 7 [Property 12] – 16 Walnut Crescent (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 8 [Property 13] – 18 Walnut Crescent (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 9 [Property 14] – 20 Walnut Crescent (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 10 [Property 15] – 22 Walnut Crescent (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 11 [Property 16] – 8 Claremont Avenue (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 12 [Property 17] – 12 Claremont Avenue (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 22 [Property 18] – 4 George Street (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 23 [Property 19] – 2 George Street (Vacant Land); and

WHEREAS,  the Township retained H2M Associates, Inc., 119 Cherry Hill Road, Suite
200, Parsippany, New Jersey 07054 to assist the Board in this effort by conducting and preparing a
review  and  analysis  of  such  considerations  as  land  use,  zoning,  master  plan  policy,  building
conditions,  site  conditions,  police  activity,  traffic  accidents  and  similar  planning  criteria  to
determine whether any, some, or none of the subject properties meet any of the conditions of
Section 5 of the LRHL for a  designation of redevelopment  or Section 14 of the LRHL for a
designation of rehabilitation; and

WHEREAS,  H2M  Associates,  Inc.  produced  the  study  report  entitled
“HUMC/Mountainside Hospital Study Area – Area in Need of Redevelopment and Area in Need of
Rehabilitation Preliminary Investigation Report” (the “Study”), dated April 2015, copies of which
were circulated to the members of the Board and provided to the public in accordance with the
time requirements and other provisions of the LRHL; and

WHEREAS,  in  connection  with  the  Study,  a  map  was  prepared  outlining  the  subject
properties and showing the boundaries of the proposed redevelopment area and which set forth the
basis for the preliminary investigation; and

WHEREAS, the Board established a hearing date for its consideration of the preliminary
investigation  and  provided  notice  in  accordance  with  Section  6[b](3)(d)  of  the  LRHL of  its
intended meeting for the purpose of hearing persons who are interested in or would be affected by
a determination that the delineated area is an area in need of redevelopment; and

WHEREAS, the Board held its hearing on May 18, 2015, commencing at 7:30 p.m., at the
Montclair Fire Headquarters, located at 1 Pine Street, Montclair, New Jersey, for which notice and
publication was provided in accordance with all statutory requirements; and
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WHEREAS, said hearing was conducted as a joint hearing with the Glen Ridge Planning
Board with respect to additional properties located within the Borough of Glen Ridge which would
be included in the redevelopment area; and

 WHEREAS, at its hearing, the Board heard all persons who were interested in or would
be affected by a determination that the delineated areas were an area in need of redevelopment, and
received both written and oral objections which were also considered at the hearing and thus made
a part of the public record; and

WHEREAS,  the  Board  carefully  considered  the  presentation  of  its  planning  experts,
Jessica Giorgianni and Jeffrey Janota, of H2M Associates, Inc., questions and answers of the Board
and members of the public, and the testimony of the members of the public who commented upon
the subject of the hearing, and the Board determined the following as and for its recommendation
to the governing body in accordance with LRHL (i.e., N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-6[b](5)(a)):

1. All of the “WHEREAS” recitals set forth above, as well as the Study, a copy of which is
annexed hereto and made part hereof, are incorporated, as if set forth at length, as part of
the Board’s recommendation.

2. The Board finds and determines that substantial evidence exists for the determination that
the following properties identified in the Study meets the criteria of Section 5 of the LRHL
to be classified as an area in need of redevelopment.  Therefore, the Board recommends
that the following properties be classified as an area in need in redevelopment.   These
properties are:

Block 4207 Lot 1 [Property 2] – Bay Street (Surface Parking)
Block 4207 Lot 2 [Property 3] – Sherwood Street (Deck & Surface Parking)
Block 4207 Lot 30 [Property 4] – 34 Sherwood Street (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 1 [Property 6] – 2 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 2 [Property 7] – 4 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 3 [Property 8] – 6 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 4 [Property 9] – 8 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 5 [Property 10] – 12 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 6 [Property 11] – 14 Walnut Crescent (Vacant Land)
Block 4213 Lot 7 [Property 12] – 16 Walnut Crescent (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 8 [Property 13] – 18 Walnut Crescent (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 9 [Property 14] – 20 Walnut Crescent (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 10 [Property 15] – 22 Walnut Crescent (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 11 [Property 16] – 8 Claremont Avenue (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 23 [Property 19] – 2 George Street (Vacant Land)
Block 4215 Lot 1 [Property 20] – Walnut Crescent & Roswell (Nursing School)

3. The Board finds and determines that the following properties do not meet the criteria for a
determination that they are properties in need of redevelopment, but the Board finds and
recommends that they be classified as an area in need of rehabilitation.  These properties
are:

11



Planning Board Minutes of July 13, 2015                                        

Block 4207 Lot 31 [Property 5] – 32 Sherwood Street (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 12 [Property 17] – 12 Claremont Avenue (Dwelling)
Block 4213 Lot 22 [Property 18] – 4 George Street (Dwelling)

4. The Board further recommends to the Township Council that the following conditions be
given due and proper consideration in connection with the subsequent preparation of a
redevelopment plan:

A:  The residential nature of Claremont Avenue be preserved to the full extent possible;

B:  The Council  consider the scale,  density and open space of the neighborhood while
maximizing redevelopment of the area; 

C:  Provide affordable housing alternatives where possible within the redevelopment area
of the Study.

5. The vote of the Board for this recommendation was as follows:

For:  
John Wynn, Chair
Lanny Kurzweil, Vice Chair
Martin Schwartz, Mayor Des.
Rich McMahon, Councilor
Carole Willis
Margaret Seip
Stephen Rooney, HPC
Jason DeSalvo, 1st. Alt.

Against:
None

Recused:
Craig Brandon
Keith Brodock, MEC

Resolution Adopted on July 13, 2015.

_______________________________
JANICE TALLEY, Planning Board Secretary
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