MEETING MINUTES OF
PLANNING BOARD/BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
OF HIGH BRIDGE BOROUGH

M eeting Date: November 13, 2018 Meeting Time: 7:30 P.M.
M eeting L ocation: High Bridge Rescue Squad, 95 West Main St, Highdgr, NJ 08829

1. CALL TO ORDER:

This is a regular meeting of the Planning/ZonirgaRl of the Borough of High Bridge. Adequate rott this
meeting has been given in accordance with the @Gpitic Meetings Act in that a Notice was publisirethe
Hunterdon County Democrat on October 4, 2018 aadtiice of and agenda for this meeting were pastetthe
bulletin board in the Borough Hall.

2. FLAG SALUTE: Led presiding officer.

3.ROLL CALL: P = Present, A=Absent
Don Howell, present; Keith Milne, present; Coleemnfy, present; John Moskway, present;
William Giordano, present; Chris Zappa, presergy&tDhein, present; Mark Desire, absent, Tom Wescoe
present.
Also present were six members of the public inelgdiress and Board attorney William Caldwell, Bagiou

Planner Darlene Green, Board Secretary, Barbarski¢jrand alternate Mike Darmstadt. Alternate Tonstde
sat on the Board for the meeting.

4. READING AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES: October 9, 2018.
Motion to dispense with the reading of primeeting’s minutes:
Motion: Moskway; Second: Howell VoicetgoEight ayes, motion passed.

Motion to approve the October 9, 2018 meeting’sutes:
Motion: Howell, Second: Moskway Voice votegki ayes, motion passed

5.PUBLIC COMMENTS:

It is the policy of the Borough Council that allgic comments on an issue shall be limited to @e (
minutes per person and no person may make maneotie(1) comment per subject. Comments may be
made on any subject pertaining to Borough iss@snments pertaining to Public Hearings should be

saved for that section of the agenda. No deb&titgeen residents. Comments should be addressed t
the Board. NONE

At this point the Board of Adjustment M eeting Begins
Councilman Zappa exited the meeting at 7:36 pm.

6. NEW BUSINESS:
A. Completeness review of PB-app-01-2018. Riverviellage, 81 West Main Street, Block 30, Lots 13 &14.
Motion to approve PB-app-01-2018. RivevwVillage, 81 West Main Street, Block 30, Lots &34 for
completeness: Giordano, Second: Howell.
Don Howell, aye; Keith Milne, aye; Cate€onroy, aye; John Moskway, abstain; William Gand, aye; Steve
Dhein, aye; Tom Wescoe, aye.

Comments: The applicant has appliedfelighland Exemption and it has been receivedr@&engineer, Joe
Modzelewski went over his report pdigtpoint. He said that granting the temporary weswequested are all
reasonable and he has no issue with.tMr. Modzelewski felt as long at the Board doesfeel the applicant
needs a traffic or environmental impstady, he is fie with the application being deemed complete. Mr.
Modzelewski did clarify that althoudtetapplicant has applied for preliminary and fiaaproval it has been

past practice that these were not gchabncurrently. He stated that he did not revigsvapplication for final
site plan approval.



B. Motion to open the Public Hearing for PB-app-01-20Riverview Village, 81 West Main Street, Blodk, 3
Lots 13 & 14: Giordano, Second: Howell Voice vote: Eight ayes, motion passed.
Chairman Dhein informed the applicant thattieeting will conclude at 10:00pm.

Testimony began with the applicant’s attornéipcent Bisogno. Mr. Bisogno stated that the atian of Riverview
Village LLC is to construct a 15 unit residentigbatment building at 81 West Main Street. (Block [8@s 13 and 14). He
explained that the lot contains the remains of@gtery building and that the applicant intenddeamolish this building.
He outlined the variances that the applicant i&isge Four of the variances are conditional uséaveres. These
conditional use variances include: Lot size var&gmwhereas the applicant is proposing to cons&rd& unit apartment
building, the current lot allows for a 14.5 unissled on the fact that is it not quite one acregtsince from the road of
the proposed building is 80 feet and the maximustadice permitted is 40 feet; this building doeshaye commercial
use on the first floor as required in this zona] tre proposed height of the building is 48 fdaeé¢ feet over the
maximum permitted height. Mr. Bisogno also outtiibe C variances that the applicant is seekirnge dpplicant is
seeking a variance regarding the 50 feet buffarish@quired, he is seeking a variance to allovkipg to not be set back
the required 25 feet from the property line, andshegeeking design waivers.

Mr. Robert Fernandes was sworn in to testify. Hified that he is the sole owner of Riverview LLHBe stated that he
has been in the land development business for @& ydReferring to a colorized version of the plan (exhibit A-1),

Mr. Fernandes described the parcel of land amslit®oundings. He also described the small sedtiahi$ undetermined
on the survey. Mr. Fernandes stated that thes lotastly level with a slight slope in the rear i property. He spoke
regarding the design constraints, specificallyrégpiired 50 foot buffer and the maximum 40 foottssetk. Mr.
Fernandes explained the rationale for constru¢hirgouilding farther back than the zone permitsstag¢ed that
constructing the building set back on the propestyld keep it in line with the buildings in the adgnt municipal lot.
He also explained that the rear of the propertyana wetlands which would not be conducive to hgyarking in that
location. Mr. Fernandes also stated that the mglaiould be approximately 18,000 square feet, wbake ADA ramps
and a dumpster enclosure. He did state that direetbarrier free ramps proposed that the dumpsigosure would be
10 feet from the property line as opposed to tiygiired 20 feet. He stated that he could complp it 20 feet if the
location of the dumpsters was moved, but this waulghct the proposed ramps. Mr. Fernandes stastdhéhcontacted
the owners of the surrounding properties and dssishe proposed plan with many of them. He agbthat he would
put landscaping and a fence to buffer the neightaotise east of the property. The applicant atated that the proposed
building will have an elevator, which will allowetbuilding to be more ADA accessible. Mr. Fernanalso expressed
his opinion regarding having commercial on thet filgor. He said would impact the need for an elexaMr. Fernandes
also informed the Board that he will comply witketer from the Borough planner, Darlene Greenrg é\ivember 7,
2018. This letter outlined the affordable hougitaenn for the units in the proposed building. Adating to this plan one
affordable housing unit would be built in this laiilg and Mr. Fernandes would have other units deségl in the other
High Bridge buildings that he owns as to meet % 2affordable housing requirement. Mr. Fernandies @iscussed the
79 foot set back from the property line and exm@dithat due to the environmental constraints optbperty, parking in
the back or side of a building would be cumbersoie. Fernandes also referenced exhibit A-2 @refitom the high
bridge Fire department) He stated that he met thigiHigh bridge fire Chief regarding the acces#ipbtb the proposed
building for a ladder truck. The letter stated thare are no issues with the proposed buildirty reigards to the fire
accessibility. Mr. Fernandes concluded his testiyrammdthen answered the following questions form Boardnivers.
Chairman Dhein inquired about the flood plain psms for the building. Mr. Fernandes stated ghavisions are
planned and his engineer would explain them indsimony. Mr. Dhein also referenced exhibit ALgtter form the
County Planning Board) and asked about then 40iglot of way. Mr. Fernandes stated that the erggimeould also
speak to this point in his testimony. Mr. Dhalso asked if the affordable housing unit woulchbadicapped
adaptable. Mr. Fernandes stated that because pféisence of an elevator all units would be ADgeasible.

Board member Howell asked if the undetermined larttle survey was underwater and Mr. Fernandésdsthat yes it
was. He also inquired if there was any requirddlipaccess to this land and Mr. Fernandes staggdche was unsure.
Mr. Howell also asked if Mr. Fernandes has donesuglies regarding commercial units and if so vetadies were
performed. Mr. Fernandes stated that he focuseliest on economic and interpreted the results teuymport a
profitable situation if he was to have a commeruidt in this building.

Board member Conroy asked a question regardinm#rket and if he was planning on targeting serotHis building.
Mr. Fernandes stated that he has a database depelop have inquired about apartments; he would laésusing word
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of mouth. Mrs. Conroy also inquired about the laetits and the proximity to the old Exact Level diwal property
being an obstacle. Mr. Fernandes stated that heotaitock view of the property located across tineet because of the
necessary for site triangles for Route 513.

Chairman Dhein asked if there were any questians fthe public in response to Mr. Fernandes’ tegtyndonna Rose
of 79 Main Street asked Mr. Fernandes how highehee between their properties would be. Mr. Fedlearexplained
that he would have a 6 foot fence and that he walsid have a landscaping barrier. He stated tledbdirier between the
properties would consist of fence and landscaping.

Next Mr. Christopher Nusser was sworn in to testifle testified that he is a licensed engineer@adner. He stated
that he works for Engineering and Land planningo&sstes and that his license is current. The Bpaotessionals
accepted Mr. Nusser as an expert in his field. Musser described the lot and the proposed buildlie stated that the
proposed building would be 79.6 feet from the sgltbime. He also stated that they would requinenis from the DEP
to permit the project due to the presence of wdtkmd flood plains. Mr. Nusser said that theyveaéing for Board
approval before applying to the DEP for these pexnhilr. Nusser also described the parking lot.skid that there
would be 29 parking spaces and 2 ADA parking spabs Nusser said that there would also be aro8delivery space
for front door delivery access. He stated thatethveould be an entrance with a ramp on the westaid an entrance on
the east side without a ramp. Mr. Nusser also weet the current and proposed impervious coveodgtjee proposed
building. He stated that the current imperviougerage is 21,500 feet and the proposed imperviousrage is 18,200
which would result in a reduction of impervious ecage. Mr. Nusser responded to the points in Beagiheer Joe
Modelewski's letter (Exhibit B-2) regarding drywell He stated that he is unsure that drywells eaindialled because of
the wetlands and river, but agreed to test andliritpossible. Mr. Nusser also referenced titee gans (exhibit A-4)
and stated that the plans call for 4 pole mouritgdd and 2 building mounted lights. He stated t@atvould attempt to
lower lighting levels to acceptable amounts. Mushkkr also confirmed that the proposed buildingrnveil have a
basement. He explained that for the purposeseoDtEP application they need to provide zero nkinfilhe flood plain
and cannot displace flood waters. The proposddibgiplacement allows for the parking lot to be ofithe flood plain.
He explained the rationale for having the parkmghie front is due to increase safety if there awéleod. Placement of
the parking lot out of the flood plain would enat#eants’ access their vehicles and leave. Heaggal that the crawl
space under the building will be open for flood evatto flow through. Mr. Nusser also explained gaat of the
proposed building is in the wetlands buffer ana assult they will need to apply to the DEP foraaeraging plan in
order to allow for part of the building to remainthe proposed location. Mr. Nusser then explathedconditional use,
D-3 variance that the applicant is requesting.sta¢ed that the underlying use of the proposedptig a use permitted
in the zone subject to conditions. The enginedraxplain how this use will be handled without dieental effects. Mr.
Nusser then addressed the variance regarding tieckeof the building being more that the maximudrfeet permitted.
Mr. Nusser referenced his aforementioned explandiohaving the parking in the front. He alsaetbthat having the
parking in the front would allow for the building be consistent with the building on the municipahext to it. The
second variance applied for pertained to densigyekplained this is a D-5 variance because thegxareeding the
density in the zone. The proposed building wildad5 units and the zone permits 15 units per &ctethe lot size only
permits 14.37 units per acre. Mr. Nusser feelsttimtot can adequately support the proposed anwwmttits with no
negative effects. Mr. Nusser also spoke to thimmee concerning the lack of commercial unitstonfirst floor of the
building. He feels that by eliminating the comniarcnits will reduce the intensity permitted bytordinance. Mr.
Nusser explained that having commercial would fecalmore parking spaces and the lot would not e &b
accommodate these. An all residential lot would aldow for an elevator in the building that coalccommodate tenants
with mobility issues. The next variance regardingding height was also addressed by Mr. Nussez.réferenced the
height drawing (exhibit A-5) and explained that thalding could comply with the permitted heightitibhey are asking
for relief from this. Mr. Nusser explained that doghe grading on the lot, the front of the builglis shorter that the
back. He said that the main issue driving the hdgthe flood plain and they want the buildingowabove it. He
explained that the flood plain is driving the fiméxl floor to be higher which thus increases thghtaif the building. He
also explained that having the building set bathkediafrom the street will reduce the effect of lieéght. He also stated
that the proposed roof height adds to the aesthetithe structure. Mr. Nusser also addressetbtloaving C variances.
First, the parking set back is required on thisd&5 feet. Mr. Nusser explained that the envitental restraints are
impacting the location of the building and the pragkdlot. Mr. Nusser stated that the existing binidgis 1.24 feet from
the eastern property line and the proposed builditidoe 90 feet from the neighbor’s house on thste He stated that
while before there was no buffer present, theypanposing a buffer of a fence and landscaping. NMisser addressed a
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comment in Borough Planner, Darlene Green'’s repegarding the buffer requirement of 50 feet betwealtifamily
dwellings. He stated that complying with this wabnbt be possible given the width of the lot aridng into account the
environmental constraints of the wetland and flptadn. Mr. Nusser feels that granting these vaganeould not cause
any substantial detriment to the surrounding neidghlbor to the zone plan or ordinances in High Bridg

Mr. Nusser went through Planner Darlene Green’sntegate November 1, 2018 point by point. (Exhibit)He only
addressed points and comments where Mrs. Greerigsod.

#3: Lot listed at Lots 13 and 14, Mr. Nusser expdi that the deed only shows one lot and not tywarsge lots.

#4: Building height, Mr. Nusser explained that lready addressed this in his testimony.

#14: Landscaping between the proposed buildinglamé@Rescue squad building. He said they will cgmyth a shade
tree.

#15: Six shade trees are required per acre andilviser said they will comply with trees or exigtiregetation.

The follow points were addressed by Mr. Fernandes.

#19: Will comply and grill vents will match the sigj color.

#20: Privacy treatment for windows and window tmegtits are provided for all units.

#21: Rental or sale units was questioned, Mr. Fatea stated at this time units are rental.

#22 Building color is same theme as the other ingksl and ledge stone accents are also similar.

Mr. Nusser then addressed points in Mrs. Greettarldated November 7, 2018 (Exhibit B-2)

Planner Darlene Green went over the letter shessghspecifically focused on the point referringhte affordable
housing section. She asked Mr. Fernandes to etisair on the next set of plans submitted, he atdicwhich unit will
be the affordable housing unit in this buildingnadl as which offsite building will house the ottevo units. She
explained that the offsite building will have deedgtrictions put into place ensuring the affordabiés. Mr. Nusser
confirmed that the two offsite units will be at th@ Main Street building. Mrs. Green stated tlat does not have a
preference as to where the units exist as lonheysdre properly deed restricted.

The other point addressed in the Borough plantettsr referred to the location of the mailboxé4r.. Fernandes
explained that the mailboxes had to be locateddmitsear the trash enclosure because the Post efficno longer
allow the mailboxes inside the building. Mr. Ferdas agreed that the architect will need to adhgsplans to reflect
this.

Mr. Nusser then addressed the Borough enginelerdeph Modelewski’s letter dated November 8, 2(Eghibit B-3).
He addressed the following issues in the techsieetion of the review letter.

#4: Mr. Nusser addressed the location of the teswlosure and the fact that it does not compli wie required 20 feet
required. Mr. Modzelewski does not take issuééf meighbor is satisfied.

#5: Mr. Modzelewski is satisfied based on the tdti@m the fire chief. (Exhibit A-2)

#11: HVAC units are all located inside the unitsdsonot show on the outside of building.

#23: 25 foot drainage easement along the soutlggested and the applicant will comply.

#33 Applicant will comply with the note being maagarding the NJDOT specifications.

Design waivers: section of the review letter:

# 1: Buffer not to be reduced less than 10 feet,Mlisser proposed a trash rack and device to gpsio prevent it
from going into the ditch and flowing to the rivér. Modzelewski was satisfied with this.

#2: Buffer along the Rescue Squad side of the prppdhe applicant will plant a shade tree andthsé judgement on
additional landscaping.

#3: The lighting plan will show foot candles witH2B feet of the property line, the applicant wdhaply with this.

#4: The plans will allow for a 9 foot gap for emengy vehicle access, the applicant will comply.

#5: Minimum of six shade trees per acre, the apptiwill comply.

Mr. Nusser then reviewed the design waivers froami®ér Darlene Green’s letter. (Exhibit B-1)

#1: Trash facility location was already discusaed will provide fence and landscaping.

#2: Design waiver for plant size, applicant wilhgoly with the increase in caliper.

#3: Waiver for parking lot trees. Applicant agréecdd a shade tree to the western side of pyopad also will add
one at the southeast side near the handicappeithgapace. Planner is satisfied with minimum ofyiting 2 trees.
Applicant will make sure not to obstruct site linegish the placement of trees for safety reasons.

#4: Parking area setback does not comply; but Mgesr stated that he has already addressed tlomirgafor this.

#5: Waiver for shrub planting height. Plannereddhat she does not have issue with the shrubstedlby the applicant.
Applicant will attempt to find 3 foot shrubs wheagessible.
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Mr. Nusser also addressed the letter from the tyowgarding the dedicated Right of way. He stabed they would be
requesting a waiver for a 33 foot dedication oeasement. This would not go into the parkingNbt. Fernandes stated
that he was granted both of those easements vgiththér two buildings. At this point the applicapnncluded his case.

Questions and Comments:

Mr. Howell asked about the topography of the lal amat is the highest point in the lot. Mr. Nussaplied that the
highest elevation of the lot will be in the norteeeorner. He did state the highest point woulthieethird floor of the
finished floor. Mr. Howell inquired how the flow evater would change in a rain event. Mr. Nussedestthat the water
would ultimately flow to the South Branch River amdter would not run off into the adjoining propestor onto Route
513.

Mr. Dhein asked for clarification regarding thedtdiof the crawl space under the building. Mr. Nussid it was 5 feet
to the first floor of the building. There will beormechanical systems located in the crawl spacausedt is used for
water flow.

Mr. Wescoe asked a question regarding the affoedatits. Mr. Nusser clarified the location of tiedable units. He
then also asked Mr. Nusser if he was confidenttttDEP will agree to the 231.5 elevation finisfledr. Mr. Nusser
stated that he was very confident because thegtaree what the minimum would be as a buffer.

Mr. Howell asked if the property up to the riveedge can be disturbed. Mr. Nusser said that 25ri@® the river’s
edge would not be disturbed with a structure, langng vegetation and maintaining brush is fikée said that the
proposed building is 30-40 feet from the river'ged

Mr. Milne asked for clarification reading the propetrade in the south east corner. Mr. Nusserarpl that they have a
transition area that he can take a buffer fromarea and give to another area, but it has to lagtaopthe same complex.
Mr. Nusser explained it is simply related to whagtsaof land is disturbed and counter balancingltbirbance of the
wetlands.

Mr. Howell asked Planner Darlene Green a queseganding the Mixed Use Corridor one. He asked wieagoal of
that zone was. Mrs. Green replied that the goaltavasve options for the homeowners.

Mr. Howell asked if allowing a full residential useuld be detriment to the zone. Mrs. Green repied the Board
voted in 2014 not to allow this. She stated thatBoard needs to weigh the pro and cons. Shetfesla benefit of this
residential building would be the fact that the @ggh will gain three deed restricted affordabldsini

Mr. Milne commented that the acreage of the prgpsrhot compliant to the size of the proposedding and asked the
applicant if the building could be made smaller. Mernandes stated that decreasing the size whulishate the need for
an elevator and not be economical. Mr. Milne stdltet all residential, no commercial is not amésr him, but he is
concerned about the size of the parking lot andffect on the setbacks.

Mr. Howell asked a question regarding whether iteedepartment was informed of the proposed 48Height of the
building. Mr. Fernandes stated that he had inforthem.

Public Comments: Mrs. Donna Rose, 79 West Maiaebir She stated that she is thrilled that the Veitide developed
soon and is comfortable with what Mr. Fernandesgua® over with her. Her concern was her drivewayae has
addressed it. She has lived in the house for 3yeaat is happy that a residential building is bgrgposed. She stated
she is not in favor of a commercial unit. She isauncerned with the height of the proposed bugdind is happy to
have a new building being built.

Mr. Caldwell asked Darlene green if a car chargitagion would be recommended. She said she wodlcenoommend it
on this site plan due to the expense.

Mr. Caldwell also asked regarding solar panelss.Nhreen responded that this is up to the applidsint Fernandes said
he is against solar panels because of the subsidiepay for it.

Motion to close the Public hearing: Giordano, $etdlowell. Voice vote: Eight ayes
After discussion with the professionals, the Badedided that they need time to deliberate. Mr. ®albdsuggested a
straw poll to give the applicant a sense of ifBward is in favor of the concept of the site plde.advised the Board and

the applicant that the poll is not binding.

Straw poll regarding whether they feel the projeesible:
Conroy, aye; Giordano, aye; Milne, no, Howell, abgin, aye; Wescoe, aye; Mokway, no.

Motion to carry the proceeding so that no furthatice is required: Milne, Second: Moskway
Voice vote: Eight ayes, motion passed.



7. PUBLIC COMMENTS:

It is the policy of the Planning Board that allfict comments on an issue shall be limited to (hjnute per
person and no person may make more than one (Iheobper subject. Comments may be made on angubj
pertaining to Board issues. Comments pertainirfguiolic Hearings should be saved for that sectich@fgenda.
No debating between residents. Comments shoutditheessed to  Chairman and Board members at thie pub

microphone. NONE

8. ADJOURNMENT: Motion to adjourn: Giordano: Second: VoiceaidEight ayes, motion passes.

Next Meeting Date: Decemberll, 2018
M eeting L ocation: High Bridge Rescue Squad, 95 West Main St, Highdgr, NJ 08829
Meeting Time: 7:30 P.M.



