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

Meeting Date: June 15,2026 - Meeting Time: 7:30 P.M.
Meeting Location: 95 West Main Street, High Bridge, NJ 08829

1. CALL TO ORDER:

This is a regular meeting of the Planning/Zoning Board of the Borough of High Bridge. Adequate notice
of this meeting has been given in accordance with the Open Public Meetings Act in that a Notice was
published in The Star Ledger and the Hunterdon Review on January 13, 2026. Notice of and agenda for

this meeting has also been posted on www.highbridge.org and posted on the bulletin board in Borough

Hall.

2. FLAG SALUTE: Led by presiding officer.

3. ROLL CALL:

Brosnan, present; Conroy, absent; Koffman, absent; Lee, absent; Mart, present;

Musnuff, present; Ryder, absent; Suozzo, present; Osborne, present; Regan, present.

Also present were Board Attorney Kevin VanHise, Board Engineer Adam Wisniewski, Board
Secretary, Barbara Kinsky and 4 members of the public.

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS: It is the policy of the Planning Board that all public comments on an issue
shall be limited to 3 minutes per person and no person may make more than one (1) comment per subject.
Comments may be made on any subject pertaining to Board issues. Comments pertaining to Public
Hearings should be saved for that section of the agenda. No debating between residents. Comments
should be addressed to the Chairman and Board members at the public microphone. NONE.

5. READING AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES: April 20, 2026.
Motion to dispense with the reading of the prior meetings’ minutes:
Motion/Second: Mart/Brosnan Voice vote: 6 Yes votes, motion passed.

Motion to approve April 20, 2026, meeting minutes. Motion/Second: Mart/Brosnan.
Brosnan, yes; Conroy, absent; Koffian, absent; Lee, absent; Mart, yes; Musnuff, yes; Ryder, absent;
Suozzo, yes; Osborne, yes; Regan, yes. 6 yes votes, motion passed.

6. BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT NEW BUSINESS: Public Hearing for PBapp-01-2026 and PBapp-02-
2026, Beavers Street, High Bridge, NJ 08829, Blocks 24 Lot 28 and Block 24 Lot 29 for variances.
Owner: Andrea Means c/o Pronesti and Applicants: Paul and Michele Rawson.

Motion to open public hearing: Motion/Second: Brosnan/Mart
Brosnan, yes; Koffman, absent; Mart, yes; Musnuff, yes; Ryder, absent; Suozzo, yes; Osborne, yes;
Regan, yes.

Board Attorney VanHise proposed consolidating the public hearings for two separate applications
because the properties are adjoining, share unified ownership, and will utilize the same legal counsel and
witnesses. Consolidating the discussion into a single hearing is intended to maximize efficiency and
convenience for the Board, the applicants, and members of the public. While the Public Hearing is
consolidated, the applications be separated when it comes time for a vote. Under this procedure, the
Board will vote on the first application and then on the second application, ultimately resulting in two
resolutions.

It was noted for the record that the notice of publication requirements for both applications had been fully
complied with. Consequently, the Board established that it has proper jurisdiction to hear and proceed
with both matters.



Vice Chair Joseph Suozzo raised an inquiry regarding the legal standards and obligations governing the
evening's applications, noting that professional reports typically outline these guidelines and questioned
whether Board Counsel should review the requirements for "C" (bulk) variances at that moment or at the
conclusion of the hearing. Board attorney clarified that because the applications involve bulk variances
rather than use variances the Board would not be dealing with the heightened standards of proof or the
supermajority voting requirements associated with use variances. Instead, the applications would be
evaluated under the standard "C" variance criteria, analyzing both positive and negative criteria. Mr.
VanHise noted that upcoming testimony and input from the Board Engineer would further detail these
requirements, and the Board would evaluate the applications under the well-established bulk variance
standard.

The attorney for the applicant, Michael Selvaggi introduced the applications on behalf of the applicants,
Paul and Michele Rawson. Mr. Selvaggi explained that the applications propose the development of two
vacant, adjacent parcels, identified as Lots 28 and 29. He noted that the applications are seeking relief
under "C(1)" hardship variance criteria, as the unique topography of both lots—specifically, severe steep
slopes—uniquely impacts the properties and makes conforming development functionally impossible
without variance relief. He stated that the applicants have worked to mitigate impacts on the steep slopes,
both in the initial design and in response to the Board Engineer’s report. The proposal consists of two
modest homes intended for family use, including the applicants themselves and their son.

The following individuals were sworn in to provide testimony: Paul Rawson (applicant) and Jess
Symonds (Licensed Professional Engineer for the applicant).

Mr. Paul Rawson testified that he is the contract purchaser of both vacant lots and detailed his plans for
their development. He explained that his primary intent is to build a home on one lot for his son, a flight
paramedic, and his son’s fiancée, a nurse, who are currently living in his home while looking for housing.
On the second lot, Mr. Rawson plans to construct a home featuring a first-floor master suite where he and
his wife can eventually downsize from their larger property in Lebanon Township. He noted that this
arrangement would allow his son and future daughter-in-law to live next door and assist them as they age.

The applicant, Paul Rawson, reviewed photographic exhibits and conceptual site plans for both properties,
noting that Lot 28 is 75 feet wide and Lot 29 is approximately 82 to 84 feet wide, both consistent with
neighboring parcels. Regarding Lot 28, intended for his son, Mr. Rawson described a modest Craftsman
style home totaling approximately 1,635 square feet of living space, comprising 720 square feet on the
first floor and 915 square feet across three bedrooms on the second floor. The proposed dwelling would
have a walkout basement necessitated by site topography. Regarding Lot 29, intended for his own future
downsizing, he proposed a slightly larger 1,867 square-foot Craftsman style home featuring a 1,400-
square-foot first floor with a primary bedroom suite and a 461 square-foot second floor with two
bedrooms and one bath. Both designs incorporate a two-car garage and a double-wide driveway capable
of accommodating four to six vehicles. Mr. Rawson testified that proposed exterior lighting for both
homes will strictly conform to building codes at entryways, supplemented by coach lights flanking the
garages and a single rear floodlight directed toward the backyard for security, specifically omitting side
floodlights to prevent glare onto adjacent properties. Mr. Rawson also testified that

Board & Public questions and comments:

e Chairman Musnuff inquired whether there would be a single floodlight installed on each property,
which Mr. Rawson confirmed.

e Board member Osborne inquired about the construction timeline. Mr. Rawson testified that he
plans to build the first home immediately. He estimated that construction would take
approximately one year, targeting a completion date of mid-to-late 2027, and stated he will defer
construction of the second home until a later date. Mr. Rawson shared a brief overview of his
professional background as a building contractor. Over the course of his career, he operated
Castle Ridge Properties, primarily building in Somerset County. The applicant explained that
while the plans are based on existing home designs they highly favor, they represent close



conceptual layouts. Any subsequent adjustments to the plans will be minor, and the building
footprints will remain essentially unchanged.

The Board then called Jess Symonds to testify. It was noted that Mr. Symonds last appeared before

this specific Board approximately 20 years ago, he is a highly experienced professional. Mr. Symonds

was sworn in and his credentials as a licensed professional civil engineer were accepted by the Board.

Mr. Symonds confirmed he reviewed the Board engineer's reports and testified that the proposed

plans were specifically designed to be 100% conforming to all setbacks and impervious coverage

limits. Addressing a comment in the Board engineer’s report regarding an existing concrete slab at the
rear of the property, Mr. Symonds noted it was not factored into the impervious calculations. He
explained that a portion of the slab may extend onto the neighbor's property (under an existing
neighbor’s shed). The applicant proposed to either obtain the neighbor's permission to remove the
slab, cut it at the property line, or run final calculations to ensure total impervious coverage remains
under the 25% threshold, cutting back the concrete only as necessary to maintain 100% compliance.

Mr. Symonds detailed the specific steep slope variances requested for the two lots:

e Lot 28: A minor disturbance of 353 square feet is proposed on slopes over 25%. For slopes
between 15% and 25%, where 822.75 square feet of disturbance is permitted, the project
proposes 5,000 square feet of disturbance.

e Lot 29: No disturbance is proposed on slopes over 25%. However, for slopes between
15% and 25%, where 1225 square feet of disturbance is permitted, the project proposes
6941 square feet of disturbance.

Mr. Symonds testified that because these 15% to 25% slopes run directly through the center of
both lots, disturbance is entirely unavoidable. Furthermore, he noted that if the ordinance requiring
setbacks to be measured from these critical steep slope areas were strictly applied, it would eliminate
the building envelope on both properties. In his professional opinion as a design engineer, without the
requested variance relief from these steep slope disturbances and setbacks, neither lot would possess
any reasonable utility or development potential. To minimize steep slope impacts, the design limits
the driveway slope to a maximum grade of 4.9% (under the 5% regulatory limit). Mr. Symonds
testified that keeping the driveway grade low was a superior design choice to lower the house, which
would have created a dangerously steep entrance into the garage. The design features a two-car
garage with a double-wide, 38-to-40-foot driveway, accommodating an additional four parked cars.
This provides a total of six off-street parking spaces per lot, safely exceeding the Residential Site
Improvement Standards (RSIS) requirement of two spaces for a three-bedroom home.

Mr. Symonds addressed the Board engineer’s technical review dated June 11, 2026. He reviewed
the technical comments starting with Lot 28.

e Lot 28. To minimize disturbance on the 15% to 25% slopes, he explained that the design
incorporates a daylight (walkout) basement. This engineering approach eliminates the need for
excessive rear grading; without it, the backyard grade would have to be raised by eight to nine
feet, causing significantly greater environmental disturbance. Finally, Mr. Symonds
acknowledged a minor discrepancy in the steep slope calculations for Lot 28 and agreed to
correct the final plans accordingly.

Mr. Symonds addressed concerns regarding the negative impacts of developing within steep slope

areas, Mr. Symonds testified would the applicant will submit plans to the local Soil

Conservation Service for approval. To manage post-construction stormwater, the applicant will

pipe the roof leaders from the dwellings into on-site dry wells to mitigate runoff. Mr. Symonds

noted that they can easily incorporate these dry wells into the final grading plan to the satisfaction
of the Board engineer.

Regarding slope severity, Mr. Symonds explained that the 15% to 25% slopes on-site are

relatively mild compared to Soil Conservation standards, which permit stabilized lawn

grades up to 33% (3:1) or 66% (2:1). To eliminate the minor 353 square feet disturbance
on slopes over 25% on Lot 28, Mr. Symonds noted they could slightly steepen the
grading or install a small boulder retaining wall. However, he advised against this, as the
current design represents a more natural and favorable grading solution.

Mr. Symonds confirmed that the proposed three-bedroom dwellings will fully comply with the

Residential Site Improvement Standards (RSIS) for parking. Addressing lot coverage, he stated

that the proposed coverage is currently 21.6%, leaving approximately a 4% buffer under the 25%

maximum threshold. To satisfy the Board engineer's request, the applicant agreed to provide a



detailed table on the final plans breaking down the square footage of each proposed impervious
element.

The applicant’s engineer presented the tree removal and replanting plans for both lots, clarifying
discrepancies in the Board engineer’s initial replacement calculations:

e Lot 28: A total of 15 trees is scheduled for removal. However, because 5 of these are dead
ash trees and others are located within the building envelope, only 10 live trees require
replacement. The Board engineer's report had calculated a deficit of 16 replacement trees by
mistakenly factoring in the dead trees.

o Lot 29: A total of 14 trees is scheduled for removal. Because 4 of these are small beech trees
under six inches in diameter, they are exempt under local ordinance. This leaves a total of 10
trees subject to replacement.

To satisfy these requirements, the applicant proposed to plant a visual buffer consisting of a
staggered row of pine trees and several shade trees along the rear property lines of both lots. This
buffer will screen the homes from an upcoming, adjacent four-story development. The applicant
confirmed that both lots have more than enough space to accommodate all required replacement
plantings on-site. Board member, and member of the Environmental Commission, Alan Mart,
note that if the final on-site plantings cannot fully cover the calculated deficit; the ordinance
allows the applicant to contribute to the municipal tree fund at a cost of $300 per tree. Mr. Mart
also expressed support for the applicant’s proposal to plant the replacement trees directly on the
properties to establish a backyard buffer, rather than paying into the municipal tree fund. It was
agreed that the final replacement numbers would be finalized with the Board engineer.

e Lot29

Mr. Symonds confirmed that the testimony, plans, and engineering solutions presented for Lot 28

apply equally to Lot 29. Aside from minor differences in tree counts, the development

parameters including the grading plan, driveway layout, Hunterdon County Soil Conservation

District approvals and post-construction dry wells remain identical for both properties.

The applicant shall submit a finalized Landscaping and Tree Replacement Plan to the Board Engineer
for review and approval prior to the issuance of any building permits. The plan shall demonstrate that all
required replacement trees.

The proposed timeline and phasing for the two lots is to maintain site safety and aesthetics while
holding off on the construction of the home on Lot 29, the applicant proposed a comprehensive
stabilization plan and will clear both lots simultaneously, removing the designated dead trees and stumps.
Under Hunterdon County Soil Conservation supervision, both lots will be immediately graded, seeded,
and stabilized. Lot 29 will remain as a fully stabilized, open, grassed lot with the newly planted rear tree
buffer in place until construction on that home begins. The proposed homes are extremely consistent with
neighboring properties, which feature ranch-style homes with walkout/daylight basements under nearly
identical physical circumstances. While some nearby homes lack garages, the proposed dwellings will
improve local parking conditions by providing garages and double-wide driveways.

Board questions and comments:

e Chairman Musnuff asked for clarification on the grading plan, specifically whether the
lot would be regraded to push the steeper slopes to the far rear and if trees would be
planted directly on that steep 2:1 slope to stabilize it. Because the lots are small, the
applicant wants to preserve a usable backyard lawn area. Consequently, the replacement
trees will be planted directly along the rear property line where the ground naturally
flattens out to a gentle slope of less than 15%, rather than on the steep grade itself. Mr.
Musnuff also questioned the exact duration of the requested approvals and clarified what
the Board was ultimately voting to approve, specifically whether it was for the lot
grading or the overall development. It was clarified that the statutory lifespan of a bulk
variance is initially two years, with the availability of three subsequent one-year
extensions, providing a total protective window of five years. It was noted that the
Board's vote is specifically to grant variance relief to allow construction within the steep
slope areas, rather than approving a specific home design. To utilize this relief, the
applicant must secure a building permit within this five-year timeframe. If the approval
were to expire without construction commencing, the applicant would simply need to



return to the Board to renew the application, provided local zoning ordinances had not
changed. The applicant's counsel noted that the proposed construction timeline fits
comfortably within this window, as the applicant plans to complete the first home (for his
son) within one to two years before starting the second. The professionals added that
while larger or more complex projects can sometimes stretch out for 15 to 20 years with
periodic extensions, the modest scope of this application makes it highly likely that
development will proceed well within the standard five-year limit. Mr. Musnuff also
inquired whether the applicant plans to remove all dead trees, including those located
outside the immediate field of work. The applicant confirmed that the intention is to
remove all dead trees from the property. He noted that most of these are ash trees, which
have been dead for a significant period and have become heavily colonized.

Board member Brosnan asked for clarification regarding the timeline for Lot 29, noting that
construction on this home would be deferred, and questioned what the condition of that lot would
be in the interim. The applicant explained that the plan is to clear both lots simultaneously due to
their small size and the need to address the dead trees. Under Hunterdon County Soil
Conservation guidelines, the applicant will clear, stump, and regrade both properties, but will
immediately seed and stabilize Lot 29 while Lot 28 is being developed. The required replacement
trees will also be planted along the rear of Lot 29 to ensure early establishment.

Board member Alan Mart inquired about how these properties compare to neighboring properties.
In response to comparing these lots to neighboring properties, the applicant and professionals
noted that they are highly similar. Due to the naturally steep topography of High Bridge, the
homes on either side are built under nearly identical circumstances. The proposed design
improves upon the neighborhood norm by incorporating garages and extra off-street parking,
which some adjacent properties lack.

Vice Chair Suozzo inquired about when the stormwater management plan would be submitted
and how the long-term maintenance of the dry wells would be enforced after the properties are
sold. In response, the applicant’s engineer clarified that the detailed stormwater plan will be
submitted alongside the final lot grading plan. To secure long-term maintenance compliance, the
applicant will record a deed restriction on the property to formally notify subsequent buyers of
their maintenance obligations and will grant a stormwater easement to the Borough to allow
municipal inspection and enforcement. Mr. Suozzo further questioned whether the lots are
slightly undersized relative to the Borough's 15,000-square-foot minimum, and whether the plans
comply with lot circle requirements and setbacks from critical environmental areas. Mr. Symonds
confirmed that while both lots are indeed slightly undersized under the current ordinance, they are
pre-existing non-conforming conditions of record that do not require new variance relief. He also
affirmed that the lot circle requirements are met as an existing condition and that the development
is fully compliant with all required setbacks from critical environmental areas.

Board Attorney VanHise advised that the Board must first open the floor for public comment;
noting that no members of the public were present to speak. He then relayed a reminder from
Board Planner Darlene Green regarding the Borough’s affordable housing development fee,
explaining that 50% is due at the issuance of the building permit and the remaining 50% at the
Certificate of Occupancy (CO). He confirmed this requirement would be included as a standard
condition of approval.

Motion to close the Public Hearing: Suozzo second: Brosnan. Voice vote: 6 yes votes, motion

passed.

Motion to approve PBapp-01-2026: Suozzo Second: Brosnan

Brosnan: Yes, never like to see critical slopes damaged or trees cut down, the applicant is doing exactly
what is needed to address those concerns. I believe the project is on the right trajectory.

Mart: Yes, I looked closely at the steep slopes and the proposed adjustments. For me, the key factor is that
this project sits within a neighborhood where these exact slope conditions already exist on developed
properties. You aren't doing anything that isn't already in place in the surrounding area, so denying this
application would not be appropriate



Souzzo: Yes, I agree with what my colleagues have said. Additionally, I believe the applicant has
successfully made the case for both the positive and negative factors required for granting these variances.

Osborne: Yes, there are seven houses in a row in that area with similar slopes, and I haven't seen any
signs of erosion on any of them.

Regan: Yes and agrees with prior comments made.

Musnuff: Yes, there is a hardship here and neighboring properties face the exact same issue here. I really
like the fact that you have addressed not only the tree removal and how you plan to handle that, but I also
think the dry wells make a ton of sense for this site.

6 yes votes. Motion passed. Board Attorney VanHise clarified this approval is subject to the conditions
discussed during the hearing, specifically requiring compliance with the standards and comments outlined
in the Board Engineer's memorandum.

Motion to approve PBapp-02-2026: Mart , Second: Brosnan
Brosnan: Yes, previous holds.

Mart: Yes, same as stated previously.

Suozzo, Yes.

Osborne: Yes.

Regan: Yes.

Musnuff: Yes.

6 yes votes, motion passed.

7. PUBLIC COMMENTS: It is the policy of the Planning Board that all public comments on an issue
shall be limited to one (1) minute per person and no person may make more than one (1) comment per
subject. Comments may be made on any subject pertaining to Board issues. Comments pertaining

to Public Hearings should be saved for that section of the agenda. No debating between residents.
Comments should be addressed to the Chairman and Board members at the public microphone

8. ADJOURNMENT: Motion to adjourn: Brosnan Second: Regan Voice vote: 6 yes votes, motion
passed.

Next Meeting Date: July 20, 2026
Meeting Location: 95 West Main Street, High Bridge, NJ 08829
Meeting Time: 7:30 P.M.



