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BOROUGH OF MOUNT ARLINGTON 
LAND USE BOARD MEETING MINUTES 

January 9, 2013 -7:00 PM 
Reorganization/Regular Meeting 

 
Meeting called to order by the Secretary at 6:56 p.m.  “Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag” recited. 
 
This meeting was advertised in the Daily Record and the Roxbury Register. 
 
New member, John Driscoll sworn in.  All others sworn in at Borough Council Reorganization 
Meeting.  
 
Roll Call.  Present:  Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van den Hende, Rinaldi, 
Windish, Ondish.  Absent: Hallowich, Loughridge, Wilson, Fostle. 
 
Motion to nominate a Chairman of the Board:  Windish nominates J. Robert van den Hende, 
second by Cerasoli.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, Rinaldi, Windish, Ondish.  
Abstain: van de Hende.  Motion approved. 
 
7:05 p. m. – van den Hende moves to Chairman position.  
  
Motion to nominate Vice Chairman of the Board:  Cerasoli nominates Melissa Fostle second by 
van den Hende.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van den Hende, Rinaldi, 
Windish, Ondish.  Motion approved. 
 
Motion to nominate Clerk/Secretary of the Board:  Simard nominates Debbie Halik, second by 
Foley.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van den Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, 
Ondish.  Motion approved. 
 
Motion to nominate Attorney of the Board:  Windish nominates Michael Selvaggi of Courter, 
Kobert & Cohen, LLC, second by Foley.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van 
den Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, Ondish.  Motion approved. 
 
Motion to nominate Engineer of the Board:  Cerasoli nominates Daren J. Phil of Suburban 
Consulting Engineers, Inc., second by Windish.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, 
van den Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, Ondish.  Motion approved. 
 
Motion to nominate Planner of the Board:  Cerasoli nominates Jessica Caldwell, P.P., A.I.C.P. of 
J. Caldwell & Associates, second by Windish.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, 
van den Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, Ondish.  Motion approved. 
 
Motion to nominate Redevelopment Planner of the Board:  Rinaldi nominates George Ritter of 
Ritter and Plante, second by Cerasoli.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van den 
Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, Ondish.  Motion approved. 
 
Motion to name the Morristown Daily Record and Roxbury Register as the official 2013 
newspapers for the Board:  Motion by Windish, second by van den Hende.  Yes: Keuntje, 
Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van den Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, Ondish.  Motion approved. 
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Motion to accept the second (2nd) Wednesday of the month for Work Sessions and the fourth 
(4th) Wednesday of the month for Regular Meetings for the year 2013 and January 2014 as 
follows: (All Meetings will begin at 7:00 p.m.).  
 
Motion by Cerasoli, second by Simard.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van den 
Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, Ondish.  Motion approved. 
 
 

January 9, 2013 (previously published) 

Regular Session Dates  Work Meeting Dates  

January 9, 2013 - Reorganization January 23, 2013 
February 27, 2013 February 13, 2013 
March 13, 2013 
April 24, 2013 April 10, 2013 
May 22, 2013 May 8, 2013 
June 26, 2013  June 12, 2013 
July 24, 2013 July 10, 2013 
August 28, 2013 August 14, 2013 
September 25, 2013 September 11, 2013 
October 23, 2013 October 9, 2013 
November 13, 2013  
December 11, 2013 December - No Work Session 
 
January 8, 2014 – Reorganization 
 

Note: The Engineer, Planner and Attorney will be present at work sessions only when requested.  
The Attorney and Engineer will be present at all regular and special meetings.  The Planner will 
be present at regular and special meetings only when requested. 
 
Motion to accept and advertise said schedule in Official Newspapers. Motion by Rinaldi, second 
by Windish.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van den Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, 
Ondish.  Motion approved. 
 
Motion for approval of meeting minutes from December 12, 2012. Motion by Rinaldi, second by 
Cerasoli. Yes:  Cerasoli, van den Hende, Rinaldi, Ondish.  Motion approved. 
 
Correspondence distributed.  Originals on file with secretary. 
 
Motion for approval of vouchers. Motion by Simard, second by Cerasoli.  Yes: Keuntje, Driscoll, 
Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van den Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, Ondish.  Motion approved.   
 
7:13 Public Hearing begins. 
 
Public Hearing: 

Valley Road Development, LLC – Block 61, Lot 42.01 and 42.02.  Application to permit 
the development of a 300-unit multi-family residential project pursuant to the Valley Road 
Redevelopment Plan.  
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John Wyciskala, with the Law Firm of Inglesino, Pearlman, Wyciskala & Taylor, LLC.  I am 
here with respect to the applicant Valley Road Development, LLC.  This is a continuation of 
the hearing for the application for preliminary and final site plan approval with variances and 
waivers for the 300-unit residential Redevelopment project with Valley Road Redevelopment 
Plan.   
 
On December 12th you heard testimony from our Project Engineer and Planner, Stan Omland 
and Thomas Brennan, Architect.  We did complete Mr. Brennan’s architechual testimony and 
Mr. Omland’s direct testimony and we did review the transcripts.  We still need to address 
questions from the Board, as well as reviewing the Planner’s Report from Mr. Ritter.   
 
Since the December meeting, Mr. Omland’s office did review and revised the plans.  A 
revised set was submitted on January 3rd to Mr. Phil and Mr. Ritter.  They each had an 
opportunity to review and submit revised reports on January 7th and 8th respectively.   
 
Mr. Omland will be providing an overview of the changes to the plans, and will go through 
the reports from the professionals.   
 
Selvaggi states for the record that there were some members not present at the December 
meeting and are here tonight.  Those members each indentify themselves and stated if they 
read the transcripts or listened to the tapes from the December meeting so that they could 
deliberate and vote on this application:  Simard – yes, Windish – yes, Keuntje – yes, Driscoll 
– has not.  
 
Mr. Omland recognizes that he continues under oath and briefly acknowledges the Board and 
others.    
 
Mr. Omland distributes at the request of the Board; Exhibit A-2 in a reduced form.  A-2 was 
the original Redevelopment Site Plan rendering.  Mr. Omland states that A-2 was the 
Concept Plan that was developed by his office as part of the Redevelopment Planning 
process.  It was a best guess as to how a plan would evolve given the information at that 
time; early 2012.  The plan now is the exact representation of A-2 that was presented at the 
last meeting.   
 
We are here tonight, having received the Board’s Professional comments.  The last meeting 
we put in our direct testimony, began to address Mr. Phil’s comments and did not get the 
opportunity to address Mr. Ritter’s comments  
 
Since the last meeting we were able to make plan revisions and address all the comments 
made by Mr. Phil, Mr. Ritter and the Board.  Our re-submittal was done around January 3rd to 
your Professionals.  January 7th and 8th respectively George Ritter, Planner and Daren Phil, 
Township Engineer wrote their review letters which you have copies of.   
 
Tonight I will outline the changes made to the plans and go through the comments from Mr. 
Phil and Mr. Ritter.   
 
Omland outlined the changes made to the plans and addressing comments from Mr. Phil and 
Mr. Ritter.   
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New Exhibit marked A-5 is dated 1/9/13 titled Site Plan Rendering.  Discussed global 
changes that were made to the plan are as follows:  
•  All garages moved to 10’ offset along the main access driveway which was agreed to.   
• And 5 feet along the upper parking lots. 
• Added landscaping to the Valley Road Boulevard 
• Made changes to the relocation of dumpsters keeping with the comments of your 

professionals.   
• The central walkway is widened from 4 feet to 6 feet, to provide a greater and wider 

opportunity for pedestrian movement through the center of the track. 
• The Great Lawn, once had a sidewalk in the center of it, now is a flat area was created to 

have a sidewalk that meanders around the side which gives a central location for 
recreation area.  It can be used for Frisbee tossing, football, tossing, and congregation at 
the gazebo.  A good idea from Mr. Ritter which helps creates a central place for the 
residence to commune.  

• The sidewalks were moved off the curb line by 2 ½ feet so the vehicle overhang will not 
intrude into the sidewalk.   

• Added landscaping and revised lighting throughout the project.   
• Certain locations had parking areas that were too close to each other, less than 12 feet.  

This was not in accordance to your Ordinance.  We have increased those to 12 feet.  Mr. 
Phil did find a spot that we still need to make an adjustment that we will talk about that 
when we get to his comments. 

• In some detail we have given Mr. Phil drainage calculations.  We are asking for some 
deferment from some of those exacting aspects of that as we move along with soil testing. 

• Continuing with Drainage - we have reshaped some of the basins and added some walls 
down along Route 80.  Exhibit A-5.  For the record, Route 80 is along the bottom of A-5.   

• Added some parking spaces and lost some parking spaces due to the adjustment of some 
of the parking lots. 

• Some small changes in the geometry to the corners of the islands for better movement of 
garbage trucks and emergency vehicles.  Further comment on by Mr. Phil when we get to 
his comments.   

This encompasses the overview of the changes to the plan.  Unless you had a trained eye you 
would not be able to see these changes from A-2 to A-5.  There was no movement to the 
buildings and the roadways are largely in the same spot but for one location below Building 
1, by adjusting the garage offset we were able to drop Road A and get the green space below 
this parking lot.  Mr. Ritter had made a comment that we had a lot the asphalt to the parking 
lot then right below a retaining wall and then the roadway.  From the sky it looked like 
asphalt against asphalt.  Mr. Ritter commented that “can’t you soften that wall by providing 
some landscaped areas which will give some separation and some greenery.”  The adjustment 
of the garage locations allowed us to insert a bay of green area that will provide some 
landscape planting, screen the retaining wall and achieve what Mr. Ritter asked us to do.   
 
That is the overview of the changes of the plan.   
 
My goal now is to go back into the comment letters from both Mr. Phil and Mr. Ritter letters 
and walk thru them to the degree that they need further comments.  You may see from their 
comments “addressed” or “fulfill”; I may not spend any time on those areas due to time, if 
Mr. Chairman you agree? 
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van den Hende agrees to Mr. Omland’s recommendation to address the items that are 
outstanding.   
 
First letter for discussion, Suburban Consulting Engineering letter dated January 8th  
 
Mr. Omland begins with page 2, bottom of the page; I. Layout; subparagraph (a). I testified 
about the traffic calming island.  A suggestion at the last meeting was to introduce a traffic 
calming island or speed table, to this long road, that would be delineated pavers, by texture 
and other raised elements that would have the affect of slowing traffic down.  That was 
omitted from the plan and will be added.  Mr. Phil notates that and it will be added.   
 
Mr. Phil mentions the crossroad where there is an interconnected roadway by the great lawn.  
An area between Buildings 7 and 8; there is discussion and agreement to add a speed table in 
this area.    
 
Page 2. 
 
b. We agree to take out a little bit of the disturbance as shown on the plan.  We will do that 
during construction. 
 
c. Talks about grading and ADA compliance.  We will comply and provide those details on 
construction drawings. 
 
d. From my previous testimony we will add a grass strip between the curb and sidewalk to 
allow 2 ½ foot vehicle overhang.  Mr. Omland shows the audience where these will take 
place.  
 
e. There are certain corners of the parking lots throughout the site where the two corners are 
close to 12 feet.  The Ordinance requires a minimum of 12 foot of separation.  There is one 
area that was missed and will be addressed.  The plans will be updated. 
 
f. This is a request for a waiver.  The Ordinance requires no more than 20 consecutive 
parking spaces without the introduction of an island.  There are four locations where we 
exceed 20 spaces without an island.  We are asking for a waiver from the Land Use Board for 
up to 25 spaces.   
 
van den Hende asks about the area underneath Building 2, Mr. Omland states it is 
underground storm water recharge system.   
.    
g. Relates to earlier testimony that we will need to make some minor revisions to the parking 
lot geometry in order to facilitate the Borough’s fire trucks.  This will be revised on the 
plans.   
 
Phil discusses how the computer program simulates the vehicles going through the roadways. 
 
van den Hende asks if during the creation of the parking areas, has snow storage been taken 
into consideration.  Mr. Omland states that wherever you can plow the snow over a curb, 
sidewalk or grass area it is.  If it can’t be plowed, it’s moved with loaders or trucks.  There 
are plenty of areas to move the snow, along the bottom area across from Buildings 5 and 6.   
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h. This is the same comment as the previous comments but relates to the solid waste vehicles.  
There is one area that we may need to look at with regard to the garbage trucks.  We did 
move a dumpster near Building 4 but did not update the garbage truck circulation plan to 
show its access.  We will provide that update to Mr. Phil. 
 
Continuing on Page 4. 
 
II.  Grading  
 
a.  Has been addressed. 
 
b.  Has been addressed. 

 
c. Wall elevations have been taken into consideration for batter. 

 
d. Grading has been revised for conflicts. 

 
e. We provided floor elevations for the garage next to Building 1.   

 
f. We provided ground elevations at each corner of Building 9. 

 
g. We provided the grade elevations behind Building 9. 

 
h. We have recalculated the area and limited disturbance for the grading and wall 

construction.  That update area has been shown on the plan. 
 

i. Item i needs affirmation from the Board.  We asked at the last meeting and noted on the 
plans that certain details need to be deferred to the time of construction.  You may recall 
my testimony on the walls and the soils and even as much as we have done on soil 
investigations what we expect to encounter in the field during construction will 
necessitate further revisions.  We are asking that the specifics of that; not be overlooked;  
not be exempted, not be dismissed but to deferred to actual construction when we can 
best predict and design, sign and seal, the drawings for Mr. Phil to review.    

 
Van den Hende asks if this is one of items that we have to make as a condition for approval?   
 
Omland states yes.    
 
There is brief discussion about the engineering of the walls and how over engineered that 
they are.  Structural calculations are taken into consideration a number of factors.  Soil 
saturation is a very large one.  Loading on top of the walls is another significant one.  All of 
our walls have been designed by the industry standards and are signed and sealed with my 
name resides on that plan.  I don’t take the design of walls lightly.  I don’t want to fail.  I 
don’t want have any public health or safety issues come about.  We have specified certain 
walls throughout the project whether they may be rubble walls, modular block, we don’t have 
any concrete walls, we may have exposed rock face and we may have some big block walls.  
All of which we would specify in the proper wall in, the proper location, proper in the center 
ground work, soils purpose, proximity to residence, so that there are a variety of adjustments 
we go through during construction with your professionals consent at that time.   
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Mr. Omland briefly discusses the rubble walls in Season Glens.   
 
Selvaggi suggested and discussed with Mr. Phil that if the applicant gets a satisfactory vote 
you probably want to include a condition that gives Mr. Phil the discretion to sign off on the 
type of wall and the construction. Since the applicant has indicated that they can’t necessarily 
establish what the wall will be at the various locations.  If you don’t do that: you will either 
have to come back here to amend it or just trust the judgment of Mr. Phil and give him the 
authority.  With the understanding that if Mr. Phil did feel it was beyond the scope of a field 
change than he can recommend coming back to the Board.   
 
Phil talked about the fact that there is testimony and notes on the site plan indicating the 
limits of disturbance and if it can be pulled back; it will.  We want the flexibility to turn 
around and allow the safe rock cut to exist and for walls to be put in to minimize all that.  
This would be for the betterment of the impact of environment and runoff. 
 
Phil discusses a scenario from many years ago that the Board wanted the application to come 
back to the Board.  It was along a county road and was highly visible and next to the Library.  
It was a border line field change.  He recommends that the Board decide if they want the 
jurisdiction on the changes or if the Board will allow the changes to be made in the field. 
 
van den Hende states that the Board should ask for conditions which would provide Phil with 
the authority to sign off on changes based on satisfactory proof of compliance.  Mr. Phil 
agrees. 
 
Page 5 Utilities  
 
a. Talks about valve location requirements of RSIS.  This has been addressed. 

 
b. Conflicts with drainage system.  That has been addressed. 

 
c. The fire chief had provided his comments on hydrants and has been addressed. 

 
d. Talks about piping and curbing conflict that has been addressed. 

 
e. Talks about conflicts again in storm water and water mains that have been addressed.   

 
f. We have made a request that certain details of the roof leaders be deferred to construction 

drawings.  We are asking for this to be a condition of approval.   
 

g. Talks about corrections to the sanitary profiles that has been addressed.   
 

h. Talks about sanitary sewer profiles revisions that have been addressed. 
 

i. Talks about sewer mains and drainage pipe conflicts that have been addressed.   
 

j. Rim and invert elevations that have been addressed.  
 

k. Asks for clarification on a pipe that is exiting and proposed has been addressed.   
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Mr. Phil on page 6 speaks to drainage and storm water management.  Revisions that we made he 
notes in paragraph (a) that we have addressed a majority of them.  We have requested that some 
of these details, the finer elements of storm water management designs be deferred to 
construction drawing.  We ask that either a condition or approval prior to construction.  As you 
can see at the end of the paragraph, Mr. Phil recommends granting this request.   
 
Phil talks about that storm water and how the State has made this subject so complex.  You have 
to address storm water prior to starting the site lay out in today’s climate.  They, as indicated, 
have provided way beyond what we needed to verify that compliance with these regulations has 
been met.  The situation is such that there are so many nuts and bolts and details that it makes 
more sense to push it off as conditions.  You will probably see this more and more on sizeable 
applications because it is so intricate with regard to any changes.   
 
van den Hende states didn’t we receive a nice letter that from the Highlands Water Protection 
and Planning Council stating that they appreciated your work on reducing the projects potentials 
impact, etc.  Aren’t they good with the plan as is?   
 
Phil answers globally yes, but unfortunately for pure compliance with the governing regulations 
and hierarchy of the State New Jersey and not just the Highlands.  Our local Ordinances which 
adopted all those, there are a lot of nuts and bolts that need to be addressed.  That can be the 
condition of approval.   
 
van den Hende asks who is the authority then?  Phil states the Municipality is since we have 
adopted those Ordinances.  The letter was dated May 22, 2012.   
 
van den Hende states that as before it is similar as to before we should go to condition and 
provide you with the authority to accept or reject and come back to us if there is a problem.   
 
Ondish mentions a clarification.  
 
Omland begins with page 6 paragraph (a) talks to a Highlands letter that you just mentioned and 
clarifies that it is in the report.   
 
Page 7 paragraph V. Landscaping. 
 

a.  Mr. Phil speaks that we should provide stabilization matting.  That has been addressed. 
 

b. Talks about planting and seed mixes should be noted in the stormwater management 
basins.  That has been addressed.   
 

c. The calculations of the 10% landscaped parking area.  The calculations have been 
addressed.   
 

d. Asked us to look at conflicts of landscaping, lighting and utilities.  That has been 
addressed.  
 

e. Suggests we have additional landscaping around the buffer around the trash enclosure.  
That has been addressed.   
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f. Asks for additional evergreens throughout the sight that has been addressed.  

 
g. Appropriate tree protection notes have been asked and have been added to the plans.  

That has been addressed.  
 

h. Suggests that we give consideration to plants species that are deer tolerant, which has 
been addressed.   
 

i. Suggests that we add more landscaping details to the Boulevard of the Valley Road 
extension and that has been addressed.   
 

VI. Lighting. 
 

a. Mr. Phil asked us to revise the photometric distribution that has been done and has been 
addressed.  
 

b. Mr. Phil asked us look at light pole locations with conflict with utilities and landscaping 
we have done so and that has been addressed. 
 

Page 8.  VII. Traffic 
 
van den Hende asks if Mr. Omland is done with his testimony on traffic.  Mr. Omland states that 
he is.   
 
van den Hende states that there are some questions about the total number of vehicles that will 
ultimately end up going through the intersection of Howard Boulevard off sight during peak 
hours.  I just want to make sure we adequately addressed those in regard to the impact on that 
intersection specifically as you coming off Howard Blvd coming for the south bound side from 
Route 80 toward the development in the evening hours   Mr. Omland asks if he can come back to 
that when he goes through the letters I will come back to that. 
 
VIII. Environmental Impact  - we addressed it in our testimony.  Submitted the old 
Environmental Impact study and Mr. Phil suggest that there is no further response needed. 
 
IX. Sewage Treatment Facility  -  we have addressed the inclusion of that in our application.  
Mr. Phil suggested there is no further testimony required.   
 
At the bottom of page 8.  Mr. Phil has added some comments as they relate to some changes in 
the plans.   
 
My testimony that we will have mail services both internal to those that have sufficient lobbies 
and external kiosks where interior lobbies cannot accommodate.  Those have not been added to 
the plan, but will be.  Conventional apartment mail box kiosks centrally located per building for 
mail collection.  Those will be added as condition of approval.   
 
Robert Atkins is still under oath.  At the last hearing I testified that an external location, the Post 
Master, really dictates where they will go.  We will check with them and then put them on the 
plan.  This will be a condition of approval.   
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Mr. Omland continues with Further Comments, Page 8, paragraph b, Mr. Phil suggests that 
additional traffic signage or striping where parking lots access driveways and roadways exist.  
We will work with Mr. Phil to provide that signage or striping.  
 
Top of page 9; comment (c) the number of parking spaces will be revised to reflect the correct 
number on the plans. 
 
II.  Grading  

a.  This an advancement of the need for additional grading details in those small tight areas 
during the construction drawing phase and we consent and agree to do so. 
 

III. Utilities 
a. There are still utility conflicts with utilities and structures that we need to resolve.  We 

will work those out with Mr. Phil. 
 

IV. Stormwater Management - no additional comments. 
 
V.  Landscaping  
 a. Mr. Phil suggests that we submit a final landscape plan for review and approval.  It was 
mentioned that the plans have the control caliber of the trees and size of bushes.  We 
acknowledge that there will be modifications and details prior to construction.  
 
VI. Lighting 

a.  Mr. Phil suggests that we add some additional light fixtures at the building side 
locations.  We agree and will provide such details.   

b. Mr. Phil suggests we provide additional bollard lighting along the interior walkway, 
which we will do.   

c. Is a note that we stated in testimony that we will be using LED but on all plans we have is 
that we have certain approved equals as an opportunity for the developer.  We would ask 
for approved equals on fixture type but not in LED.  We want to maintain the energy 
efficiency that the LED provides. 

d. A final lighting plan be reviewed prior to construction which we agree. 
 
VII. Traffic - No additional comments. 
 
VIII. Environmental Impact – No additional comments. 
 
IX. Sewage Treatment Facility – No additional comments.   
 
Additional items:  

• Item 1 - we consent to the compliance of the Highlands Council requirements.  
• Item 2 – we consent to file the deed for the private roadway. 
• Item 3 – we consent to the formal lot consolidation plans. 
• Item 4 – Rock blasting we consent to comply with all applicable regulations and the 

necessity for pre-blast surveys.   
 
Van den Hende asks if they expect to do any substantial blasting.   
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Mr. Omland states that in his testimony we know we have rock along this edge and we are not 
sure how hard the rock.  If it’s solid rock and retains a competence slope we want to use that as 
our wall.  There will be some blasting.   
 
van den Hende asks as to deeds, I noticed in your Exhibit A in the upper left hand quadrant, there 
appears to be a structure on your property, will there be some problem with that.   
 
Omland and others discuss that this is the first time that they had noticed that there is a house on 
their property.  It was stated that it is something that they had to look into.   
 
There is further discussion trying to identify the lot.  It’s a lot off of Roosevelt.   
 
Again, because it is not part of the project we never focused on that part of the survey.  We don’t 
view it as a concern.   
 
Omland continues.  Mr. Chairman, I would now like to go to Mr. Ritter’s letter dated January 7, 2013.   
 
I will try to provide the public with some context with my remarks.   
 
Mr. Ritter gives us his response in bold which is what we will be focusing on.   
 
On the top of Page 5, Mr. Ritter notes our two (2) requests for waivers which I testified to: 
 

1. The 20 consecutive parking spaces without an island.  We continue to ask for that waiver 
in four locations and that needs to be added to the coversheet as a request of waiver for 
jurisdictional purposes, highlighting it in the application details.  We will add that to the 
coversheet.    

 
Ondish asks, I thought you took care of all of them but one.   
 
Mr. Omland states that there are two items; one is the 20 consecutive parking spaces and we still 
have four places we are asking for that; and the other waiver which had corners of the parking lot 
within 12 feet of each other.  We had corrected all those but one.  That one we will correct.  We 
will not be asking for a waiver for the 12 foot separation of parking lot corners.   
 
Again, we will be adding to the coversheet the request for four waivers: 

1) Where parking lots have more than 20 parking spaces in a row.  It’s up to 25 is the 
maximum we will be adding.   

 
van den Hende asks Daren if the 20 parking spaces and 25 parking spaces, is that a safety issue.  
Daren states its esthetics.   
 

2) The requirement that your Ordinance has that when you have back to back parking or 
head to head parking, that we have in four locations, at the very end near Building 6, at 
the side of Building 6, between Building 1 and 2 and above Building 9.  There are four 
locations that we have parking spaces head to head.  Your Ordinance states that when you 
have parking spaces head to head you need to separate them with a 12 foot grass island.  
That is a good Ordinance standard.  That is one that Planners would encourage.  I 
understand the purpose is to break up large masses of asphalt.  We don’t want to be 
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driving in a parking lot and see nothing but a sea of asphalt.  The Ordinance suggests that 
if we have that situation that we provide grass islands at the heads of parking bays to 
break it up.  The reason we asking for a waiver relief and by the way I note that we don’t 
have them in town hall, we don’t have them in the Atkins office building, or shopping 
centers, it’s a new modification to your Ordinance for good purpose.  I only ask that you 
give consideration to the underlying theme which is to break up large seas of parking lots 
with the introduction of these parking islands.  We are not talking about 50 or 100 
parking spaces head to head which would be a large sea of asphalt.  We asked for waiver 
relief on those four locations.  I testified to this and wanted to embellish it again.  Mr. 
Ritter highlights it.  We need to add it to our coversheet at the request of an item of relief.   

 
van den Hende asks if there are other options such as semi-permeable type block areas in parking 
spots so that grass can grow through. 
 
Mr. Omland states that Mr. Ritter suggested we go with shorter than 12 foot separations as a 
compromise.   
 
Mr. Ritter states that generally the plan is laid out well and even where it is head to head there is 
a clean circulation that people can get around.  The only one that still deserves some further 
thought was this parking lot in the middle of the drive.  First of all there is no return circulation; 
it is a bay of parking that has no cut outs and circulating around.  It also is your principal 
driveway out and the design very carefully has not blended any of those parking lots at the 
higher level into the lower area.  We thought this one might be worth separating and putting a 
barrier in between first to keep the green has already been designed in that area and that it is also 
a dead-end parking lot.  These have islands at the end, there is green introduced in there.  So we 
thought that one was well worth looking at.  If the grading is severe such as rock, maybe it 
shouldn’t be 12 feet but maybe 6 feet.  It made since to look at that again.   
 
Another one which will be covered later is the number of stalls in a row.  As I understand it, we 
do have three extra spaces.  My thought is that you might use those three cut outs where you 
have extensive areas of parking, along a long area.  It does help to break these up, particularly 
when you have to dive up and down the area to get a few areas of green and cut outs.  My 
thought is if we do have two or three extra spaces we can use them as cut outs.   
 
Mr. Omland talks about the parking lot between Buildings 5 and 6 is at the very end of the 
driveway and so it does not enjoy a lot of bypass traffic in terms of the physical offensiveness of 
this so I suggest that it’s at the very end and really only Building 6 will be passing by that.  This 
is the only area we don’t have a wall, you can see walls then stop and then continue.  It’s a steep 
slope if you look at the grading plan; pretty steep slope comes right down and touches the back 
of the parking lot.  By the way we have wetlands below us so we cannot drop down the roadway 
to insert an island.  To give us an island of 5 feet or more we would have to pull the parking lot 
into the hillside and introduce a short wall and do some rock blasting.  I think we can do 
something that at 12 foot or force us to have a wall in the back.   
 
van den Hende asks what is the nature of the terrain there, is there is a potential of a landslide we 
start blasting there.   
 
Omland that is the difficulty we have had in this light green we will not allow a landslide.  That 
is the nature of what engineers do.  My testimony has been very careful to say that we want a 
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combination of slope, rock face and retaining wall to retain that hillside and the water that comes 
down.  It’s a serious concern of ours.  Anytime we can avoid intruding into it we want to.  This 
will push us into the hillside ever so slightly.  I haven’t designed it for an intervening island here 
but a small island we can fit with not much effort.  A 12 foot would cause us more walls and 
more disturbances.  I repeat it is at the very end.  If it was more prominent and more people 
driving by it I would couldn’t disagree with Mr. Ritter.   
 
van den Hende states one thing we talked about last time was that there are no real sidewalks that 
allow you to transition from Building 6 to Building 5 sidewalk and ultimately walking from there 
to the Clubhouse.  That has been a problem area.  If I can recap is it your suggestion to address 
this as you gain more knowledge of that area of the development as you are doing the 
development.   
 
Omland suggestion is to leave it as it is, though I yield to the Board and the professionals if you 
allow us to deal with this at construction time and can do it without much effort.   
 
Ritter states if the hill can be graded more I would like to see that.  If it’s solid rock than that 
may be another issue pushing it back six or seven feet.  Where we do double the lot we do have 
the ability to loop around and this one is actually laid out like a dead end parking lot so that 
people will pull in and try to weave through the lot.   
 
van den Hende asks if you lose that one tree on the corner of the building and you get rid of two 
(2) parking spots can you then get a pass through?  And then have only one (1) extra parking 
space in the development.   
 
Ritter agrees that that is another way of looking at it.   
 
There is brief discussion on the number of parking spaces and the loss of parking spaces, turning 
radii of the garbage trucks and fire trucks as well as that one 12 foot area that Mr. Phil says that 
is still in noncompliance with.  It would mean coming back to the Board for further relief on 
parking because we went below the requirement on parking.    
 
Omland talks about satisfying the RSIS (Residential Sight Improvement Standards) for required 
parking.  This is a project where you want to have available parking.  Anytime we can get extra 
parking it is a premium.   
 
Discussion continues on parking spaces, green area and/or some sort of divider to keep people 
from driving through and from having large masses of black. 
 
Phil talks about the Ordinance and it was written to assist in addressing stormwater.  They want 
you to break up the asphalt and want to use the grass strips in between as filter strips.   
 
Ritter gives his thoughts.  Anything less than 5 feet will not do anything.  The cars will kill 
anything in that space.  The thought is to have a little bit of green or to have an island loop 
around so that there is some break up.  Now when you drive down and get into this end and there 
are gaps the tendency is to just drive through the parking spaces.  I would like to see this cleaned 
up.  If you cannot get the 5 feet I would say don’t do them.  If you can 5 feet then you can get a 
nice area then.  
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There is discussion about using a loop through and how many spaces would be lost.  Lost spaces 
would be five (5) spaces without an island or eight (8) with the island.   
 
Ondish asks after all this discussion what do you think? 
 
Phil recommends that the parking lot between Building 5 & 6 that if the application is accepted 
favorably that Selvaggi write it up in a way that during construction when they are out there 
digging and at that time it would be decided what can fit best.   
 
van den Hende asks if you moved Building 6 down toward the southwest corner by 6 or 8 feet to 
get closer to the parking lot over there.  Will that provide you with enough space?   
 
Omland says it would help but not fix it.  There would still be a loss in space.  Building to 
parking gets tight; the parking to wetlands gets tight.  The sight has been pretty tightly designed.   
We ask that the final disposition for this parking lot between Buildings 5 & 6 be determined at 
the time of construction when we find out where the rock is and the final grading of that slope is.  
If we can introduce an island between the heads of parking at a minimum of 5 feet up to 12 feet 
we will do so.   
 
Selvaggi asks if they can’t then what?  You can’t leave it open.  Discussion follows regarding the 
waiver.  It is supposed to be 12 feet.  We won’t have it 12 feet under any circumstance so we will 
need a waiver.     
 
Omland reaffirms that we are asking for that waiver in three (3) other parking lots as well.  But 
those have been accepted, I believe, by your professionals  
 
van den Hende asks, you have done so many test drills up there you really know what is going on 
up there, don’t you? 
 
Omland explains how the test holes where distributed on the slope.  As you go down the slope 
the rock slides it is very hard to predict.  We have done a sub-surface rock profile given our 
results we thought it was predictable, we did another test and it did something different than 
what we expected.  We have done as much as we can do at this stage.  Construction is the true 
teller of where the rock will be.   
 
Selvaggi asks in the lots between Building 1 and 2; west of Building 6; and east of Building 9 
what are you doing there? 
 
Omland says we are asking for a waiver of relieve and I believe we have professional 
concurrence on that request.  We need the Boards affirmation.   
 
Selvaggi asks the Board what they are looking for.   
 
van den Hende states that the parking lot waiver be granted in that location and that every effort 
will be expended to provide for either circulation or barrier based upon findings of the condition 
upon the sight on the north side of the property during construction.   
 
Atkins says we would ask you to leave that to the discretion of the Borough Engineer like the 
other ones and if he is satisfied that it is too much of a hardship we would ask to leave it as the 
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waiver as is.  If he believes we can get up to a 5 foot or 6 foot island in there under reasonable 
circumstances then we will.   
 
Phil states that if it takes blasting to get it in I don’t think we want to rock the town.  The difficult 
part for our office is should you agree to this is when you get into the grey area of what is too 
much to make this happen.  We will work with the applicant.   
 
van den Hende asks Mr. Ritter if there are other options.   
 
Ritter discusses an option of diamond tree cut outs, if there is rock in the wetlands and grading 
the slope as a solution.   
 
van den Hende asks the Board members if they agree if this is a reasonable thing to do that the 
Engineer and applicant will work together on this.  They agree. 
 
Omland states that Mr. Ritter notes that on the bottom of page 5 under Waivers, (i); we have not 
supplied the calculation of the area of proposed limited disturbance on the plans.  The 
information that was requested is 1.85 acres that will be published on the plan in square feet in 
acres.   
 
Selvaggi asks does that mean there will be no need for a waiver? 
 
Mr. Ritter states that the waiver was for the grading.  I wanted the extent of it so that when you 
grant the waivers the numbers are there. 
 
Omland states that he testified to the number and agreed it will be put on the plan and that the 
waiver is needed for grading beyond the line of the limited disturbance.   
 
Omland continues on the top of page 6, comment ii; talks about my testimony for disturbing that 
regulated area and Mr. Ritter notes that I provided that testimony at the last meeting. 
 
Comment on iii notes that we must provide a conservation easement for that area.  We agree that 
a conservation area should be provided and we are talking about the area in light green area and 
beyond.  The line that was on the Redevelopment Plan as a “No Disturbance Line” is this line in 
grey that you see on Exhibit A-5.  We have asked the Board for discretion to grade beyond that 
to optimize on environmental conditions.  Remember the rock face, a steeper slope, stabilize re-
vegetated, re-growing as a successional forest.  The ultimate conservation easement is one that 
we would like the development of your professionals very well may be this tree line which we 
affirm is the maximum disturbance that we will need to do for this project.  That is the line Mr. 
Phil asked us to stake out so we don’t go beyond it.  That may be the conservation easement line.  
We may have a line that is even closer.  We will affirm and establish the conservation easement 
line which will be described in the metes and bounds and recorded.  The location of that line we 
yield to your professionals for the location.  We ask that it have certain provisions for 
maintenance, i.e., drainage stabilization, clearing of trees that may be hanging over a rock face.  
You want to be certain that you don’t create a conservation easement that does not allow for 
public health and safety type maintenance.  We will do no more development in that area.  We 
are not any more adding units in that area or building anymore roads in that area but we want to 
make certain that the conservation easement language does not prohibit the maintenance that is 
necessary for public health and safety.   
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van den Hende asks if the will be published in the deed? 
 
Omland states affirmative.  It’s the only place it can be published that will have any meaning.  
The language will be carefully crafted between Mr. Selvaggi and Mr. Wyciskala and the line I 
suggest be affirmed by the Board Professionals as to where it belongs.  When you decide to do 
that; we can do that prior to CO or when we know exactly where the line is or we can speculate 
and put it in now at the outer most location.  We will provide a conservation easement line to the 
Board’s professional’s satisfaction. 
 
Selvaggi asks Ritter where he thinks the line should go?   
 
Ritter answers that essentially by putting a square footage on the plan beyond the line sets a 
maximum that is what the waiver is for.  If they reduce it below that line as a result of the 
grading; I think they are fine and don’t have to come back to the Board.  It is just a field change.  
I would agree that the conservation line then should be struck at wherever they stop their grading 
and then essentially make sure you do have wording as pointed out for trees that will overhang 
the line. 
 
Van den Hende asks about the line we were just talking about?  T 
 
Omland states Mr. Chairman you hit a key point.  That area is not shown on our plan now as a 
disturbance so that the 1.86 might have to increase to 1.92 unless we can pull down and pop out 
but that is an area that will have some more disturbances in the dark green area that we did not 
show as disturbance.   
 
van den Hende states that whatever ends up happening over there it is either give and take for 
complete balance or just a recalculation that will be published in the final deed prior to CO. 
 
Mr. Wyciskala answers yes. 
 
8:38:13  -  van den Hende calls for a 5 minute break.   
 
8:45:02  -  van den Hende calls the meeting back to order.  I would like to see that the meeting 
ends by 10:00 p.m.   
 
Van den Hende starts the meeting back on page 6 of the Planners Report dated January 7, 2013.   
 
Omland begins at page 6; Additional Waivers.  We have asked for additional waivers for islands, 
we have spoken about that and more comments below.   
 
Continuing on page 6, on the bottom.  Mr. Ritter notes that the swimming pool is adequate size 
for the project.   
 
Omland moves top of page.  Mr. Ritter notes in lieu of additional tot-lot, we revised the central 
lawn area, the Great Lawn area to provide for a more active/passive area.   
 
Continuing on Page 7 under Paragraph iii - Mr. Ritter notes that we have incorporated many of 
the recommendations shown on his attached Sketch Plan.   
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Same paragraph further down he notes the HMA path has been widened to 6 feet but we have 
omitted the detailing of that on the plan and in the construction details that will be revised so that 
central path will be 4 to 6 feet wide.  I note that there are some locations where these 4 foot 
sidewalks will be only 4 feet wide.  However, the central spine acts as a production path will be 
6 feet wide.   
 
Paragraph IV – Mr. Ritter notes we added additional benches and trash receptacles.   
 
Same paragraph he notes we testified that we will provide indoor storage areas for bicycles in the 
units and the rental storage areas in certain of the buildings.   
 
Next paragraph we note that we intend to provide bike racks as shown under the location should 
be added to the plans.  We have in fact added the bike storage to each of the buildings but 
omitted labels.  They are shown on the plans with the exception of Building 6 we still need to 
add a bike storage rack.  We intend to comply.  We complied half way.  We need to add a note 
so it’s called out on the plan.   
 
Move to the top of page 8.  We spoke about the conservation easements moments ago.  We will 
be adding those.   
 
Still on page 8 below -  the plans have been revised to provide widths on the graded slope.   
 
Continuing down Mr. Ritter notes that the plans have been revised to add the labeling as 
requested.   
 
Paragraph 5 - Mr. Ritter notes that the applicants architect last meeting testified on the required 
noise attenuation.  The buildings will provide features that will attenuate noise. 
 
Paragraph 6 - speaks to the waiver of the parking lot bays.  We have covered that in great detail 
this evening.  Hopefully not further discussion is needed there.   
 
That same paragraph 6 (ii) – there are four parking bays that we are still asking for waiver relief 
to exceed the 20. 
 
Top of page 9 (iii) – Mr. Ritter notes we have provided the additional shade trees.   
 
Same page, paragraph (iv) – Mr. Ritter notes we have made some but not fully implemented the 
revised plans reflect many of the recommendations shown on the Sketch Plan.   
 
Next paragraph down - Mr. Ritter notes that we have complied with the 4 foot sidewalk and 2 ½ 
foot landscaped area achieving the unobstructed 4 foot width.   
 
Next paragraph down – Mr. Ritter notes that we have added the calculations for the 10% 
landscaped areas for parking lots and is in compliance.   
 
Continuing down page 9 next paragraph – Mr. Ritter notes that we have provided the required 
footcandle distribution and deferred to comments by Mr. Phil. 
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Moving to the top of page 10 – Mr. Ritter notes that we have revised the location of the parking 
garages.  The 5 foot offset is in compliance with the discussions we had at the last meeting.   
 
Paragraph 7 talks about landscape plans and Mr. Ritter notes we have revised the plans to show 
the tree widths in that graded area and he observed that shrubs are not necessary.   
 
Next paragraph within page 10 – Mr. Ritter notes that we have revised to show that the great 
lawn area is somewhat different than the Sketch Plan but he notes that the revised scheme is 
acceptable.  
 
Next paragraph, Mr. Ritter notes that revised landscaping near the dumpsters is acceptable.   
 
Next paragraph, Mr. Ritter notes revised landscaping near parking stalls areas.   
 
van den Hende asks Omland if he wants to provide testimony to the type of landscaping you are 
putting in.   
 
It is decided at this time, Omland will continue with the Planner’s letter. 
 
Paragraph 8 continuing on top of page 11, Mr. Ritter notes that we have provided all of his 
recommendation that relate to landscaping around dumpsters.  
 
Paragraph 9, Mr. Ritter asks that we provided signage for bicycle access and our testimony and 
our plans indicate that we would provide such appropriate signage in accordance with DOT 
criteria and whatever signage we incorporate will be reviewed by the Board professionals.  I note 
that it is not be prior to site plan approval, but will be a condition of approval.   
 
van den Hende asks how will you navigate through this, by street names.  Will there be different 
street names?   
 
Omland states that there will be street names that will be identified.  Right now we show Valley 
Road coming into the entry area.  We have a Road A Above and a Road A Below but they will 
be differentiated with road names for identification, mailing and internal directional purposes.  
There will be road names identified.    
 
Omland states that the DOT criteria relating to bicycle paths is on the Valley Road extension.  
There is no internal bike striping or signage internal to the project.  Only along Valley Road so 
we can agree to comply with DOT standards to we would be able to provide that signage or 
striping.  We consent to doing so.   
 
Mr. Ritter comments under paragraph 11, talks about the plans have now been revised to show 
fences and/or guards on top of retaining walls.   
 
van den Hende asks about the landscaping on the Valley Road extension.  There were trees 
originally in the middle; they were removed.  I guess you put lighting in there. 
 
Omland states that we have lighting and interspersed shrubs and lawn areas to provide for a 
break of the island as you travel through the roadway.   
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van den Hende asks if there will be replanting of trees along the area of disturbance on the north 
side?   
 
Omland says, currently no.  We discussed it in our office and I think we talked to Mr. Atkins 
about having shade trees along the slope side.   
 
Omland states, right you know as you enter the sight to the left from the south is a wetland area 
and is heavily forested.  On the north side is a sloped area that we already consented to re-
vegetating in accordance to Mr. Ritter’s direction which is trying to reestablish a forested area 
with trees and other plantings. That will grow and evolve down to the sidewalks edge.  That is 
the plan that is currently before you. 
 
Van den Hende states with of course the rights to be able to go in there as far as the deeding is 
concerned.  That portion of the road and property, what will happen to the deeding there?   
You’re talking about being able to maintain it properly in case of safety.   
 
Omland states that the part of our access road, Valley Road that we can have control of with the 
easement, the very early comment that Mr. Phil made was that we provide a description and 
easement enclosure for Valley Road.  Where it goes beyond our property for permanent purposes 
we will maintain the degree we can.  Your remark about the conservation easement is something 
we would like to have throughout the project in case we need to go in there for safety or 
stabilization; to remove a tree or to add a tree.   
 
van den Hende states, so the comments that you made before the conservation easement on the 
north side of the property within the development area applies also to the access road?    
 
Omland states yes. 
 
van den Hende asks you will be putting some plantings in where appropriate you said shade trees 
or something where it makes sense?   
 
Ritter replies the idea was to carry the same kind of width.  What we mean by width are trees 
that are an inch to an inch and a half. They are planted on the steep slopes to begin to get that 
essential growth to come back.   It wouldn’t be large trees they are very hard to plant.   
 
van den Hende thanks for the clarification.   
 
Omland says Mr. Chairman, you asked about landscaping.  In summary, you can see on the 
rendering the landscape plans, it is an extensive plan of the planting of trees and shrubs 
throughout the sight.  Our planting plan actually specifies 282 evergreen, shade and ornamental 
trees throughout the sight.  1,437 shrubs, 1,072 ornamental grasses and/or ground covering 
plantings throughout the sight.  I think and we hope that we have achieved an attractive 
landscape plan that will make the Borough happy and our client proud.   
 
It’s asks if as you enter the sight is there a visual representation of which building is where.    
 
Omland states that they have not entertained any directory signs yet.  And that goes back to how 
we name the roads, provide road signage and addressing.  We will work with the postmaster in 
terms of addressing but we will probably have a project sign, (Omland pointing to Exhibit A-5) 
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coming in Valley Road going through this paver area approaching the Clubhouse, somewhere in 
there we want to have a low scale sign but effective directory signs, giving some indication on 
where to go.  That needs to be implemented into the plan.   
 
Windish asks if there is a replacement program in place if the whips (inch and a half) die within 
the first year.   
 
Omland states we would welcome your recommendations that are reasonable and we will go 
along.   Whips are particularly susceptible to deer damage.  We know that. 
 
There is brief discussion about having a replacement program in place.   
 
Omland states, Mr. Chairman we have addressed both of your professional’s comments.  I have 
answered your questions.  I am open to any other questions the Board may have on this 
application or on anything that you feel is outstanding but we are hoping we have answered your 
questions during the duration of this project.   
 
van den Hende states we were supposed to get back to traffic again.   
 
Wyciskala reiterates that this sight was originally approved for approximately 317,000 square 
feet of office space.  And we are proposing 300 residential units.  We did submit a traffic 
evaluation report dated December 14, 2012 which we had it summarized the last meeting.  Can 
you run through those numbers again for the Board and residence that are in attendance here 
tonight?  What those number were in the previous office condition and what they are in the 
apartment condition and the significant reduction with this project versus the previously 
approved office building project.    
 
Omland states that the Board has heard from engineers in the past and I am the first one to affirm 
while I hold myself out to be an expert in a variety of engineering areas.  I would not hold myself 
as a traffic engineer.  But what I am reporting to you are the results of an expert traffic engineer 
from my office who prepared this report.  I have enough knowledge of traffic engineering and 
the results to be able to communicate them to you tonight.  You should also be reminded that 
traffic in the industry is framed around certain universally accepted guidelines.  They all start 
with the ITE (trip generation manual), the Institute Transportation Engineers.  Throughout this 
country the ITE creates models for traffic generation.  It looks at whether it is apartments, single 
family, retail, office and subscribes to traffic generation rates per square foot per unit, per 
bedroom.  What I am offering to you tonight are somewhat undisputed numbers that the industry 
holds out.  You can quarrel about a shopping center is a large shopping center or small shopping 
center because they generate different rates.  When we talk about office versus residential the 
numbers are black and white and there are no disputes among traffic experts about these 
calculations in my opinion.  So to Mr. Wyciskala question there is a 317,000 sq ft office building 
approved, that could be built today.  If it was built today, offices generate more traffic in the 
morning peak hours coming in and the evening peak hours coming out.  If this was an office 
building; 415 cars would come in, what traffic engineers call, the peak hours.  That means we 
measure traffic in 15 minute increments so the four (4) largest 15 minute increments would be 
considered the peak hours.  That could be from 6:45 am to 7:45 am.  It doesn’t follow hours; it 
follows four (4) consecutive 15 minute increments.  Until you calculate the peak hours we 
measure, we projected and the four (4) largest consecutive 15 minutes becomes the peak hours.  
So there are 415 cars coming in every morning if this was an office building.   
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If it was an apartment building as we are proposing now.  By way of comparison; cars aren’t 
coming in they are going out so the comparisons are different.  If it was an office building the 
workers are coming in and if it was apartments the residents are going out.  The office building 
has 415 cars coming in and if it was an apartment building there are 30 people coming in.  Those 
30 people maybe commuters who are picking up a resident and going out somewhere, so this is a 
385 car difference.  Tremendously less incoming traffic.   
 
What about out going.  If it was an office building during peak hour 57 cars would be going out.  
Not many.  If it was an apartment building 120 cars are going out during the peak hour a 
difference of 64.  So there will be 64 more people leaving this project.  85 in the peak hour than 
if this was the approved office building.  I submit to you the delta minus 385 leaving, plus 65 
going out that is the AM.   
 
In the PM the same comparison occurs.  Office buildings, people are leaving during the peak 
hour period.  Residents are coming home.   You can imagine that the peak hours stretch out 
depending upon where you are in the state.  The further west you are the more that the peak 
hours stretch out because the departure times and arrival times get spread out over the longer 
period of time.  So the peak hour inbound for an office building in the PM is 74 cars.  The 
resident’s peak hours are 119, so that delta is a 45 car increase, that’s not much.  That is peak 
hour.  That is 45 more cars divided by 60 minutes that is less than one (1) car per minute greater 
than the PM hour coming in.  Going out, I apologize for all the numbers, the PM hour the office 
building is sending 360 cars out.  The apartments are only sending out 54 cars out.  That is a 
reduction of 296 cars.  So let’s look at the overall number of cars that are going throughout the 
Borough in a day. The office building in and out, throughout the day would have 3,243 cars.  
That is in and out all day long for a 24 hour period.  The apartments would have 1,942 cars.  That 
is a reduction of 1,301 cars with this project versus the project this Board approved for the 
317,000 sq ft office building. 
 
Selvaggi interjects “its trips.”  Your saying cars and I can see people are a little perplexed. 
 
Omland states “yes trips.”   
 
Omland continues saying so my testimony is that there is an approval for 317,000 square feet by 
the way this has received early comments from the Morris County Planning Board who has 
jurisdiction for Howard Boulevard and knows about the project and its impact we will continue 
to work with the county and the if they see a need to tweak the timing on the traffic light we will 
tweak that timing. My testimony is and the facts are that this project generates less traffic than 
the approved office building.  There are different peaks and different surcharges in that 
intersection either on Seasons Drive or Howard Boulevard.  It is clearly my testimony based 
upon trip generation numbers that are not in dispute that the traffic impact is less than that of the 
office building by a significant margin.  That is a restatement that I hope is what my testimony at 
the last hearing was and that is embodied in our letter to the Board dated November 14, 2012.   
 
Wyciskala stated that likewise Mr. Omland also discussed this during the redevelopment 
planning process as well.  It was established this general conceptual layout on density was 
established on the project.   
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van den Hende asks so your testimony is that if any improvements are required by the Morris 
County Planning Board that you will help and assist with that. 
 
There is discussion that the Morris County Planning Board approval is a must and that they 
cannot start construction without it.  To date they do not have the approval.   
 
Omland states that concludes my testimony on everything. 
 
van den Hende asks if any of the Board members have any questions for the applicant.  Hearing 
none I would like to open this up to the Public.   
 
9:11  meeting opens up to the Public.   
 
van den Hende asks are there any people here that would like to ask the applicant any questions.  
If so, please come forward and state your name and address and state your question with regard 
to what presented in this hearing or any other hearing. 
 
Marjorie Oliveri, 82 Crestview Lane in Mount Arlington.  You were saying that the offices have 
already been approved.  You can do them now.  
 
Omland states yes. 
 
Oliveri continues that it was already approved and I don’t think that some people have taken into 
affect that we have a large majority of seniors living in this town.  Now this is only the 
beginning.  If you are going to have 300 multi apartments available.  A large majority of those 
people are going to have children and that is going to mean we are going need more schools or 
additions, more taxes for everyone in the Borough.  It makes a big difference as far as the senior 
population what it’s going to cost us as far as school taxes keep going up and they have to be 
voted on.  More taxes for everyone in the Borough not just us.  People who live on fixed incomes 
that are seniors that live here that is going to be a big problem for them.   
 
van den Hende states yes.  Miss as far as the Board is concerned here we don’t really address the 
taxation portion of it.  We address the application that is being presented to us in regards to 
zoning and planning.  If there is a specific question that you have with regard to the application 
that was submitted to us.  I have to ask that you ask that question.  It is really not a forum for 
making a statement. 
 
Oliveri continues that he did say that the office buildings have already been approved.  The 
people using the office buildings are not going to affect us tax wise as far as the schools and if 
there are more people that are coming we will need more police and more fire.  It is something 
that’s going to increase everything.  One question I want to ask that I want to ask them also is 
that I live on Crestview.  With all these cars coming in and going out has anyone addressed the 
pollution that these cars are going to caused from these cars?  We live right above that and my 
husband has emphazema and we face 80 and that can be a big medical problem.  So I would like 
to know if the EPA or if anyone has addressed the pollution problem that this can cause.   
 
Omland begins you asked me that question during the break or your husband asked me that 
question.  The project is under review by the DEP.  The EPA doesn’t have any jurisdiction.  But 
as it relates to pollution that is caused by the vehicles there is no analysis.  It is less cars than that 
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of an office building as you heard in me testify.  It is significantly less cars.  So that the pollution 
that evolves from those vehicles in an office environment would be greater than that what we are 
proposing.  Our obligation is to satisfy the laws of the Borough, the County of Morris, and the 
State of New Jersey.  As it relates to pollution we comply.  There are no laws that we are 
violating with the addition of 300 apartments that add pollution to an unsafe degree.   
 
Oliveri states ok but there will be a lot of cars in that area 
 
Omland reiterates but less than the office buildings but still cars.  The addition of one home adds 
more cars and more pollution.  That is undisputable and thankful with the evolution of gas 
technology these days pollution is less.  Nevertheless there are no laws broken with regard to 
pollution.   
 
van den Hende asks if there are any other questions.     
 
Judy Walsh, I live at 7 Birch Terrace in Seasons Glen.  I apologize I wasn’t here for the last 
meeting.  My question is about the impact while you are constructing if there is a timeframe that 
has been addressed for the construction and the issue of blasting in construction and that they’re 
going to be noise pollution that live immediately there.  Is there a timeframe that is required for 
you to build it?   
 
Omland states that the Borough has Noise Ordinances.  We cannot work earlier nor later than the 
Borough Noise Ordinance allows us to work so that we minimize any intrusions to the Publics 
quiet and entitled time.  During construction there will be noise.  The Board asked me about 
blasting and we will do as little as we can but there may be times that there is blasting.  Where 
required we will be doing pre-blast surveys along the permiditers so that we don’t damage 
anyone’s property.  We will do everything we can to minimize impact to the surrounding 
property owners.  I can only tell you it benefits us to start and finish the construction as possible.  
We can then occupy sooner.  Like any project the more your compress it the cheaper it is.  But 
we don’t want to do so at the expense of quality either.  We have to be conscience of weather so 
depending on when we start the project we want to take advantage of good weather.  If we are 
into summer, winter time construction gets dragged out.  It’s our desire is to start and finish as 
quickly as possible.  But we will do the best we can to minimize noise and dust to the neighbors 
but I don’t want to deceive you and suggest that we will be quiet and that you will not know that 
we are there.  Because I am sorry to say we will be there for a period of time.   
 
Walsh states so the question is that there are no legal limits for the time that it will take you to 
finish this project?   
 
Omland states no we don’t have a prescribed schedule for when we are going to start yet.  We 
don’t have all of our approvals and we don’t know when we are going to end.  It is our absolute 
desire to end as quickly as possible so that we can occupy them.  I’m afraid I can’t tell you with 
any certainty when it will begin and end yet.   
 
Van den Hende asks if there are any other questions for the applicant.   
 
Sheila Studint, 88 Ridgeview Lane,  - I know that we discussed this in previous meetings, and I 
am asking this from the school board aspect, when do you expect for those people to be moving 
in so that we can plan ahead for class sizes? 
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Omland deferrers to Mr. Atkins.   
 
Atkins states it is similar to what you stated before.  Hopefully we would get approval/positive 
action from the Board but there are still some other approvals that we need to get.  It is hard to 
say.  Our anticipation is now to if we receive all those approvals I would say in the next several 
months we would look to start as quickly as we can thereafter, then you are talking about a 
certain amount of construction time to have the first residences to move in, let’s call it 12 
months, from the beginning of construction to when the first resident will be moving in.  So you 
know that timeline let’s call it somewhere the fall of 2014.   
 
There is brief discussion on how the buildings will be built at one at a time and residents will be 
moving in as the buildings are completed.  Each building will be full before the next building is 
built.  Our lending requires that.   
 
van den Hende asks if there are any further questions.  Hearing none.   
 
9:20 - Public session is closed.   
 
Return to questions from the Board members.   
 
Van den Hende has one question  - do you anticipate that the fill on the property based upon 
what you presented tonight to be a net positive or negative onto the sight, number of truck loads.  
I think you mentioned something at the last meeting that you thought it would require a certain 
amount of material being taken off sight.   
 
Omland states you may recall that the current plan contemplates 30,000 cubic yards of export 
that may reduced when we get into the light green area and shorten some of the slope excavation 
if we build more walls or rock.  Right now it will be at 30,000 at a maximum export that assumes 
that we have limited amount of unsuitable material.  If when we commence upon construction 
we find material that is unsuitable for reuse that 30,000 might go up.  We know we have small 
pockets of that we think the 30,000 incorporates that.  30,000 is our best guess for export.   
 
van den Hende asks Mr. Selvaggi at this point in time is it possible for you to summarize the 
number of waivers and variances that are being requested as a result of this application as 
summated?   
 
Selvaggi states yes and what you are going to have to do is vote to deny and it doesn’t matter 
what the waivers are.  You should look at the indivual waivers and those are spelled out in Mr. 
Ritter’s report and if we go to page 4 at the bottom.  Mr. Ritter talks about a waiver from the 
requirement that all slopes 30 percent or greater be protected from any type of disturbance and 
the applicant does propose to grade regulated slopes located north of the limited line of 
disturbance.  There is also a waiver for the 12 foot wide islands that waiver can be granted as a 
condition of the applicant making an effort to provide an island of no less than five (5) feet once 
he begins construction on the sight and determine whether he can cut into the northern slope that 
will be to the discretion of Mr. Phil.  That is the lot between Buildings 5 & 6.  There are still the 
lots between Buildings 1 & 2 and west of Build 6 and east of Buildings 9 that would be a straight 
waiver of no 12 foot wide landscape island.   
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There is discussion about as waiver for the Limited Disturbance Line that may need to be 
adjusted between Building 5 & 6.   
 
Selvaggi continues there is a waiver for the number of parking spaces in a continuous row.  Your 
Ordinance limits it to 20 parking spaces and the applicant has four (4) locations that exceed 20.  
However, the waiver should limit to no more than 25.   
 
I don’t know if this is a waiver.  Daren or George I defer to you about the construction of the 
walls and wall type.  Our Ordinance does have a requirement of that however it has been left 
kind of open ended.  I think we can grant a waiver that will allow the construction of the wall 
type to be determined out in the field subject of the discretion and approval of Mr. Phil.  If Daren 
felt uncomfortable because of the size or scope of it he can always say it that it is not a field 
change and would have to come back to the Board.  So those are the waivers.   
 
There is a variance as Mr. Ritter pointed out.  There is a Bulk Variance as well as a Planning 
Variance.  A Planning Variance is that every project is to be built and have frontage along a 
public road.  That is set forth in Municipal Land Use Law.  However you can grant a waiver to 
that requirement if access is to the development is sufficient to provide for emergency vehicles.  
Clearly the Boulevard and extension to Valley Road, in my opinion, more than adequately 
addressed that issue.  However you do need to issue a variance for that.   
 
There are variances again as Mr. Ritter notes there are six (6) buildings we can have no more 
than 24 dwelling units and one indivual building exceeds that to 24 however Mr. Ritter spells out 
a couple of solid reason for doing that .  Mr. Omland at the last meeting also expanded upon that 
and essentially by allowing more units in the indivual building you minimize coverage.  And 
certainly on this project you limit cutting into those more sensitive areas.   
 
Those would be the waivers and variances.  Than if you were going to grant an approval 
someone would want to do that and grant a Site Plan approval there are a number of comments 
that I would incorporate into the resolution.  Many of those are reflected Mr. Omland’s 
representation that we will do it, we will amend it, and I have all those listed here.  There is no 
need to go into detail.   
 
Then as we customarily do, particularly on a project like this, there will be standard; all fees will 
have been paid; all outside agency approvals are secure which include the County.  I would use a 
catchall; any outside agency approvals.  We would also require before any construction starts 
some of the residents express this there is usually a pre-construction meeting with the developer, 
his GC, Mr. Phil and that will spell out hours of operations, where the fill is going to go.  Very 
often Mr. Phil pain stakeninly makes sure that all the fill gets out and does not travel the along 
Borough roadways and gets out of town, unless someone here needs it.  And the taxes are paid 
and things like that.  That is kind of an all encompassing comprehensive approach to what your 
vote should entail if you choose vote to approval.  Now parenthetically I must say if you are 
inclined to grant the waivers, are inclined to grant the variances, the site is otherwise fully 
conforming and there are cases out there that you suggest that with the grant of waivers and 
variances the project is otherwise conforming its entitled to an approval.  Does anyone have any 
questions?   
 
There is discussion about how to tie in all the comments without missing one of them as part of 
the condition of approval.   
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Van den Hende suggest that the approval is based on the two (2) professional letters, all the 
testimony, the minutes of this meeting the agreed upon conditions shall be meet by the applicant.   
 
Wyciskala agrees.  There are a number of them that we testified to tonight and the engineers will 
work together to resolve.   
 
Phil suggests that the Police jurisdiction be listed as well.  That was verbal.   
 
Selvaggi stated that we do not meet for about 6 weeks now.  The public meeting is the fourth 
week in February.  I will prepare a draft resolution circulated to the professionals, to the 
applicant and if anybody thinks we missed something or add something to let me know.   
 
There is discussion about how the Redevelopment Agreement is part of this.   
 
Selvaggi states that the Resolution that you adopt is going to be controlling.  But overall there is 
an umbrella of this Redevelopers Agreement that certainly has legal significant and as we talked 
about in the Redevelopment process and it’s the Site Plan Review that we engage in that rally 
gets to the level of detail that regulates and controls the development process, not the 
Redevelopment Agreement.   
 
van den Hende states that he would like someone from the Board to make a motion to approve 
the application as presented to the Board and the approval would be conditional upon granting of 
the four (4) waivers and two (2) variances plus all the items that we spoke about during 
testimony here that were agreed upon by the developer and the addition of the question about the 
police jurisdiction and worded in a very nice way by Mr. Selvaggi.   
 
Selvaggi states you can do it all in one motion to grant the waivers, the variances and then just a 
Site Plan approval.  Or break it out do waivers first then variances.  I only say you break it out, is 
arguably somebody may like two (2) of the waivers but not two (2) of the other ones.  The easier 
is to make it one larger resolution see where that goes.  If there are concerns we can go back and 
attempt a second round.   

 
A Motion is made to approve the waivers, variances and to grant of Site Plan approval to 
Valley Road Development, LLC – Block 61, Lot 42.01 and 42.02.  Application to permit 
the development of a 300-unit multi-family residential project pursuant to the Valley Road 
Redevelopment Plan.  
 
Selvaggi clarifies who can vote 9 regular members and if needed then alternates can vote.  
Simard attended one meeting and read transcript, Cerasoli attended both meetings, van de 
Hende both meeting, Rinaldi both meetings, Windish read the transcript and attended tonight, 
Ondish was at both meetings.  Mr. Foley read the transcript, Mr. Driscoll has not read the 
transcript but Mr. Keuntje has read the transcript.  Everyone but Mr. Driscoll can vote 
tonight.   
 
Yes: Keuntje, Foley, Simard, Cerasoli, van den Hende, Rinaldi, Windish, Ondish.  Motion 
approved. 

 
van den Hende asks that the secretary publish a new contact list to include all the new members.     
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Selvaggi asks if we have heard anything from Barnes Brothers.  We sent the letter to dismiss the 
application without prejudice.  No one has heard anything . 
 
Selvaggi also brings the Board up to date on the Howard Boulevard reconfiguration and the 
fence is almost done.  I am waiting back from the Marriott to sign the subdivision deed.  Daren 
and his office did a great job in getting the description and moving that along.  As soon as we get 
it we can file the Right-Of-Way.  It will be recorded as well.  So that will be behind us.   
 
Van de Hende thanks everyone for serving on the Board for another term and for doing such a 
great job.   
 
Mayor welcomes Bill and John to the Board.   
 
Mayor thanks the secretary for doing a great job, catching up on everything and getting 
everything together and all your time and energy.   
 
Secretary thanks the Mayor.   

 
Motion to adjourn by Simard, second by Foley.  All in favor.  Motion approved. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:43 p.m.  
 
 
 
Debra-Ann Halik 
Secretary to the Land Use Board   
 
Approved:   February 27, 2013 


