



             June 9, 2004

The monthly meeting of the Greenwich Township Planning Board was held on the above date and was called to order by Doris Rayna, Chairwoman, at 7:30 P.M. in the Municipal Building.  The meeting opened with the Pledge of Allegiance.  

Pursuant to the Open Public Meetings Act, Chapter 231, PL, 1975, adequate notice of this meeting has been given in accordance with the Open Public Meetings Act by:






1. Mailing a notice of scheduled meetings of the Greenwich Township Planning Board to the Express-Times, Star Gazette and Star-Ledger.

2. Posting a notice thereof on the Township bulletin board.

3. Filing a copy thereof with the Township Clerk.  

A moment of silence was held in memory of President Ronald Reagan.

Board members present: Greg Blaszka, Jim Adams, Steve Babula, Tom Bolger, Helio Carvalho, Ken Hoser,  Doris Rayna, Charles Stillman. Also present were Michael Finelli, PE, William Edleston, Esq. and David Banisch, Planner.  Absent were Frank Marchetta and Brooke Waldt.  Ken Hoser arrived at 7:50 P.M.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  No comments were heard regarding the items on the agenda.

Tom Bolger made a motion, seconded by Steve Babula, to adopt the minutes of the May   12, 2004 meeting.  Motion carried with an affirmative “aye” vote.

Resolution – Greenwich Commons.  Resolution memorializing the grant of final site plan approval for construction of a two story 40,000 square foot office building, Application #229-03, Greenwich Commons, was reviewed as to its accuracy. The Resolution states that the building will stand 30 feet high as measured from the finished floor elevation of the first floor to the top of the structure and that all roof-mounted HVAC equipment shall be appropriately shielded or screened such that same is not visible on adjoining streets or from adjoining property.  Mr. Gardner informed Attorney Edleston that in order to screen the roof mounted equipment, he would have to go higher than 30 feet. Mr. Gardner indicated that he would have to go up 33 feet or 34 feet in order to accomplish that. The township ordinance height restriction is 35 feet.  The board 
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would prefer that the equipment be screened so it is not visible.  Attorney Edleston will prepare a one page amendment to the Resolution indicating that the board stated that it can exceed the 30 feet, as previously stated, as long as it is still lower than what the maximum ordinance requirement is.  

Steve Babula made a motion, seconded by Helio Carvalho, to adopt the Resolution as amended.  The vote is as follows:


IN FAVOR:     Rayna, Adams, Blaszka, Babula, Bolger, Carvalho.  


OPPOSED:      None.


ABSTAINED: None.

Motion carried.  

Helio Carvalho made a motion, seconded by Steve Babula, to amend the Resolution and allow the building height to go to the maximum height allowed by ordinance, which is 35 feet. The vote is as follows:


IN FAVOR:     Rayna, Adams, Blaszka, Babula, Bolger, Carvalho.  


OPPOSED:      None.


ABSTAINED: None.

Motion carried.  

Application #234-04, Mansions Preliminary Major Subdivision, Block 26, Lot 26, South Main Street, Technical review.   Representing the applicant was Lauren Sweeney, Esq., of the firm of Courter, Kobert & Cohen.

Attorney Sweeney stated that this meeting was not publicly noticed .  Attorney Sweeney has reviewed Michael Finelli report and suggested that the applicant’s engineer and Mr. Finelli schedule a meeting and resolve all engineering matters.  Revised plans will be submitted prior to the July meeting.  

Attorney Edleston stated that the procedure that the Board has always followed is that after completeness, technical review is always second and any questions are ironed out before notice is given for a public hearing.  At the public hearing stage, the public would have an opportunity to speak.  The applicant’s attorney feels that the public should be involved, by way of being noticed, at this stage of the hearing process, as well and has cited case law in a letter dated June 9, 2004.  Any vote on an application always happens after the public hearing and hearing the public’s input.  Doris Rayna, Chairwoman, stated that she has major concerns and questions that should be ironed out before the public hearing is held.  Attorney Edleston stated that the applicant can notice for the July 
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meeting, but has to be made aware that the Board might not get into the public portion of the meeting.  

Heritage Building Group, Age Qualified Community, Block 31, Lots 1 & 4, Block 32, Lot 1. Professionals present were Robert N. Ridolfi, Esq., Robert C. Bender, Vice-President, Heritage Land Group, Gregory Graham, Land Development Manager and David C. Babitt, Planner.  

The proposed site consists of 152 acres, located on the northeast corner of South Main Street and Route 173 and New Village Road. The subject parcels are zoned R-7 and ROM.  Since age qualified housing is not permitted in either zoning district, such development would require a Master Plan amendment and rezoning.  

The plan before the Board, proposed Option A,  shows the following:

· 225 single family detached dwelling units

· 181 two bedroom villa townhouse

· 144 multi-family dwelling units

· 73,000 square feet of commercial area

· 33% open space

By right Option B includes the following:

· 12 
four bedroom single family detached dwellings.  These dwellings are not proposed to be age restricted.

· 400,000 square feet of research, office and manufacturing development.  

· 40,000 square feet of retail commercial development.  

Each unit must have at least one person 55 or older living there and no one under the age of 19.  The Homeowners Association polices this.  If a younger child has to live there for any reason, there are restrictions on how long a young child can stay.  

Mr. Bender stated that he has had 30 years experience in business.  Tax revenues are greater than developed under the ROM zone.  Communities that have addressed age-restricted housing have found to have less demand on municipal services and less traffic during peak hours because a good percentage of the residents would be retired or work from their homes.  There is a lesser demand for water and sewer because there usually are only two people to a house.  By clustering the homes, there is more open space.

Age restricted units would allow residents to remain in the community.  They have a small lot and the association would take care of the rest.  Living arrangements are on the first floor.  The second floor is typically a loft and used primarily as a guest room.  
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Seniors don’t want to go up and down the stairs.  The kids have left the house and parents don’t need a big house.  

In the community, there are walking trails, recreation center and a very small retail portion.  The retail is available so residents can walk to and from their homes.  There will be a full time recreation director to arrange trips for the residents.  This project can be a self contained community and add very little to the services and less impact on the community.  

The applicant has requested that the board’s professional staff prepare a model ordinance that could be considered by the board at a later date.  

Tax revenues would be equal to, if not greater, than if the tract housed 12 single-family homes, 40,000 square feet of retail use and 400,000 square feet of manufacturing research and office space, all of which is permitted under the current zoning.   

A Fiscal Impact Report was  prepared by David C. Babbitt and submitted to the Board.  The report gives the annual net Township impact and the annual net school district impact.  The annual net fiscal impact of the proposed Option A is projected to be highly favorable for Greenwich Township and extremely favorable for the Greenwich Township School District. The school district is likely to use some of the additional tax revenue to improve its educational services and facilities.  It may then be in a position to use the remainder of the additional tax revenue to reduce the tax rate.  

Residents of an age restricted development generate far lower township expenditures when compared to residents of standard housing.  Other than emergency medical services (which in the Greenwich Township budget is a relatively small expenditure), an age restricted facility has far lower expenditure impacts than other housing.   

The total number of persons projected to reside in the proposed development is 987 in proposed Option A and 43 in by right Option B.  With the 987 new residents that the age-restricted community would bring in, the board said that the township may need a professional squad which would cost far more than the $50,566 the development would put in the township coffers.  A jump in emergency services would also result in increased police services because officers also respond to the calls.  Heritage officials told the board that the Homeowners Association would do a service agreement with a local ambulance corps for services.  Board members stated that in the new communities, the township has received very little volunteers for the squad and the fire company.  The applicant stated that in age qualified communities, it will typically yield more volunteers per capita than a conventional community.  They have more free time on their hands; therefore, they can volunteer their time.    
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Heritage’s average prices were $350,000 for single-family homes, $287,500 for the townhouses and $200,000 for the condominiums.  Doris Rayna, Chairwoman, stated that the price range should be lower. David Banisch, Planner, suggested that the developer lower its proposed price range to offer some affordable housing.  

David Banisch, Planner, stated that the development goes against everything the board is envisioning for an updated Master Plan, which calls for retaining agricultural lands and preserving adjacent tracts of farmland.  Mr. Banisch proposed an option of building three-story age-restricted buildings with elevators and parking underneath to maintain more open space.  The developer also could place the buildings out of view from the surrounding rural roads to preserve the area’s rural character and use large trees as buffers.  If the homes were built with views of preserved farmland, Mr. Banisch stated that the units would likely have a higher market value.  

The proposal honors the Master Plan Road.  There are C-1 waters going through the property which would require 600 foot buffer through the farm. In the design, the applicant  tried to keep the recreational facilities centrally located so that they could be reached by all avenues of residents.  There is no access onto South Main Street.  Access is on Route 173 and met with the Master Plan through road.  The higher densities units, condominiums, are located closer to Route 78 and the townhouses and single family homes are away from Route 78. Very few cul-de-sacs are proposed.  Walk ways could be provided.

The proposal is unaffected by the Highlands legislation.   

Concerns expressed by the board:

· Requires a Master Plan amendment.

· Requires more emergency services.

· Affordable housing would have to be addressed and provided for.

· Sewer capacity:  

Applicant response:  Would have to be developed in conjunction with a self-contained sewer plant.  

· The school may benefit, but the town will lose.  

· If you go paid volunteers, the township could lose State funding.

· New housing does not necessarily mean more volunteers for fire and squad.

· Doesn’t comply with the Master Plan’s open space plan.  

· Cost of the homes should be lower.  

· Option B plan should be shown to the board.  

· A senior housing, at this point, is not to the township’s advantage.  

· The board would like to see buffering, scenic vistas, etc. incorporated into the plan.  
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Steve Babula stated that our emergency services are at the breaking point now.  By adding 1,000 more people to the town, the township would have to look at a professional 

emergency services as opposed to volunteer.   We could loose state funding that currently helps our services. The applicant stated that fire protection is 1/3 and that is only a $60,000 expenditure for the township. This development would not warrant a service of its own because of the size. 

Doris Rayna, Chairwoman, stated that the board was not quite happy with what was presented.  The board does have some serious concerns.  The chair suggests that they work with the board’s professionals and prepare something for the board that they would like.  In review of the Master Plan, the board has focused on maximizing agricultural land retention.  David Banisch stated that the overall aim expressed by the board is to retain the township’s extremely productive agricultural soils to the greatest extent achievable and to amalgamate large contiguous tracts of farmland for continued agricultural production.  

Charles Stillman stated that the applicant is asking for a rezoning.  His preference would be to have the professionals prepare an ordinance.  It is very important that the board develop the frame work of what a age-restricted zone should be.

Greg Blaszka stated that the board is reviewing their Master Plan and finds it very difficult that the board is going through a process of how we want to plan our township and at the same time, the professionals are going to be sitting on the sidelines deciding something else.  

Jim Adams stated that he doesn’t want to encourage the applicant to pursue with plan A.  He would like to see a clustering proposal, which would leave more open space.  Encourage the applicant to provide a rendering of Plan B.  The applicant has heard the Board’s concerns and opinions and suggested coming back with a different plan.   

Tom Bolger made a motion to allow the board’s professionals to have candid conversations with the applicant knowing full well what the intent of our existing master plan is as well as what we would like to achieve in our revision of the master plan in that if there can be a meeting of the minds between a proposal and what our master plan vision is that those discussions should be held and the board would not be obligated to approve any plan based on those discussions and another presentation would have to be held.  For lack of a second, the motion dies.

Steve Babula made a motion to authorize the board’s professionals to meet with the applicant’s professionals to lay out to their professionals what the ground rules are as we see them for a possible age restricted housing zone and also the grounds rules for what we are looking at right now as the soil conservation zone.  By laying out these ground rules, 
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this board is making no commitments to approve any plans that they come forward with.  Charles Stillman seconded the motion.  The vote is as follows:

IN FAVOR:     Blaszka, Adams, Babula, Bolger, Carvalho, Hoser, Rayna, 

Stillman.  


OPPOSED:      None. 


ABSTAINED: None.  

Motion carried.  

Tom Bolger made a motion, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion was seconded and carried.  Meeting adjourned at 9:00 P.M.








Elva N. Pomroy








Planning Board Secretary

Jim Adams

Vice-Chairman

