MUNICIPAL LAND USE BOARD MINUTES
BOROUGH OF EMERSON
February 1, 2024

This meeting of the Emerson Land Use Board was held in the Municipal Building, 2" Floor
Chambers, 146 Linwood Ave, Emerson, NJ. Chairman Bischoff brought the meeting to
order at 7:30 pm. In compliance with the Open Public Meeting Act, the Clerk has notified
The Record and The Ridgewood News of this meeting and notice has been posted in the
Municipal Building.

Pledge of Allegiance

Roll Call was taken:

Mayor DiPaola Absent
Eric Ciavaglia Present
Councilman Michael Timmerman Present
Chairman Jeff Bischoff Present
Vice-Chairman Mike Myers Present
Rich Worthington Absent
Mike Cimino Present
Paul Hulburt Absent
Sal Massero Absent
David Chang Absent
Anthony Khiami Present
Dominic Aramini Absent
Rich Taub Present
Tom Brogan, LUB Attorney Present
David Atkinson, LUB Engineer Present
Caroline Reiter, Board Planner Present
Marie Shust, Secretary Present

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

The Chair asked for a motion to approve the minutes of the meeting of January 4 and January 18,
2024. Ms. Shust advised the members there was no date on the original submission for the
January 4, 2024 minutes, however she had corrected it. Mr. Ciavaglia made that motion, second
was offered by Councilman Timmerman. Chairman Bischoff, Mr. Ciavaglia, Councilman
Timmerman, Mr. Taub and Mr. Khiami voted to approve the minutes.

VOUCHERS:

Ms. Shust read the vouchers:
Vouchers Feb. 1, 2024

5/1/19 24-00122  Neglia Eng. 185-187 Kinderkamack Rd. $ 820.00
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Vice Chairman Myers made a motion to approve the vouchers for payment, second was offered by
Mr. Ciavaglia. Mr. Ciavaglia, Councilman Timmerman, Vice Chairman Myers, Chairman Bischoff,
Mr. Taub and Mr. Khiami all voted to approve payment

APPLICATIONS:

CBD District 185-187 Kinderkamack Rd, Block 422, Lots 14 & 15
Expansion of retail store and construction of 2 apartments above
Set-back and Parking variance required

Stephen Sinisi, Esq approached the podium giving a brief outline of the proposal to add two
apartments over the store, as well increasing the size of the store by 479 sq. ft.

Mr. Sinisi then introduce Mr. Howard Goldberg, owner of the business that leases the store to be
enlarged.

Mr. Goldberg explained he would like to expand to improve customer flow through his business, as
the front of the store can become quite crowded. He continued that he owned three other
locations, Westwood, Park Ridge and Northvale. He also stated that he is the owner of 177
Kinderkamack Rd. which is currently leased by a barber.

When asked about hours of operation Mr. Goldberg replied the store was open 7 days a week.
Monday through Saturday the hours are 6 am to 2 pm, on Sunday the hours are 6 am to 3 pm.

When asked about parking Mr. Goldberg replied there are two parking spaces in the rear which are
used for employees, the front parking is shared by all of the tenants and there are no individually
marked spaces. The parking arrangement was part of the original construction of the strip mall.

When asked about the number of employees, Mr. Goldberg replied the maximum during peak
hours would be 4, Vice Chairman Myers told the members and applicant that he had been there
several times where there were 5 — 6 employees. Mr. Goldberg replied there may have been a
manager on site as well as the 4 employees which would total 5. When asked if he expected to
hire additional employees, Mr. Goldberg replied no.

When asked if Mr. Goldberg saw any traffic problems, he replied only in the interior of the store as
the front area was quite tight. Vice Chairman Myers again spoke to the members and applicant
and stated he had to drive around the block several times on many occasions to find a parking
space.

Mr. Goldberg was asked if he was contemplating indoor seating to which he replied no.

Mr. Taub asked about additional floor space. Mr. Sinisi replied the Architect would explain that in
detail.

Having no more questions for Mr. Goldberg, Mr. Sinisi asked his Architect, Mr. Cioffi to come to the

podium. Mr. Cioffi explained that he been an architect for 40 years an had appeared before Land
Use Boards & Zoning Boards throughout the County.
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Mr., Sinisi asked Mr. Cioffi if he had inspected the property personally, including the easement and
location details. Mr. Cioffi replied the site was located on Block 422, lots 14 & 15., in the CBD 10
zone. The easement would not be affected by the addition, and the location was zoned for mixed
use. He continued the original size of the first-floor location is 1505 sq. ft., to which the proposed
addition would be 479 sq ft for a total of 1984 sq. ft., which would include a vestibule for access to
the upper floor apartments and a small storage room underneath.

Mr. Sinisi asked Mr. Cioffi if he had reviewed the survey and original application. Mr. Cioffi replied
he had and the current proposal does not interfere with the easement. The survey was marked as
Exhibit A1, the marketing review as A2 and the plans as A3.

Mr. Cioffi stated they were looking for variances for parking, and the rear buffer/landscaping zone
as that is where the easement is located. Mr. Cioffi referred to his revised plans of January 10,
2024, which were marked as Exhibit A5, after receiving correspondence form the Planner on
January 4, 2024. Mr. Sinisi added that there was no documentation found regarding the
easement to date.

Chairman Bischoff referred to the parking shortage. Mr. Sinisi referred to a 25% shortage
allowance, however the Chairman thought the shortage was more in the range of 45%.

Ms. Reiter asked if they are double dipping as far as the shortage and allowance were concerned.
Mr. Brogan told the applicant he wanted to see better calculations on the parking requirements and
the shortage allowed.

Mr. Cioffi stated that 1.8 parking spaces per unit are required for a total of 3.6, however they were
adding 2 parking spaces to the rear, the other two were for employees based on the total complex.
Vice Chairman Myers wanted to know if there was any arrangement for parking for visitors to the
tenants. He was told they could park in front or on the side street. Mr. Atkinson replied the front
parking has a 15 min limitation and the side streets have limited parking. Mr. Cioffi replied there
was no allowance for additional visitor parking in the project. Ms. Reiter stated the Police Dept
report indicates they are very concerned about the lack of parking. She stated she didn’t see
where additional parking could be provided. Mr. Cioffi replied currently the rear is completely
unusable due to pot holes and other obstructions. Ms. Reiter asked for further detail on the
parking, drive way access and truck traffic, and what testimony if any does the applicant have to
request the 25% reduction?

Mr. Cioffi replied he would gather that information.

Mr. Sinisi moved on to the exterior photos of the rear, marked exhibit A7, which shows the property
line, fencing. Mr. Cioffi explained there are no plans to reconfigure parking on the site.

Mr. Cioffi then referred to a mock-up design of what the strip mall could potentially look like.
Chairman Bischoff said this would involve the other tenants and had no bearing on this application.
He asked the applicant to speak only of his project. Mr. Cioffi then went on to the proposed
fagade and elevation for the project.

Mr. Sinisi asked Mr. Cioffi about the review letter from Neglia Engineering regarding ADA access
and egress, to which he replied there is one parking space in the rear.
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Mr. Sinisi then referred to construction, how long would it take, how much would it interfere with
current operations, and the Police Departments’ concerns. Mr. Cioffi replied there was room for
staging the project in respect to the Police Dept concerns. The construction initially would take 10-
12 weeks for the exterior shell, then the interior work could proceed without interference with day-
to-day operations.

Mr. Sinisi then referred to the various points in the review letter from Neglia Engineering.
There were several items in the Engineering review that had been agreed upon between the
Engineer and Applicant prior to this meeting which were not reviewed, as the corrections had been

made.

As for the signs to be installed that Mr. Cioffi said that will be a separate variance application once
construction has been approved.

Mr. Sinisi asked the Board if there could be a ten minutes recess. The Chairman agreed and
made a motion to recess the meeting for 10 minutes, second was offered by Vice Chairman Myers,
all were in favor. The meeting went into recess at 9:00 pm.

At 9:18 pm Chairman Bischoff reconvened the meeting.

Mr. Sinisi continued with his point by point responoses.

Item 1.10— Mr. Cioffi replied lighting would be in conformance with the requirements of the Board,
the Engineer and the Borough regulations, depending on any specifications requested during this
application hearing.

Item 1.12 Paving detail to be provided

Item 1.16 Since the front parking is communal, handicapped parking may not be necessary as part
of this application.

Items 1.16, 1.18 & 1.19 regarding trash and fencing enclosure, detailed information will be
submitted once application is approved.

Item 1.22 Details to follow after approval of application.

Item 1.23 Survey in progress and will be provided once completed.

Item 1.24 plans will be edited to include requested information.

Item 1.26 No HVAC units will be visible, all will be constructed within the units.

Items 2.1, 2.2 & 2.3 regarding seepage and impervious coverage, based on calculations a small
drywell is needed and will be provided, size depending on calculations. These calculations will
also determine if a cellar storage area is viable. Councilman Timmerman asked where the drywell

would be located as the 10ft easement cannot be used. Mr. Atkinson agreed a location needed to
be identified. Mr. Cioffi noted the driveway is 60 feet wide or possibly in the basement.
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Chairman Bischoff noted that there was a lot of information that needed to be provided in regard to
the drainage, locations, size and other important building dimensions.

Mr. Sinisi stated there was at least an additional hour of testimony to be heard. And agreed to
carry the application to March 21, 2024. Chairman Bischoff made a motion to carry the
application with no further notice or prejudice to the Board until March 21, second was offered by
Vice Chairman Myers. Mr. Ciavaglia, Councilman Timmerman, Chairman Bischoff, Vice Chairman
Myers, Mr. Cimino, Mr. Taub and Mr. Khiami voted yes to carry the application.

Levi Kool, Esq, attorney for the other tenants at 185-187 asked to be included in all mailings and
notifications regarding engineering and planning for the application. Mr. Sinisi agreed to have Mr.
Kool included.

RESOLUTIONS:
Riccardi Residence, 46 Longview Dr, Block 1016, Lot 9

The Chair asked if there were any questions regarding the Resolution for 46 Valley View. Hearing
none he asked for a motion. Councilman Timmerman made a motion to approve the Resolution,
second was offered by Mr. Taub. Councilman Timmerman, Chairman Bischoff, and Mr. Taub
voted to approve the Resolution. The other members who were present were not eligible to vote
on the Resolution.

324 Main St, Veterans Home
Mr. Brogan told the members that the Resolution was still in review. Councilman Timmerman
made a motion to carry the vote for the Resolution until the next meeting, second was offered by
Mr. Taub, all were in favor.

Appointment of Land Use Board Attorney
Mr. Ciavaglia made a motion to approve the Resolution appointing Mr. Porro of Chason,
Lamparello as Attorney for the Board, second was offered by Mr. Taub. Mr. Ciavaglia, Councilman
Timmerman, Chairman Bischoff, Mr. Taub and Mr. Khiami voted to approve the Resolution.

BOARD BUSINESS:
Nothing.
OPEN THE FLOOR TO THE PUBLIC:

Vice Chairman Myers made a motion to open the floor to the public on any matter, second was
offered by Mr. Cimino, all were in favor. Seeing no public in the Chambers, Vice Chairman Myers
made a motion to close the floor, second was offered by Mr. Hulburt, all were in favor.

ANY MEMBER:
Mr. Cimino told the board he would not be in attendance at the next meeting of Feb 15" as he has
a class.

GOOD AND WELFARE:
Nothing
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ADJOURNMENT:

Since there was no other business to discuss, the Chair asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting,
which was made by Vice Chairman Myers, second was offered by Mr. Cimino, all were in favor.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:48 PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Marie Shust
Board Secretary

Neglia revised report January 26, 2024 and Cioffi Architect reply dated January 4 are attached.
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NEGLIA

Celebrating 75 Years

May 15, 2023
January 25, 2024 (Revision No. 3) c

Borough of Emerson

Jeff Bischoff, Chairman
Emerson Land Use Board
One Municipal Plaza
Emerson, New Jersey 07630

VIA E-MAIL landusechair@emersonnj.org

Re: Variance Application - Engineering Review
Owner: Edward Eng; Applicant: Tai Wah Corp
185-187 Kinderkamack Road (Block 422, Lots 14 &15)
Borough of Emerson, Bergen County, New Jersey
Neglia File No. EMERSPL23.015

Dear Mr. Bischoff,

As requested, Neglia Group (“Neglia”) has reviewed the recently submitted variance application at the above-
referenced property. The submittal included the following documents:

« A copy of the Borough of Emerson Application for Development, undated;

« A copy of the Application Rider — Progress Draft 12-21-2022 for 185-187 Kinderkamack Rd, Emerson, Block
422 , Lots 14 and 15;

. A copy of the Borough of Emerson Application Checklist and Mandatory;

« A copy of the cover letter addressed to Chairman and Board Members from Stephen P. Sinisi, Esq., dated
April 11, 2023;

« Asigned and sealed architectural plan set consisting of six (6) sheets, entitled, “Mixed Use Building, 185-187
Kinderkamack Road, Emerson, New Jersey, Block 422, Lot 14, 15,” prepared by Vincent J. Cioffi, RA, of
Vincent J. Cioffi Architect, dated February 12, 2022; last revised December 28, 2023;

34 Park Avenue 200 Central Avenue
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®* A copy of the transmittal letter addressed to Marie Shust, Land Use Board Secretary from Stephen P. Sinisi, Esq., dated
September 21, 2023;

*  Acopy of the comment/response letter addressing Neglia Review Letter, prepared by Vicent J. Cioffi, RA., dated July 12, 2023,
last revised September 15, 2023;

®* An unsigned and unsealed copy of the Floor Plans Elevation entitled, “Mixed Use Building, 185-187 Kinderkamack Road,
Emerson, New Jersey, Block 422, Lot 14, 15,” prepared by Vicent J. Cioffi, RA., dated February 12, 2023, last revised September
15, 2023;

* An unsigned and unsealed copy of the Site Plan entitled, “Mixed Use Building, 185-187 Kinderkamack Road, Emerson, New
Jersey, Block 422, Lot 14, 15,” prepared by Vicent J. Cioffi, RA., dated February 12, 2022, last revised September 15, 2023;

* Asigned and sealed copy of the survey plan entitled, “Property Survey, Borough of Emerson, Bergen County, New Jersey, Lots
14 & 15, Block 422,” prepared by Christopher J. Lantelme, P.E., & L.S., of Lantelme, Kurens & Associates, PC., dated April 07,
2022;

* A copy of the comment/response letter addressing Neglia Review Letter, dated October 30, 2023, Vicent J. Cioffi, RA., dated
November 21, 2023;

* Asigned and sealed copy of the survey plan entitled, “Survey of property, Downtown Emerson LLC, Block 422, Lot 13, 179
Kinderkamack Road, Borough of Emerson, Bergen County, New Jersey,” prepared by David Jamiolkowski, P.L.S., of Costa
Engineering Corporation, dated August 29, 2022; last revised September 02, 2022;

* A copy of colorized exterior photographs;

* A copy of the comment/response letter addressing Neglia Review Letter, prepared by Vicent J. Cioffi, RA., dated November
21, 2023, last revised January 2, 2024;

* Acopy of a colorized front fagade photograph; and

* A transmittal letter listing all the submitted documents, prepared by Stephen P. Sinisi, Esq., of Law Offices of Stephen P.
Sinisi, Esq., LLC., dated January 8, 2024

Project & Site Description

The subject property is an interior lot located on the eastern side of Kinderkamack Road near the intersection with Linwood
Avenue. The subject property is identified as Block 422, Lots 14 and 15, per the Borough of Emerson Tax Map, and is commonly
known as 185-187 Kinderkamack Road. Kinderkamack Road is also identified as Bergen County Route No. 503, and is under the
jurisdiction of the County of Bergen. The subject property is located within the CDB — 10 (Central Business District 10) Zone per
the Borough Zoning Map. The site is currently developed with a retail store and a common parking lot.

The Applicant proposes an expansion of the ground floor commercial space to the rear of the existing building. The Applicant
also proposes to construct a second (2) floor addition to the existing building to house two new dwelling units. Additionally on-
site improvement include parking at the rear of the building consisting of three (3) standard parking spaces and one (1) ADA-
accessible parking space.
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Engineering Comments
1.1. Neglia defers to the Board Planner with respect to proposed building height, setbacks, use or bulk variances, waivers,
and other elements specifically requiring planning review as it relates to the Borough of Emerson Zoning ordinance. This
comment remains applicable until the Board has taken action on this application.

1.2. The Applicant’s professionals shall provide testimony in support of all required variance relief. This comment remains
applicable until the Board has taken action on this application.

1.3. At such time as a hearing is scheduled regarding this matter, a representative or owner of the project site shall be
present to address questions from the Board. This comment remains applicable until the Board has taken action on this
application.

1.4. The Applicant shall provide testimony related to hours of operation of the existing store(s) along with any proposed
changes. Additionally, the applicant shall provide testimony related to the maximum number of employees that will be
onsite at any one time. This comment remains applicable until the Board has taken action on this application.

1.5. We recommend that the Applicant provide material boards and color renderings during the Board presentation to
demonstrate that the proposed building addition will be aesthetically acceptable. This comment remains applicable.

1.6. The Applicant shall provide testimony that all ADA accessible routes, points of ingress/egress, parking spaces, access
to store and residential units, etc. will conform to the current ADA Standards for Accessible Design provided by the
Department of Justice, latest revised. This comment remains applicable until the Board has taken action on this
application.

1.7. The Applicant shall provide testimony regarding the construction staging as there is limited to no space on the
property to carry out construction without impact to adjacent properties. This comment remains applicable until the
Board has taken action on this application.

1.8. The Applicant shall provide testimony as it relates to the structure conformance with §290-25. This comment remains
applicable until the Board has taken action on this application.

1.9. The Applicant shall provide testimony as it relates to any signage to be installed on the structure and its conformance
with §290-24A. This comment remains applicable until the Board has taken action on this application.

1.10. The Applicant shall provide testimony confirming if any lighting improvements will be provided as part of this
application and if so conformance with Borough Code. The Applicant is proposing wall mounted lighting at the rear of the
building. The Applicant shall provide construction details of the proposed lighting and a footcandle analysis to confirm
compliance with the Borough Code. The Applicant shall provide a footcandle analysis as per Borough Code §290-70E as
well as construction details of the proposed lighting. This comment still applies and shall be addressed.

1.11. In accordance with §290-68A.(5) “Multifamily residential dwellings above at-grade, retail, commercial and other
principal permitted uses.” The Applicant proposes a second floor addition above the existing commercial space to house
two new dwelling units which complies with §290-68A.(5). No further action required.

1.12. It appears that the existing condition at the rear of the lots are in extremely poor condition and the pavement area is
well beyond its useful life. As such the area will require a full reconstruction with the installation of a full pavement
section. The Applicant indicates that they will be providing a complete macadam resurfacing on their lots as part of the
work. The Applicant shall provide a construction detail of the parking lot pavement resurfacing. This comment still applies
and shall be addressed. The Applicant proposed to repave the rear parking area a construction detail of the pavement
resurfacing shall be provided. This comment has not been addressed.

1.13. The Applicant noted that the site plan was based on survey by Lantelme, Kurens, & Associates, P.C. Engineering and
Surveyors, dated April 7, 2022, but no existing survey was provided. The Applicant shall provide a signed and sealed copy
of the survey for the Board to review. The survey shall depict any and all easements on the property as well as other
easements that are for the benefit of these parcels. The Applicant has provided a survey plan; however, there are no
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easements depicted. See comment 1.33 for additional information. Although a copy of the survey plan prepared
Lantelme, Kurens, & Associates, P.C. Engineering and Surveyors, dated April 7, 2022 was provided, the survey plan does
not depict the existing 12’ easement. The survey plan shall be revised to show the existing easement.

1.14. The Applicant shall revise the site plan to indicate the minimum existing and proposed setback dimensions for the
principal building to the respective property line. This comment has been partially addressed. The Applicant has provided
the front yard setbacks. The Applicant shall revise the site plan to provide the existing and proposed rear yard setbacks.
This comment still applies and shall be addressed. The Applicant shall revise the site plan to depict the existing and
proposed rear yard setbacks.

1.15. The Applicant shall revise the site plan to depict the striping for the ADA parking space with the ADA accessibility
symbol and appropriate signage within the parking stall. This comment has been addressed; no further action required.

1.16. It appears that there is no designated ADA Parking space within the front parking area for the patrons. The applicant
shall discuss measures to be put in place to bring the lot into conformance with the requirement. This comment remains
applicable and shall be addressed. Testimony of the same shall be provided.

1.17. The Applicant shall provide a construction detail for the proposed standard parking space striping. This comment has
been addressed; no further action is required.

1.18. The Applicant has depicted a refuse area on the plan; however a construction detail shall be furnished
demonstrating compliancy with the borough requirements. Although, the Applicant has provided a trash enclosure fence
detail. The Applicant shall provide a more detailed area of the enclosure not just the fencing. The Applicant shall provide
dimensions of the enclosure and detail of the gate.

1.19. The Site Plan provided on sheet 1 and First Floor Plan/Site Plan on sheet 2 show conflicting information regarding
store access and refuse location. The Applicant shall revise the plans to address the discrepancy between the site plan and
the first floor plan/site plan. This comment has not been addressed. This comment has been addressed; no further action
required.

1.20. The Applicant shall provide the aisle driveway dimension and depict that on the site plan. This comment has been
addressed; no further action required.

1.21. The Applicant shall revise the site plan to show where all exterior doors are located as well as depict the accessible
route for the building. This comment has been addressed; no further action required.

1.22. All proposed site features shall be clearly illustrated on the site plan. Details of all site features shall be provided. This
comment has been partially addressed. The Applicant shall provide the construction details

for all the site features (concrete bumpers, apartment parking only sing, ADA signage, pavement resurfacing, lighting,
etc.). This comment still applies and shall be addressed.

1.23. The Applicant shall provide building height calculation for the mixed-use building in accordance with the Borough of
Emerson §290-6 Building Height definition, “The vertical distance measured from the curb level, as defined, to the extreme
high point of the building, exclusive of a chimney, weather vane or similar structure.” This comment has not been
addressed.

1.24. The Applicant shall revise the plan to delineate the limit of disturbance and quantify the area of the same.
Additionally, the applicant shall revise the plan to provide soil erosion and sediment control measures, including but not
limited to, silt fencing, stockpile, inlet protection, construction entrance, etc., as well as applicable construction details of
the same. This comment has not been addressed.

1.25. The Applicant shall be advised that disturbances in excess of 5,000 square feet require Soil Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan Certification from the Bergen County Soil Conservation District (“BCSCD”). The Applicant shall apply for,
obtain, and furnish copies of the required permit from the BCSCD to the Borough for review, prior to commencing soil
disturbance activities on-site. This comment remains applicable, as required.
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1.26. The Applicant shall indicate on the site plan the location of any proposed HVAC units, generators or transformers
and their associated concrete pads. The Applicant shall ensure that the HVAC units are adequately screened and shall
provide construction details for the proposed method of screening (i.e., landscaping, fencing, etc.) to conform to Borough
Code. The Applicant has stated that the HVAC units will be adequately screened; however, the Applicant shall revise the
site plan to show the location of the HVAC units. The Applicant has indicated that no HVAC units to be located anywhere
other than in the confines of the building. The HVAC system will be designed in the normal course of building design and
that they will be screened, type of screening dependent on system and equipment selected. The Applicant shall provide
testimony of the same.

1.27. The Applicant shall submit a foundation as-built survey for the proposed building addition upon completion of
construction, if required by the Building Department. This comment remains applicable, as required.

1.28. The Applicant shall protect any perimeter fencing, curbs, walkways, plantings, and walls on adjacent properties
during construction, if approved. The Applicant shall be responsible for any damage to neighboring properties during
installation of proposed improvements. A note on the plan stating the same shall be provided. A note was included on the
site plan. This comment has been addressed; no further action required.

1.29. The Applicant shall be responsible for the repair and reconstruction of pavement, curb, sidewalk, or other public
property damaged during construction. A note stating the same shall be provided on the site plan. A note was included on
the site plan. This comment has been addressed; no further action required.

1.30. The Applicant shall satisfy all requirements in accordance with all applicable ordinances and as enforced by the
Zoning Officer / Construction Official. This comment still applies and shall be addressed, as required.

1.31. The Applicant shall consider separating the plans into a site plan, lighting plan, grading plan, utility plan, etc. This
comment still applies and shall be addressed.

1.32. The Applicant has provided a “Two Way Traffic” sign detail on the site plan. The site plan shall be revised to indicate
the location of the “Two Way Traffic” sign. This comment still applies and shall be addressed.

1.33. The Applicant indicates on the site plan that the existing easement is abandoned. The Applicant shall provide
documentation in regard to the abandoned easement. The Applicant shall be responsible to modify the easement as well
as work with adjacent property owners to have easements revised to reflect “The Organically” developed easement. The
Applicant indicates that the easement will be used as presently memorialized, however this may be problematic for
access to the property to north and south of the subject property. All properties must adhere to the existing easement
otherwise access will be constrained if only one property is following the memorialized easement.

1.34. The Applicant shall provide clarification in regard to the “2-way drive aisle/easement” whether the easement is
existing or proposed. See comment 1.33 for further information. The Applicant indicates that circulation outside the
easement will continue to be accomplished as presently exists. This creates a major issue for site access to the southern
parcel. Additionally, the subject property does not have legal access utilizing the current configuration and this Board
does not have the authority to grant said access.

1.35. It appears that the Applicant is calling out a second handicapped van accessible parking space within the
Handicapped and Parking detail. The Applicant shall clarified if this was intended or if the call out was misplaced. If two (2)
handicapped van parking spaces are being proposed the Applicant shall depict the same on the site plan. In addition, the
detail shall also depict a “VAN” pavement marking. This comment still applies and shall be addressed. This comment has
been addressed; no further action required.

Grading, Drainage & Utility Comments
2.1. Should the Board act favorably upon this application, the Applicant will require a Soil Movement Permit in order to
construct the proposed improvements. Neglia reserves the right to provide additional comments related to grading,
drainage, and soil movement at the time of such permit application. The Applicant shall verify that soil movement does
not exceed 400 cubic yards as Land Use Board approval will be required. This comment remains applicable, as required.
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2.2. The Applicant shall provide existing and proposed elevations for the property along with the building corner
elevations. This comment has not been addressed.

2.3. The proposed improvements will result in an increase in building coverage and a decrease in impervious coverage
compared to the existing conditions. As a result of the proposed improvements it appears that no change in runoff is being
made. The Applicant shall revise the plans to illustrate the same and provide testimony at the hearing. Calculations shall
be provided illustrating that there is no change in the stormwater runoff from the property. This comment has not been
addressed.

2.4. Testimony shall be provided regarding the existing and proposed stormwater collection system for the Applicants
properties. This comment remains applicable until the Board has taken action on this application.

2.5. The Applicant shall illustrate the location of all roof leaders associated with the proposed addition. This comment has
not been addressed.

2.6. All new roof leaders for the second floor addition shall match the total number and location of existing roof leaders
such that the existing on-site drainage patterns will be maintained. This comment still applies and shall be addressed.

2.7. The Applicant shall further provide clarification to confirm if utility upgrades are proposed/required for the proposed
addition. In the event that upgrade of gas, water, electric, and/or telephone service is required, the Applicant shall
coordinate the same in concert with the appropriate public utility providing such service. This comment remains
applicable, as required.

2.8. The Applicant shall specify whether any sanitary improvements are proposed within this application and if a TWA will
be required. The Applicant indicates that there is a possibility that a minor sanitary upgrade may be require due to the
proposed work. This comment remains applicable and shall be addressed.

2.9. The Applicant shall ensure that stormwater runoff does not negatively affect neighboring properties during and after
construction. Any damages caused by an increase in runoff or improper grading/drainage shall be restored by the
Applicant. This comment still applies and shall be addressed during and/or after construction, as required.

2.10. The Applicant indicates on the Floor Plans Elevation that a new 500 gallon drywell is being proposed below the
parking area. The Applicant shall provide calculations to support the design and sizing of the drywell. This comment still
applies and shall be addressed.

2.11. The Applicant proposes to construct a drywell which will introduce new stormwater below grade. With the proposed
drywell system in close proximity to the adjacent lots and structures, the Applicant will be required to demonstrate (i.e.,
groundwater mounding analysis, etc.) that the proposed drywell system will not adversely impact any adjacent structures
(i.e., basements, foundations, etc.). A percolation/permeability test shall be performed in the vicinity of the proposed
infiltration system, prior to the installation of any drainage improvements. The Applicant shall also locate the seasonal
high ground water table to ensure a minimum depth of two feet below the bottom of the infiltration practice. Neglia shall
be notified a minimum forty-eight (48) hours in advance of this testing so that a representative of our office may be
present for this testing. The engineer-of-record, or a representative thereof, shall be present during
percolation/permeability testing. In addition, the engineer-of-record shall submit a signed and sealed certification
regarding the results of said testing. These tests may be performed prior to the installation of the infiltration system(s).
However, Neglia strongly recommends that the testing is performed as soon as possible to confirm the current design is
feasible. Should on-site testing yield undesirable percolation/permeability rates, the Applicant may be required to provide
an alternate design which does not rely on percolation (i.e., detention basin, closed chambers, etc.). This comment still
applies and shall be addressed.

2.12. The Applicant shall provide a construction detail of the proposed drywell. The drywell detail shall show a convenient
means to inspect the drywell from the surface (i.e., inlet grate, manhole cover, inspection port, cleanout, etc.). The
Applicant has provided a seepage pit detail. The Applicant shall revise the seepage pit detail to provide the bottom
thickness and storage height.
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2.13. The Applicant shall revise the site plan to depict the location of the proposed drywell and provide all grade
elevations. The Applicant shall revise the site plan to show the seepage pit surrounding thickness. In addition, the
Applicant shall indicate seepage pit rim elevations, top of chamber, and bottom of stone elevations.

2.14. The Applicant shall provide the existing and proposed grading including contours and spot grades. This comment still
applies and shall be addressed.

2.15. The Applicant shall revise the site plan to show a minimum of ten (10) feet separation between the seepage pit
from any buildings/structures and lot lines.

Traffic Comments

3.1. This site design is governed, in part, by N.J.A.C. 5:21 (Residential Site Improvements Standard, “RSIS.”). Below is a
summary of the parking supply for the proposed mix-used building:

Parking Analysis Summary
L. . . L Variance
Description Ordinance Required Existing Proposed Required™
_ 1.8 spaces per 1-bedroom unit
Off-Street RSIS: (1.8 spaces/unit) x (2 units) =
. N.J.A.C.
Parking 3.6 NA
Spaces 5:21-4.14(f) 4 spaces required
P Table 4.4
1 for each 250 square feet o
Off-Street f quare f f
i gross floor area 3 7 Yes
Parking §290-71 (2,463- 2,000 sf / 250 sf) = 8 8
Spaces spaces required
1.8 spaces per unit
Off-Street P . P .
. (1.8 spaces/unit) x (2 units) =
Parking §290-71 36 NA
Spaces 4 spaces required
TOTAL PARKING SPACES REQUIRED = 14 12
1. Neglia defers all matters regarding deviations, variances, waivers, etc. to the Board Planner (such is
provided for reference only).

3.2. The Applicant proposes four (4) parking stalls with one (1) being designated as an ADA accessible space. The Applicant
indicates that the site functions today with the equivalent of four (4) spaces for the property (2 in the front and 2 in the
rear). The Borough Ordinance states for a retail store, 1 space for 250 square feet of gross floor area is required and for
residence in mixed-used building for 1 bedroom, 1.8 spaces per unit is required. The Applicant proposes six{6} nine (9)
parking spaces, four (4) parking stalls in the rear and twe-{2}-three (3) stalls spaces within the existing “common parking
for the entire strip mall”. The Applicant has requested a variance for parking and shall provide testimony regarding the
granting of the relief. This comment remains applicable until the Board has taken action on this application.

3.3. ADA Parking spaces shall be located as such to provide the shortest accessible route to the building. Testimony shall

be provided regarding the proposed location and the suitability of the location. Proposed grading shall be provided for the
ADA Parking Space along with the route. This comment remains appliable and shall be addressed.
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3.4. The applicant notes on the site plan that there are three spaces in the rear for residential and one for the business,
however within the project description it notes that there are two for the residential properties and two for the
owners/employees. The applicant shall provide clarification regarding the functionality of the proposed spaces and how
they will be designated. This comment has been addressed; no further action required. The Applicant has revised the site
plan to indicate that two parking spaces in the rear are for residential, one parking space is for an employee and that
the one ADA parking space is for commercial. This comment has been addressed; no further action required.

3.5. The Applicant shall provide testimony addressing procedures for deliveries, loading/unloading, type, and size of
vehicles used for deliveries, trash/recycling storage and pick-up operations, and other operational issues as may be
deemed relevant to the application. Given the site configuration it does not appear that there is sufficient space for large
trucks to properly turnaround on the site resulting in them having to either back in or back out onto the side street
creating a safety issue. The Applicant shall provide vehicle turning exhibits utilizing the appropriate AASHTO vehicles
demonstrating that the vehicles can access each parking space as well as the for refuse collection, delivery truck and
loading truck. The Applicant shall note that maneuvers should take place on their property only or within the existing
easement. The vehicle turning exhibits shall also demonstrate how the property to the south will be accessed by
utilizing the current access lane from the north.

3.6. The Applicant shall confirm if a cross-access agreement with adjacent property owner(s) of Block 422, Lots 1, 16 and
17 is in place, if not one will be required to be obtained. Additionally, if there is a cross-access agreement for Block 422,
Lot 13 to access their property by use of the applicant’s property. This comment still applies and shall be addressed.

3.7. The site plan denotes that there is “Common Parking” along the front of the property that is shared amongst all of the
uses at the property. The applicant shall be prepared to discuss the total parking demand for the complex and the usage of
the parking spaces. Additionally analysis shall be provided for the build, no build scenario. This comment still applies and
shall be addressed.

3.8. The Applicant shall provide testimony regarding the operation of the “common parking” for entire strip mall along
with the overall parking demand for the strip mall. This comment still applies and shall be addressed.

3.9. 3-306- In accordance with Chapter §290-30B(2)(d) of the Borough of Emerson Code, “Driveway width. Driveways shall have a
minimum width of 14 feet for one-way traffic and 25 feet for two-way traffic.” The
Applicant proposes a two-way traffic drive aisle with a width of 23 feet, which does not meet the two-way driveway width
requirement. As such, a design waiver will be required for this deficiency. This comment still applies. The two-way drive
aisle has been eliminated due to the incorporation of the existing easement. This comment no longer applies; no
further action required.

3.10. 3-3%: In accordance with Chapter §290-71B(3) of the Borough of Emerson Code, “Dimension. Parking stalls shall be
nine by 18 feet in dimension.” The Applicant proposes a parking space with a size of 8 feet by 20 feet. As such, a design
waiver will be required for this deficiency. This comment still applies. The Applicant proposes an 8 ft. x 18 ft. van
accessible parking space which does not meet the borough’s minimum 9 ft. width requirements. Therefore, a design
waiver will be required for this deficiency.

3.11. 3-32-The Applicant shall provide a copy of the front shared parking agreement. Testimony of the same shall be
provided. This comment still applies and shall be addressed.

3.12. 3:33- In accordance with Chapter §290-71B(2) of the Borough of Emerson Code, “Setback. Parking spaces shall be set back
minimally five feet from side and rear lot lines, provided that all designs must include a provision for drive connections
between adjoining lots for shared parking arrangements. Where parking abuts a single-family residential zone, the
minimum setback shall be 10 feet. A landscape buffer shall be provided adjacent to the property line shared with the
single-family residential zone.” The proposed parking area abuts the RB (Residential, Single-Family and Two-Family) Zone
as such a minimum setback of 10 feet is required and a landscape buffer, of which the Applicant proposes none. As such, a
design waiver will be required for this deficiency. This comment still applies.

3.13. The Applicant shall provide testimony in regard to snow removal operations for the front and rear of the property.
It appears that there is limited to no area to stock pile the snow within the front and rear of the property.

3.14. It appears that the Applicant proposes refuse collection access through the handicap parking space and access
aisle. The Applicant shall provide testimony in regard to accessibility to accessing this area when there is a vehicle
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parked in the space. It also appears that the gate of trash enclosure opens outwards towards the accessible van parking
space. Neglia takes concerns with the possibility of the gate making contact with a parked vehicle.

3.15. As per the N.J.S.A. §40:55D-66.20a.(1) “As a condition of preliminary site plan approval, for each application
involving a multiple dwelling with five or more units of dwelling space ...” “c. Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsections a. and b. of this section, a retailer that provides 25 or fewer off-street parking spaces or the developer or
owner of a single-family home shall not be required to provide or install any electric vehicle supply equipment or Make-
Ready parking spaces.” As such, EV parking spaces are not required since they are only providing two multifamily units
and the commercial space is less than 25 parking spaces. No further action required.

3.16. The Applicant proposes a 50 degree angle parking spaces with an aisle width of approximately thirteen (13) feet.
In accordance with Chapter §290-30B(2)(e) of the Borough of Emerson Code, “Aisle widths. Aisles from which cars
directly enter or leave parking spaces shall not be less than: [1] Twenty-three feet wide for perpendicular parking. [2]
Eighteen feet wide for sixty-degree angle parking. [3] Fourteen feet wide for thirty-degree and forty-five-degree angle
parking.” The require aisle width for 45 degree angle parking and 60 degree angle parking is 14 feet and 18 feet
respectively, as such the proposed 50 degree angle parking does not meet the allowed borough angled parking
requirements. Additionally, it does not appear that there is sufficient back up space as currently configured. The
Applicant shall revise the parking lot configuration to meet the Borough Code standards and/or request a design waiver
with supporting documents as to why 50 degree parking shall be allowed.

3.17. The Applicant proposes 50 degree angle parking spaces which is not a standard parking angle (i.e. 30, 45, and 60
degree). The Applicant shall provide testimony as to the reasoning that a 50 degree angle parking was selected as
apposed to one of the standard angle.

General Comments

4.1. In dry weather, the person conducting such an operation shall dampen the ground where operations are conducted
to prevent dust. This comment still applies and shall be addressed, as required.

4.2. The Applicant shall ensure that hours of work are in accordance with the local ordinance. This comment still applies
and shall be addressed, as required.

4.3. The entire area covered by the work shall be maintained and left in such a manner as not to create or maintain a
nuisance or condition hazardous to life and limb or to the health or general welfare of the inhabitants of the Borough of
Emerson. This comment still applies and shall be addressed, as required.

4.4. Any damages incurred to surrounding public or private property as a result of construction shall be restored by the
Applicant. This comment still applies and shall be addressed during and/or after construction, as required.

4.5. The Applicant shall ensure that all lawn area disturbed by construction are stabilized to ensure lawn growth. This
comment remains applicable throughout the duration of construction.

4.6. The Applicant shall notify the Building Department upon completion of improvements to schedule a final inspection.
The Applicant shall provide a minimum 24-hour advanced notice for inspection. This comment still applies and shall be
addressed, as required.

Final Comments / Recommendations

5.1. The Applicant shall obtain any and all approvals required by outside agencies, including but not limited to NJDOT,
NJDEP, BCUA, Bergen County, and Bergen Soil Conservation District. It is the Applicant's responsibility to determine what
outside agency permits are required. Copies of said approvals shall be provided upon receipt. This comment still applies
and shall be addressed, as required.

5.2. New and revised materials shall be filed with the Borough and shall not be sent directly to their professionals. The
Borough will forward the application and related materials to their professionals once they have completed their review.
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Materials submitted directly to Neglia will not be reviewed. This comment still applies and shall be addressed, as
required.

5.3. The above comments are based on a review of materials submitted and/or testimony provided to date. Neglia
reserves the right to provide new or updated comments as additional information becomes available. This comment still
applies and shall be addressed, as required.

We trust you will find the above in order. Should you have any questions or require additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Very truly yours,
Neglia Group

Do) C=

David Atkinson, P.E., P.P., C.M.E.
For the Borough/Board Engineer
Borough of Emerson

DRA/jv

Cc: Marie Shust, Board Secretary (via e-mail, boardsec@emersonnj.org)
Kenneth A. Porro Esq., Board Attorney (via e-mail, KPorro@chasanlaw.com)
Caroline Reiter, P.P., Board Planner (via e-mail, creiter@tandmassociates.com)
Tai Wah Corp, Applicant (via e-mail, firm@sinisilaw.com)
Edward Eng, Owner (via USPS, 224 East 13t Street, Apt. 8, NY, NY)
Stephen P. Sinisi, Esq., Applicant’s Attorney (via e-mail, firm@sinisilaw.com)
Vincent J. Cioffi, R.A., Applicant’s Architect (via e-mail, vince@vjcarchitect.com)

\\Nea-file01\WDOXS\MUNI\EMER\EMERSPL23015\CORRESP\00429099.DOCX

Land Use Meeting February 1, 2024

17



Vincent J.

January 4, 2024

To:  Mr. Jeff Bischoff, Chairman
Emerson Land Use Board 1
Mountain Plaza
Emerson, New Jersey 07630

Re:  Development
Tai Wah Corporation
185-187 Kinderkamack Road
Block 422, Lots 14 & 15
Planning comments

Dear Mr. Bischoff,
In response to T & M Associates letter of December 1, 2023:

I have revised the drawings and re-dated them September 15, 2023. The revision reduces the
amount of commercial floor area while providing more parking. To accomplish this, the location
of the existing access right-of-way must be altered and variances for a slightly smaller 2-way
drive aisle, and for having no parking buffer at the rear property line have been added to the list

of requested variances. In reality, what is reflected on the re-design is in concept, what
presently exists, and how all owners actually use their sites.

Bulk Requirements, Page 7, Items 1-4-We are in general agreement agreement with the variances
required, impervious coverage needs to be discussed.

Parking Requirements-

Items 1 and 2- Due to concept revision, our parking variance increases from 3 to 5
spaces.

Item 3- Front yard parking exists and remains untouched by this development.

Items 4 & 5 The landscape buffer at the rear property line and the 5 foot parking
setback variances disappear since the existing easement occupies the
entirety of that space.

Item 6 All parking space dimensions required comply with Borough standards.

Item 7 Loading spaces currently do not exits, loading will continue as it exists
presently, testimony will be provided

Item 8 Access dimensions exist and will remain unchanged from this
development.

Item 9 Signage has been shown.

Land Use Meeting February 1, 2024
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123 Westwoo

Item 10

Item 11
Item 12

Item 13

Design

d Avenue Westwood, New Jersey 07675 Tel.: (201) 666-5900 Fax: (201) 666-8459

Accessible parking space is designated for commercial area. Accessibility
codes do not require handicapped facilities for 3 or less residential units.

Cross access exists, not formally. To be discussed

Access easement exists and the intention to be continued

Front parking exists and will remain unchanged. Bergen County
Engineering has indicated that they have no issue as it exists.

Standards, Items 1-6-proposed renderings with materials have been submitted. It is our

opinion that the development is in compliance with borough design standards.
Comment previously addressed.

Streetscaping requirements- as stated in the comment, present conditions prevent conformance.

Comment previously addressed.

Pedestrian Circulation and design-Testimony will be given demonstrating compliance as designed.

Comment previously addressed.

Landscaping-There is no landscaping proposed, as the existing structure and site cannot support it.

Comment previously addressed.

Lighting-Lighting has been shown on plan.

Zoning

Land Use Meet

Analysis

Minimum lot area-Is an existing non-conformance that is generally not a required variance
under these situations. The Zoning Officer did not cite this a required variance in his denial,
and I would agree with his call.

Minimum lot width-Same as #1 above

Maximum Front Yard Setback- The Zoning Officer did not see this as a variance condition
because a second floor could never comply since the first floor does not, and that makes it
the same as 1 and 2 above, an existing non-conformance. Since the Board has power to
approve or deny, I see this as an aesthetic call, and not a compliance call.

Maximum impervious coverage-The site has 98% existing impervious coverage as it
stands. New development may increase it to 100%. Impervious coverage does not
differentiate between building coverage and impervious non-building impervious coverage.
In my view, this should not be a variance condition.

I agree with the parking variance, numbers have changed.

ing February 1, 2024
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9.

All parking dimensions now comply.

Front yard parking is an existing condition and is not going to change due to this
development.

Parking setback in the rear is not required, side setback is not provided with the new
configuration, so a variance will be required.

Landscape buffer should not be a variance because by deed, this area is a reserved easement
for access.

10. We have shown a 25 foot wide 2 way traffic aisle at our property line

Additional Planning Comments

1.

S kW

~

9

If there are not any negative legal ramifications, I don't believe the Owner would object to
merging his lots.

As much as is practical for reasons previously stated regarding the subject property's
relationship to the adjacent properties, we would comply wherever we can.

A rendering has been submitted.

Additional elevations have been provided.

Plans have been clarified.

Proposed height is 15 feet lower than the 42 feet allowable and is measured from finished
first floor. Height will be given from legal elevation which may increase the height to
maximum 28 feet.

Interior dimensions have been added.

No grading is involved. Impervious coverage and drainage is not impacted although a small
seepage pit should be added in the rear to accommodate the first floor addition area. Utilities
are existing overhead, upgrade size to be determined.

No appreciable demolition is required for the development.

10. The space is accessory storage and has been noted.
11. We have a copy of the property deed delineating the rear easement and is graphically shown

on revised site plan.

12. This development does not affect how such services are delivered.
13. Will provide testimony to above.

If you have any questions please contact me.

Sk

ely;

incent J. Ciomcent J. Cioffi, RA

Land Use Meeting February 1, 2024
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VincentJ, Cioffi, Architect | .

November 21, 2023
Revised January 4, 2024

To:  Mr. Jeff Bischoff, Chairman
Emerson Land Use Board 1
Mountain Plaza
Emerson, New Jersey 07630

Re:  Development
Tai Wah Corporation 185-187
Kinderkamack Road
Block 422, Lots 14 & 15
Engineering comments

Dear Mr. Bischoff,

In response to the letter of October 30, 2023 from Neglia Engineering regarding my September
15, 2023 submission, I submit the following revised due to concept change hereby submitted:

First, "Comments from Neglia Engineering" with the statement "This comment remains
applicable until the Board has taken action on this application", in general reflect comments that
will most likely be addressed during testimony or beyond, and may have more to do with the
development of this project should the Board deem it fit to approve and may not be addressed
until Building Department Review, post Board approval. Unless stated otherwise herein, [ am in
agreement with engineering comments containing that statement.

Second, comments containing the statement "This comment has been addressed, no further action
is required", are considered "settled" by me.

All other comments are addressed in detail herein.

Engineering Comments 1.1 through 1.9, I understand that these comments remain applicable until
the Board has taken action on this application.

Engineering Comment 1.10, A footcandle distribution diagram was submitted with the September
15 drawing. The intent of the lighting is to comply with Borough requirements, and to be for

security only. Details will be supplied after testimony and clarification of the requirements.

Engineering Comment 1011, Agreed. No further action required.
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123 Westwood Avenue Westwood, New Jersey 07675 Tel.: (201) 666-5900 Fax: (201) 666-8459

Engineering Comment 1.12, Agreed. Paving detail complying with Borough standards will be
supplied.

Engineering Comment 1.13, A copy of said survey was attached to my September 15 Submission
along with one containing original signature and seal. Comment is unclear as to whether these
were seen or not by Board members or professionals. We have submitted 3 more originals and 14
copies to the project Attorney to deliver to the Board by the reading of this letter,

Engineering Comment 1.14, Said setbacks are indicated on the zoning schedule on the submitted
drawings. I will add them graphically if so desired.

Engineering Comment 1.15, Agreed. No further action required.

Engineering Comment 1.16, In general, I am not convinced that there is any practicality, physical
possibility, or legality to add handicapped parking to the front of the building since it affects
owners and properties that are not part of this application. Testimony will be provided.
Engineering Comment 1.17, Agreed. No further action required.

Engineering Comment 1.18, Fenced area will be detailed after testimony and discussion.

Engineering Comment 1.19, Comment regarding location of trash enclosure discrepancy is
unclear. Trash for entire building is in a single enclosure. Will discuss at testimony.

Engineering Comment 1.20, Agreed. No further action required.
Engineering Comment 1.21, Agreed. No further action required.

Engineering Comment 1.22, Details of all site features are meant to comply with the Borough
standards and will be provided to the Board's satisfaction.

Engineering Comment 1.23, As stated, survey in progress to establish base elevation. The proposed
structure is far below the allowable.

Engineering Comment 1.24, Information delineating said elements, all attainable, shall be noted
on plan.

Engineering Comment 1.25, Agreed, this project does not reach that threshold.

Engineering Comment 1.26, To be clear, there are no HVAC units to be located anywhere other
than in the confines of the building. The HVAC systems will be designed in the normal course of
building design. They will be screened, type of screening dependent on system and equipment

selected.

Engineering Comment 1.27, Agreed.

Land Use Meeting February 1, 2024



Engineering Comment 1.28, Agreed. No further action required. Engineering
Comment 1.29, Agreed. No further action required.

Engineering Comment 1.30, Agreed.

Engineering Comment 1.31, Will consider after initial testimony.

Engineering Comment 1.32, Location of two way traffic sign is questionable.
Engineering Comment 1.33, The easement will be used as presently memorialized

Engineering Comment 1.34, Circulation outside of the easement will continue to be accomplished
as presently exists

Engineering Comment 1.35, Notation of a second van space is in error and will be removed.
Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.1, Agreed, project will not reach this threshold.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.2, Survey in progress.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.3, It is assumed that building and impervious coverages are
treated equally in terms of runoff, and technically speaking, there is a slight increase bin impervious
surface as demonstrated in the zoning schedule. As a matter of practicality, a small drywell is
needed to drain a depressed area. Calculations will be provided.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.4, Agreed.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.5, Leaders shall be shown.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.6, Leaders shall be shown.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.7, Agreed.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.8, Agreed.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.9, Agreed.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.10, Agreed.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.11, Agreed, will order such work.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.12, Submitted detail will be modified.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.13, Survey in progress.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Comment 2.14, Survey in progress.

Traffic Comments, Items 3.1 through 3.3, Modified due to new design
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Traffic Comments, Items 3.4, Numbers modified due to new design.

Traffic Comments, Items 3.5, Agreed.

Traffic Comments, Items 3.6, Testimony shall be provided.
Traffic Comments, Items 3.7, Testimony shall be provided.
Traffic Comments, Items 3.8, Testimony shall be provided.

Traffic Comments, Items 3.10, The 2 way drive aisle has been eliminated due to the incorporating
of the existing easement. All parking stalls comply with Borough standards

Traffic Comments, Items 3.11, All spaces comply

Traffic Comments, Items 3.12, Not sure if agreement exists. Testimony shall be provided.

Final comments 5.1 through 5.3, Agreed.

If you have any questions please contact me.

Sincerely,

ntJ. Cot I Cioffi, RA
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