MINUTES OF THE PLANNING BOARD REGULAR MEETING OF PISCATAWAY TOWNSHIP HELD ON JUNE 13, 2018


The Regular Meeting of the Piscataway Planning Board was called to order at 7:30 P.M. in the Department of Public Works, 505 Sidney Road, Piscataway, New Jersey by Chairman Carlton.

Chairperson Smith stated:  IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE OPEN PUBLIC MEETING ACT, ADEQUATE NOTICE OF THIS MEETING WAS PROVIDED IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS:


*Posted on the bulletin board of the Municipal Building


  and made available through the Township Clerk;


*Notice published in the Courier News;


*Notice sent to The Star Ledger;


*Notice made available through the Township Librarians.

ROLL CALL:  Chairperson Smith, Mayor Wahler, Dawn Corcoran-Gardella,  Rev. Kenney, Councilwoman Cahill, and Carol Saunders.
ABSENT:  Dennis Espinosa 
Also present: Chris Nelson, Esq., Attorney, Peter Van den Kooy, PP and Laura Buckley (Planning Board Recording Secretary).
It was determined that a quorum was present by roll call. Chris Nelson states that there are a few postponements for this evening; (#11) 17-PB-38/39V, Performance Food Group, Inc, has been postponed until July 11, 2018 with no further notice required but applicant must send in an extension of time. Application (#8) 18-PB-14/15V, Sauma Warehousing Company, has been postponed; no new date has been given. Application 18-PB-10/11V, ADEC, LLC, has been withdrawn by the applicant.
4.  
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

5.  
SWEARING IN OF PROFESSIONALS:  Christopher Dochney, CME Associates
6. 
ADOPTION OF RESOLUTIONS TO MEMORIALIZE ACTION TAKEN AT THE 
REGULAR MEETING OF APRIL 11, 2018: 

(a)
18-PB-10
ADEC, LLC/6 Corporate Place LLC

18-PB-11V
Block 5101, Lot 1.01, Zone: LI-5




6 Corporate Place


Application was WITHDRAWN
MOTION was made by Carol Saunders to memorialize the Resolution to withdraw the application without prejudice, seconded by Rev. Henry Kenney.  ROLL CALL:  Mayor Wahler, Councilwoman Cahill, Dawn Corcoran-Gardella, Rev. Kenney, Carol Saunders and Chairperson Smith voted yes.
(b)
15-PB-18
Solidia Technologies


15-PB-19V
Block 4801, Lot 1; Zone: LI-5




11 Colonial Drive




Application was WITHDRAWN.
MOTION was made by Carol Saunders to memorialize the Resolution to withdraw the application without prejudice, seconded by Rev. Henry Kenney.  ROLL CALL:  Mayor Wahler, Councilwoman Cahill, Dawn Corcoran-Gardella, Rev. Kenney, Carol Saunders and Chairperson Smith voted yes on the motion.
7.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES TO MEMORIALIZE ACTION TAKEN AT THE REGULAR 
MEETING OF MAY 9, 2018:
MOTION was made by Carol Saunders to memorialize the minutes from the regular meeting of 
June 13, 2018; seconded by Rev. Henry Kenney. ROLL CALL:  Mayor Wahler, Councilwoman Cahill, Carol Saunders, Dawn Corcoran-Gardella, Rev. Kenney and Chairperson Smith voted yes.
EXTENSION OF TIME  REQUEST

9.
15-PB-40

Grand Estates, LLC





Minor Subdivision





Block 8001, Lot 7.05





1108 Brookside Road





Applicant requests an extension of time for a previously approved 




minor subdivision.





Attorney:  Bob Smith & Associates

Aravind Aithal, attorney, is here to represent the applicant. They are here for an extension of time to perfect a minor two lot subdivision that was previously granted back in 2016. They would have had 190 to file and perfect this. Under the land use law the applicant can come in front of the Board and ask for an extension of time and the Board is required to give an extension of time if they (applicant) are unable to perfect the subdivision or meet a condition and if they are prevented by some act of an outside government agency. Mr. Aithal states that they do not have this here, it wasn’t an act of an outside agency. 
They are asking for an extension of time beyond a year to perfect that subdivision; the deed was never filed in this case.  He does not want to mislead the Board as to the reasons why it wasn’t filed, the Board knows the applicant. The Board also knows that houses are built sporadically because of economic times, they were unable to build the second house in this two lot subdivision. When they were applying for permits for the second house, that is when it was noted that the subdivision was never perfected by deed. Mr. Nelson asks if the first house was sold. Mr. Aithal states that he is unsure but believes it might have been. Mr. Nelson states that his client might not own the property any longer. 
Mr. Aithal states that they are here to ask for an extension, not to cause any trouble. What happened was that as time passed, the applicant forgot to file the deed. The second reason is because of economic reasons, the market was not hot. The Board doesn’t have to grant it, but they could grant it if they wanted to. If the Board does deny the extension, they would then have to come back to the Board with a new application which would be the same exact testimony as it was back in 2016. If the property has already been sold, then it would be up to the applicant to jump through more hoops, it wouldn’t have anything to do with the Board. Mr. Aithal states that he is not sure if the house has been sold or not, he does not want to misspeak. 
Mr. Nelson states that if the home was sold, there had to have been title searches and so on. Chairperson Smith would like to know if we could adjourn this for a month so Mr. Aithal can find out from the applicant if they sold the first house or not. Mr. Nelson agrees and would like to make sure that the applicant still owns the home at this time. Mr. Aithal states that the plan that he is looking at shows to homes, subdivided property that was granted. Ms. Corcoran states that that is the plan that the Planning Board originally approved by in 2016. The applicant will continue on July 11, 2018. 
10.
18-PB-16
MCI Communications Service, Inc. (Verizon)


18-PB-17V
Site Plan & Bulk Variance



Block: 6702 Lot(s): 3.03 , Zone: LI-5



201 Centennial Avenue



 
Applicant proposes to expand existing parking and other related 





site improvements.

VARIANCES REQUIRED:

21-619.2 Required – maximum fence height 8 feet

Proposed – a 6 foot fence located on a 5.4 foot wall for a total height of 11.4 feet (detention basin)

Proposed – a 6 foot fence located on a 4 foot wall for a total height of 10 feet  

21-1101.2 Required – parking may be located in the front yard area but no closer than 25 feet to the street line in an industrial zone

Proposed – parking located 20 feet from the street line 


Proposed – parking located 11.7 feet from the street line (existing)
21-1102 Required – 958 parking spaces

Proposed – 948 parking spaces 


      Action to be taken prior to August 16, 2018




      Attorney:  Steve Tripp

Steven Tripp, attorney, is here to represent the applicant. Court stenographer present; transcripts are on file in the Community Development office. 
MOTION was made by Ms. Corcoran to Approve the application; Ms. Saunders seconded the motion.  ROLL CALL:  Mayor Wahler, Councilwoman Cahill, Carol Saunders, Dawn Corcoran-Gardella, Rev. Kenney and Chairperson Smith voted yes on the motion.

12. DISCUSSION:  STUDY TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE PROPERTY DESIGNATED 
AS BLOCK 6703, LOT 8, PAGE 67 ON THE PISCATAWAY TOWNSHIP TAX MAP, 

BEING COMMONLY KNOWN AS 88 CENTENNIAL AVENUE, MEETS THE 
CRITERIA TO BE DETERMINED AN AREA IN NEED OF REDEVELOPMENT.
Mr. Nelson states that we have a discussion item for an area in need of redevelopment. Last month the Board agreed to have CME Associates prepare and in-need study for block 6703, lot 8, 88 Centennial Avenue. The study has been done and been provided to the Board for review. Christopher Dochney, CME Associates, is here to go over the report. He is filling in for Peter Van den Kooy who could not be here this evening. Peter prepared the study, Chris is familiar with the study and he was there at the property yesterday to go look at the area. This is an area in need of redevelopment study; the governing body has asked the Board to investigate this property and to determine if it meets a statutory criteria to be deemed an area in need of redevelopment. This is 88 Centennial which is on the corner of Centennial Avenue and River Road which is located in the LI-5 district and only about half a mile away from the Verizon site they were just talking about. 
Mr. Dochney states that they (CME) have gone through a few records and official documents, tax maps, tax records, areal photos, the Master Plan, ownership and sales information and have been to the site and 
taken their own photos as part of the study as well as the zoning map and zoning ordinance. CME Staff, Mr. Van den Kooy and another associate planner had gone out to the site on May 14, 2018 to do a site inspection. Mr. Dochney went out to the site yesterday with Mr. Van den Kooy and went over what was in the report.  In the redevelopment process, the Township Council authorizes the Planning Board by resolution to take on the investigation, see resolution # 18-232 which is attached at the back of the study. The Board has retained CME to do an in-need study as per the Council’s request.
Mr. Dochney states that about 4 to 5 years ago the laws changed and now require you to state up front whether an in-need study is for a condemnation area or non-condemnation area. Condemnation area means that the Town would be able to come in under eminent domain and undertake to redevelop the property if they should find this to be an area in-need of redevelopment. This one Council directed the Board to look at as a condemnation study; so if the Board agrees with the findings of the report it would authorize the town to use eminent domain to potentially take the property. 
Upon designation, the Planning Board is then required to prepare a redevelopment plan which establishes the goals and objectives of the property. Just like any ordinance, the redevelopment plan would then be adopted. This property is 88 Centennial, Block 6703, Lot 8 on the corner of Centennial Avenue and River Road. The property is a little over 5 acres and there is a multi-story building in the middle of the parcel with 170 parking spaces around it (page 4). There is access to the property on both Centennial and River Roads, with curb cuts. They did a brief environmental review to see if there are any environmental issues; they did find that there was some contamination of oil sludge almost 30 years ago and since then it has been cleaned up. There are no endangered species, no flood plains, no steep lopes or anything like that on the property. 
On page six (6) of the report, the surrounding land uses; as the Board members are aware, the uses along Centennial Avenue are a mixture of commercial and industrial uses. Across 287 and south of the property are mostly residential neighborhoods. The property is in the LI-5 zoning district witch allows government buildings and uses, business and professional offices, banks and studios, funeral homes, nursery schools, research and several types of industrial uses. The zone requires a minimum floor area of 20,000 square feet, just under half an acre, lot area of 215,000 square feet, lot width of 300 feet and a front yard setback of 80 feet with a maximum building coverage of 50%. 
In reference to the Master Plan of the Town from 2005, it identifies several areas within the Township that are either envisioned for redevelopment or are already designated as an area in-need of redevelopment. Some of the goals of the Master Plan are to encourage high quality design in residential, commercial and industrial development; to preserve the character and quality of existing residential neighborhoods while providing the opportunity for redevelopment and preservation where desirable and possible. It also states to provide for the continued expansion of the economic and tax bases of the Township. 
Mr. Dochney states that in reference to the circulation plan, the improvements along River Road were proposed in the 2005 Master Plan, updated in 2013 and have recently been completed in the vicinity of the study area. There are other improvements proposed for Centennial Avenue and will hopefully be done soon. The State Plan Policy Map classifies all of Piscataway Township as a PA-1; Metropolitan Planning Area. Essentially, the plan that the State did about 17-18 years ago, states where they would like to support infrastructure growth and where they don’t want to support it. Piscataway is on the map in an area to support growth and where redevelopment is promoted and encouraged. 
Under the statutory criteria, the Board must find at least one of the criteria apply to be able to deem in an area in-need of redevelopment. Mr. Nelson states that it is not necessary to read all of the criteria listed on the 

report; Mr. Dochney can just read off which of the criteria he feels apply to this an area in-need of redevelopment. He states that they feel the property meets criteria “b” and “d”. Under criteria “b”. they have the discontinuance of the use of buildings previously used for commercial, manufacturing or industrial purposes; the abandonment of such buildings or the same being allowed to fall into so great a state of disrepair as to be untenantable. The building was used for offices and has been vacant for at least 3 to 4 years. 
The photos in the report show that the parking lot has pot holes, the storm water structure is surrounded by crumbling asphalt, the concrete on the lights are falling apart. The soffits seem to be falling off in areas, some of the windows are cracked and paint is chipping all over. Mr. Dochney states that he is not a structural engineer, but it seems that in some areas the outer walls seem to be separating from the cement ground. At the time of the two site visits, there was trash thrown around the property and there were 5 containers on the back side of the property.
Under criteria “d” it states that areas with buildings or improvements which, by reason of dilapidation, obsolescence, overcrowding, fault arrangement or design, lack of ventilation, light and sanitary facilities, excessive land coverage, deleterious land use or obsolete layout, or an combination of these or other factors, are detrimental to the safety, health, morals or welfare of the community. He states that the condition of the structure and the parking area, it makes the areas a safety hazard to walk around. There were some wires on the light fixtures that were visible also. The parking lot is like a sea of asphalt; there are no plantings or greenery which is needed. 

Mr. Dochney states that in conclusion, he agrees with Mr. Van den Kooy that they can designate this area as an area in-need of redevelopment under criteria “b” and “d” and under the smart growth criteria. Mr. Nelson states that under criteria “b”, there are a number of characteristics that are delineated there. Do each of them have to be so extreme, or extensive, where it has to be untenantable. They are separate things and it can be one but doesn’t have to be all three items. Mr. Dochney states that it would be unlikely that anyone would be able to move right into the space as it sits today and that is the criteria for it to go under. 
Just because it is vacant doesn’t make it an area in need of redevelopment, the untenantable part is what is falls under. 
Councilwoman Cahill asks if they were able to go inside the building. Mr. Dochney states that they were not, the door was open and he did peak his head in but they haven’t done an interior investigation. He believes the owner of the property was there yesterday; he was there to have a meeting with potential buyers of the property. As far as he knows, there are potential buyers for the property, but he does not know how they would like to use the property. 
Chairperson Smith would like to know more about a condemnation area. Mr. Dochney states that if the Board feels that it is a condemnation area in-need of redevelopment, then the Governing body is authorized to use eminent domain to obtain the property. They still have to buy the property; the current owner will not loose the property, it will have to be purchased. Mr. Nelson states that the reason to do this as a condemnation area is so the owner of the property is aware that the Municipality may be interested in the property and can take any appropriate steps if needed. Even if the Board approves the area as a condemnation area, that does not mean that Council has to use eminent domain if they don’t see fit. 
There are no additional questions from the Board. Public portion is opened.

Sandy Galacio, attorney, is here on behalf of the property owner 88 Centennial Avenue, LLC. They are here to object to the designation of  the area as a condemnation area. The property owner does not feel the criteria for this has been met; the deficiencies in the report are largely superficial and not substantial to the property. There are 
some potholes that can be filled and things like that can be done. Mr. Galacio has two witnesses this evening; one is the property owner Dave Wang and the other is the realtor for the property Chris Joo. 

Mr. Galacio would like to ask some questions of the planner; Mr. Nelson states that he is not available for questions based on the Tradewins Marina vs. Borough of Toms River. Statements can be made but the person delivering the report does not have to answer any questions. Mr. Galacio states that the report primarily relies on criteria “b” and “d”; the planner has indicated that he did not go inside of the building. In the case of Long Branch vs. Anzalone, an unreported case decided August 7, 2008, was based under section “a” of the statutory criteria. The Planning report and study for that case was based solely on the exterior of the property with no interior investigation being done, and the Board concluded that it was insufficient to establish that the criteria had been met. 
Mr. Galacio would like to argue that in this case, they have photos of the inside of the building showing it is in good shape. The power is still on in the building, air conditioning is on, there is a current use inside the property. The property owner pays a significant amount of money every year for the upkeep of the property and he will testify to that. He believes that the lack of an interior inspection is fatal to the conclusions made in the report. 
There is an additional case, Quagliariello vs. Edison Township, 2004. In that case there is a similar superficial deficiencies with the property and were merely cosmetic. The court in that case determined that they did not amount substantial evidence showing that the property should be deemed an area in need of redevelopment. A few of the issues in that case were that the property was partially inactive, going under environmental cleanup, the plaintiff had been unsuccessful in selling the property, the blacktop around the building had pot holes, the side of the building had cracks, there was a drainage backup in the gutters of the building, there were 2 boarded up windows in the building and there were vehicles with for sale signs parked on the premises. The Board said that those things did not add up to substantial evidence that the area was in need of redevelopment. 
The report that was given you tonight has similar substantial deficiencies that could easily be remedied with a tenant fit-out. Pot holes can be patched, in reference to the electrical wires, Mr. Galacio saw them today and it was a few inches of wire exposed so as far as being a hazard he disagrees with that and he can have his client testify to that because they saw it together. In the report the planner had indicated a failure to meet current design standards for the parking lot, was also a reason to declare it an area in need of redevelopment is insufficient; Bruce Manner Entertainment vs. Borough of Belmar, 315-NJ:286, law division 1998. 
The report indicates that initially the property is obsolete because of the parking situation, that the parking area appears too large. Mr. Nelson states that it wasn’t stated that the parking lot was too large; Mr. Galacio states that on page 20 of the report, second paragraph, 3rd line, states “it’s particular large parking lot” under criteria “d”. One of the permitted uses in the LI-5 zone is office use, and under the Township’s off street parking ordinance, 24-702.2(c), for business office uses, one space is required for every 200 square feet of floor area; approximately 210 parking spaces are needed. The comment that it is overly large and obsolete does not square with what the ordinance provides. 
Dave Wang is sworn in to testify. Mr. Wang states that he bought the building in 2006 for the software development company that he owns called Wandl which stands for white area network design laboratory. It is a very high tech software company so the interior of the building is a perfect office space with lots of 
windows. It has a very big computer center inside for laboratory and equipment; switches, computers, wiring and related equipment for research and development. Some of their customers are AT & T, 
Verizon Wireless, Telecom and a lot of big companies; it is a global center. The company was sold in 2014 due to the recent internet boom so it was sold to Juniper. The employees were relocated to their 

Bridgewater office which isn’t that far and everyone is there now. Mr. Wang states that he has been trying to sell the property since he sold the company. Mr. Galacio asks Mr. Wang if has continued any uses since the company moved to Bridgewater. Mr. Wang states that they keep internet and security, pay for electricity, they have air conditioning running and heat in the winter. They do go to the building once and a while to have meetings in which Mr. Wang ran into Mr. Van den Kooy and Mr. Dochney the day prior to the hearing. He doesn’t believe anything is wrong with the parking lot, you can easily park 100 cars at any time if needed. They do have a few servers up and running and people are using the site for internet and research studies. 

Mr. Wang states that he is retiring but still wants something to do. It is still a good location to hold meetings in and do research in the field. They are still paying $92,000 a year in taxes for the property and they are trying very hard to sell it. Last year he planted some landscaping surrounding the building because the original landscaping has a lot of weeds so they added some rocks. The building still has security so no one can get in; there are surveillance cameras all around the property, very high tech. All utilities are still on and running; water, electric, etc. The water is about $600 a month and the electric bill is about $2000 a month even though they aren’t using much. Mr. Wang has a landscaper that is supposed to cut the grass once a week for $110 a cut; Councilwoman Cahill states that he should have a talk with them because they haven’t been out there. Mr. Wang states that he keeps calling the landscaping company, he (landscaper) forgot the property, and he finally showed up to cut the grass.
Mr. Galacio asks if there is an elevator in the building; there is and it is inspected regularly. Mr. Wang states that the State inspector shows up every six (6) months. In addition to the $92,000 in taxes, Mr. Wang also pays $13,000 a year for insurance, $25,000 a year for electric, $8000 a year for the water bill, and alarms and security. He has been trying to sell the company since Juniper bought it; the first year was actually paid for by Juniper. In the beginning, when they first put it up for sale, they had WAWA and Quick Check interested in buying the property, but they all got denied zoning permits because they do not allow gas pumps in the LI-5 zone. Every time the deal falls through, he looses about a year and has to pay the taxes of $92,000 again. 
Mr. Wang states that he had potential buyers for the property there yesterday; they really liked the building. The property was built in 1975 by Johnson & Johnson and was very solidly built; it then sold in 1996. The second floor is a Microsoft training center and computers. The first floor is offices for technology. Since they have moved to Bridgewater, they have not received any violations from the Township. Mr. Galacio states that recently the traffic signal on River Road has been improved. The County used Mr. Wang’s parking lot during the River Road improvement project; there were a lot of cars and trucks on the parking lot. 
Mr. Galacio asks Mr. Wang if anyone form CME Associates contacted him to see the interior of the building; Mr. Wang said no. The gentleman from CME were at the property yesterday when the potential buyers were there to look at the property. He also states that the potential buyers did not even look at the parking lot, they were interested in the building itself. In reference to the garbage and the five (5) barrels (see page 18 area in need study); Mr. Wang states that they were left there by one of the buyers to do the soil test; they never removed them after the test and the deal fell through. 
Mr. Galacio states that they went to look at the light pole that was shown in the pictures with the wires hanging out. Mr. Wang states that it looks like some car ran into it and the wires are exposed, but nothing is hanging out. On the very last page of the report it shows the wire; it is exposed about 1 centimeter and 
the rest is covered. Mr. Wang states that no one (potential buyers) have mentioned anything about the exterior but they are very interested in the building itself. Mr. Wang has taken pictures of the inside of the building showing the rooms and a lot of windows; it is a nice and quiet setting. 
Mr. Galacio states that he was only able to print out one set of pictures that Mr. Wang had taken; they are marked as O-1. They (the pictures) are a series of photographs taken by Mr. Wang yesterday (June 12, 2018); Mr. Wang agrees that he is the one that took the photos. The first picture is a cubicle with a printer next to it; there are cubicles inside the building still, approximately 200. The next photo shows one of the small conference rooms and it is used regularly; it was used yesterday. All of the telephones are still in working conditions. The next two photographs show typical offices. There is a small kitchen and a large kitchen for the employees to eat together. Parts of the building just had new flooring put in, just over a year ago. The next photo shows a corner office and the next shows an executive office with it’s own restroom. The last photograph is similar and shows one of the larger offices. They have about 40 people occupying the building.
Mr. Wang states that they have Verizon and Verizon wireless as customers and used to have MCI until they were bought out by Verizon. In conclusion, Mr. Wang states that this was a very big surprise to him, it’s a nice office building and shouldn’t be considered obsolete because they are having problems selling the property. If the Township can pay for it they can buy it; they do not have any use for it anymore. 
Councilwoman Cahill asks what types of companies were interested in purchasing. Mr. Wang states that over 70-80% of them were commercial uses; WAWA or Quick Check would be perfect. There was Dunkin Donuts and McDonald’s also interested. It is on a good corner and close to Route 287. 
Councilwoman Cahill would like to know if there is a reason why it fell through. Mr. Want states that there was another one interested for eye surgery but they would have to go through a variance and they didn’t want to. Mr. Wang said that they were asking $4.5 million but they have just reduced it to $3.8 million. There are two or three inquiries about this property every week and they have a contract going on right now. 
Chris Joo, realtor, is sworn in to testify. Ms. Joo states that she is a licensed real estate broker in New Jersey and in New York for the last 25 years. Her office is located in Watchung New Jersey. Ms. Joo is familiar with the property and it is for sale or lease with her company. The property has been listed since 2014, the listing price was $4.5 million then after a few years they just dropped the price down to $ 4 million. There is a lot of interest from developers and investors coming from all over coming to see the property. They would have sold it a long time ago but most of the uses would have to go in front of the Board and were not permitted; WAWA, Quick Check, etc. Ms. Joo has a large file showing all of the correspondence, sale information, interested parties and more with her. She was very surprised when they received the letter from the Town about a redevelopment area. People have been showing interest, the building is very much alive. 
Mr. Galacio states that in the report that stated that the building was “untenantable”; Ms. Joo disagrees with that statement. Most of the investors that do come in are not worried about the parking lot or even the building, they might be doing something totally different than was there before. They like the property and they like the location, that is their interest. They have had interested in the building as-is and they have also had interest in a totally different arrangement of the property. Mr. Galacio states that right now there is an interested party in the property; Ms. Joo agrees. There were actually three contracts that had fallen 
through prior to this interested party. All parties involved are in agreement and are in the midst of signing the contract. 
Councilwoman Cahill asks Ms. Joo if all of the terms between the seller and the buyer are agreed upon and being signed; Ms. Joo states yes. The contract has not yet been signed but it is in the works. Ms. Cahill asks that even if the contract was signed it could still fall through; yes it can. Ms. Cahill would 
like to know if the new owners would have to go in front of the Zoning Board for what they would like to do. Mr. Galacio states that he is not the attorney handling the sale of the property so he is not sure. There are confidentiality agreements in place so he doesn’t know. His understanding is that it is for a permitted use in the zone. Ms. Corcoran-Gardella states that the other uses would have had to demolish the building and most of them were not permitted uses. No matter who purchases the property, they will have to come into the Board for site plan approval prior to moving into the building because of the condition of the site. Mr. Wang was speaking, but was not able to be heard on audio from the audience. 
Mayor Wahler states that they are having beautification done to the surrounding areas and in the last year and a half there has been substantial progress on all of the properties. His suggestion is to move forward, however, once adopted he strongly suggests that the owner can come in and sit down with the professional staff to see if something could be worked out. It has been a very long time since we have had to pull the trigger to acquire a piece of property through condemnation. If a redevelopment plan is drawn up for that site, it will be more beneficial for the owner and for the potential buyer. 
Mr. Nelson states that we are here to review the report, and it’s conclusion that this is an area in need of redevelopment. If they had gone into the building it would have been trespassing. There were limited photographs of the condition of the property. The Board needs to make a determination that the information presented substantiates the concept that this could fall into the criteria as delineated by “b” and “d” and move forward with the determination if this property is an area in need of redevelopment. If approved, it will then go back to Council for it to consider whether or not they are going to adopt our recommendation that this is an area in need of redevelopment. Ultimately, the next step goes forward as to what redevelopment plan is worked out considering the building has been vacant since approximately 2014. There have been a number of contracts that have gone forward, but they have all been abandoned and the new contract that may be signed but we do not know the details of this contract. The building may as well be obsolete since everyone who has come forward does want to knock it down. 
Mr. Nelson states that either criteria, “b” or “d” are found from this Board, then the Board can make the recommendation to approve the in-need study and have it then sent to Council.

Chairperson Smith asks for a motion from the Board. 
MOTION was made by Rev. Henry Kenney to Approve the in-need study for a condemnation area in need of redevelopment; Ms. Saunders seconded the motion.  ROLL CALL:  Mayor Wahler, Councilwoman Cahill, Carol Saunders, Dawn Corcoran-Gardella, Rev. Kenney and Chairperson Smith voted yes on the motion
MOTION was made by Carol Saunders to memorialize the Resolution to approve the in need study for block 6703, lot 8, seconded by Rev. Henry Kenney.  ROLL CALL:  Mayor Wahler, Councilwoman Cahill, Dawn Corcoran-Gardella, Rev. Kenney, Carol Saunders and Chairperson Smith voted yes on the motion.

13.
DULY AUDITED BILLS TO BE PAID

MOTION was made by Ms. Saunders to pay the bills and seconded by Rev. Kenney.

ROLL CALL VOTE:  Mayor Wahler, Councilwoman Cahill, Dawn Corcoran-Gardella, Paul 
Carlton, Dennis Espinosa, Rev. Kenney and Chairperson Smith voted yes on the motion.
14.
ADJOURNMENT

Motion made by Ms. Cahill to adjourn. All in favor. 
NEXT SITE PLAN/SUBDIVISION BOARD MEETING – JUNE 27, 2018 AT 2:30 P.M.

NEXT PLANNING BOARD REGULAR MEETING – JULY 11, 2018 AT 7:30 P.M. 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:54 PM.
Respectfully Submitted,

Laura A. Buckley
Planning Board Clerk for Carol A. Saunders, Secretary

I certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the Regular Meeting

of June 13, 2018, same having been fully adopted by the Planning Board of Piscataway 
on July 11, 2018.

___________________________________

CAROL A. SAUNDERS, Secretary     
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