The Keyport Unified Planning Board held a Regular Meeting on July 28, 2022 which was called to
order by Mark Sessa at 7:02 PM, the Sunshine Law Notice was read followed by the Flag Salute.

ROLL CALL:

Present: Mark Sessa, W. McDermott, J. Oviedo, J. Royster, N. Vecchio H. Aumack,
C. Dickerson

Absent: D. Pacheco, G. Kotzas
Excused (use variance application): Mayor Kennedy, Councilmember Davidson

Also in Attendance: Marc Leckstein, Planning Board Attorney, Andrew Denbigh, Board Engineer,
Kendra Lelie, Planner

Minutes: May 26, 2022 and June 23, 2022
Motion to approve was made by H. Aumack, second by W. McDermott

Ayes: M. Sessa, H. Aumack, W. McDermott, J. Oviedo, N. Vecchio
Abstain: J. Royster

Application: KUPB #22-01
ARJIKA PROPRERTIES
108 BROAD ST
BLK 60, LOT 6
USE VARIANCE
(Mayor and Councilmember cannot participate for this application)

This application will be carried to the August 25" meeting without further notice.

Resolution: KUPB #21-16
174 CHURCH STREET LLC
174 CHURCH ST
BLK 85, LOT 4-10 & 13
MINOR SUBDIVISION, MAJOR SITE PLAN, USE

Motion to approve was made by N. Vecchio, second by H. Aumack

Ayes: M. Sessa, H. Aumack, W. McDermott, J. Oviedo, N. Vecchio, C. Dickerson
Abstain: J. Royster

Email from Borough Clerk regarding: Ordinance Amending and Supplementing Chapter XXV,
Article 1 of the Revised General Ordinances of the Borough of Keyport Entitled “Zoning.” This
Ordinance intends to amend the Borough’s outdoor lighting regulations.

This ordinance is asking to be reviewed by the Board for consistency with the Master Plan.
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Motion to find the ordinance consistent with the Master Plan was made by N. Vecchio, second
by J. Oviedo with ayes by all present.

Chairman Sessa asked the Board secretary to please send a letter to the clerk stating that the
Board found this ordinance to be consistent with the Master Plan.

Chairman Sessa explained that the Mayor and Councilmember can not hear on a use
variance application and that is why they are not present at the meeting.

Mr. Leckstein mentioned for the record that although there were seven Boardmembers
present at the meeting only six were eligible to vote on the application at this time. The
applicant stated that they still wanted to move ahead with the hearing.

Application: KUPB # 21-10
KEYPORT PROFESSIONAL PLAZA, LLC
25 EAST FRONT STREET
BLK 80, LOT 1.02
USE VARIANCE (Mayor and Councilmember recused from application)

Mr. Alfieri, applicant attorney, stated that this was the third public hearing regarding this
application. Their intention for this meeting is to have their engineer and architect to discuss briefly
on some of the questions that were brought up from the last hearings. They also have their traffic
engineer and planner in attendance at this meeting.

Mr. Alfieri mentioned that there were two changes that he stated would be discussed when the
professionals testify. The first would be by changing some of the architectural heights within the
building they were able to eliminate the height variance that was needed except for the well for the
elevator the architect would give more details. Mr. Marinelli or the traffic engineer will discuss the
parking. Mr. Alfieri stated based upon the numbers that are set forth within the previous testimony
and also in the T&M report they were required to have 99 parking spaces to accommodate the
current design where 85 spaces were proposed, there was a 14-space deficiency. The approvals
that were previously granted for a portion of this property had a 10-parking space variance
granted. The applicant has agreed to reduce the number of units that they were proposing from 54
units to 50. They would eliminate four units, and they would change the bedroom mix. With those
changes they would result in a nine-space deficiency which is one space lower than the previously
approved application. Mr. Alfieri stated that Mr. Marinelli would go into more detail regarding that.

Mr. Leckstein asked how many parking spaces would now be required; Mr. Alfieri stated currently
there would be 94 parking spaces that would be required by reducing the number of units and the
mixture of one bedroom and two bedrooms. Mr. Alfieri stated the one-bedroom spaces have a
requirement of 1.8 parking space per unit and the two bedrooms would have a requirement of two
spaces per unit. By moving the mix of bedrooms, they could get the parking count down to be
closer to conformity. Mr. Leckstein confirmed that they only have 85 spaces; yes, they would be
nine parking spaces short. Mr. Alfieri stated that one of the other arguments that the Board would
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hear would be that they have had a ten parking spaces short with the previously approved
application and this application is only short nine parking spaces.

Mr. Alfieri mention that Mr. Marinelli had been previously sworn in. Mr. Alfieri stated that one of
the things that were raised at the previous hearing was the size of the pipe in the road. Mr. Alfieri
asked Mr. Marinelli to explain to the Board what he was supposed to review and what the results
of the review were. Mr. Marinelli explained that the site was going to have a pump station, that
they would have a 12-inch force main that would go through the parking area and tie into an
existing storm main in Broad Street. The survey that was submitted in their design documents
showed it as a 30-inch pipe. Mr. Marinelli stated that he believed Mr. Lane from the public had
come up and expressed that he was at a meeting with Trevor Taylor the Township Engineer
earlier that day prior to the previous hearing and the pipe was in face 24 inches. Mr. Marinelli
stated that they did go back and re-survey the pipe higher and lower, and all of the pipes are 30
inches in the area. Mr. Marinelli stated that the township mapping was out dated and it would need
to be updated. The pipe that they are tying into is 30-inch pipe. That was confirmed by survey.
Not only is the pipe that they are tying into 30 inches but the pipe above and the pipe below are 30
inches. Mr. Alfieri asked if he would provide that survey formally to the Board. Mr. Alfieri asked if
he had sent that information to the Board professionals; yes, he sent the information to Andrew
Denbigh so he could confirm the data, along with pictures of the pipes with a tape measure so
they would know they were not just making it up. The Board professionals have this data and they
are fine with making this available to the Board upon approval.

Mr. Alfieri mentioned while they were discussing storm water management, he wanted to reiterate
what was agreed upon at the last meeting to make sure that nothing has changed. Mr. Alfieri
stated that they first have agreed to relocate the storm pipe that is adjacent to the building to
move it further away from the building. Mr. Marinelli stated it was to move it further away from the
town homes, the force drain that they spoke of would no longer travel down the center of the drive
isle it would be underneath the parking area on the south side of the driveway. Mr. Alfieri stated
they also agreed to participate in the regional drainage improvement program if the Borough
elected to do that; yes, that was correct. Mr. Alfieri stated that they also agreed to TV the storm
pipe at the abandoned old pump station as a condition of approval; yes.

Mr. Alfieri asked about the parking, he confirmed that Mr. Marinelli was the engineer at the
previously approved application from two or three years ago; yes. Mr. Alfieri asked how many
apartments were approved at that time; 24 units. Mr. Rea was the traffic engineer, yes, he was.
Mr. Alfieri stated that the Board granted the approval with a ten-parking space deficiency; correct.
Mr. Alfieri stated that his notes showed that 64 were provided and 74 were required. Mr. Alfieri
asked Mr. Marinelli to summarize what the applicant has offered by reducing the number of units
and changing the bedroom mix. Mr. Marinelli spoke about the previous application he stated that it
had an RSIS parking requirement of 99 spaces where they were providing 85 which was a 14-
space deficiency. The applicant is no offering to reduce the unit count by four units bringing it from
54 units to 50 units. Which brings the parking requirement down to 94 spaces, which would make
it nine spaces deficient of what is being provided. They are making the variance from the initial
application down from ten space deficiency to nine space deficiency. They can reduce the parking
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requirements lower based on the new electric vehicle requirements for parking. Each electric
vehicle space counts as two spaces. On the site they would be required to have three to four
electric vehicle spaces which would reduce their parking requirements by three additional spaces,
their deficiency would then go down from nine with the proposed 50 units to a deficiency of six
possibly five when they institute electric vehicle parking spaces. Mr. Alfieri confirmed that the
bedroom mix would be changed also; yes, that is correct. Mr. Marinelli stated the proposal for the
50 units would be 30 one-bedroom units and 20 two-bedroom units. Mr. Marinelli stated for the
record what was before the Board previously was 48 one-bedroom units and six two-bedroom
units. Mr. Marinelli stated that they are decreasing the number of one-bedroom units and
increasing the number of two-bedroom but decreasing the total amount of units and parking
requirements.

Mr. Leckstein asked for confirmation regarding the number of units of the existing application; Mr.
Marinelli stated the application before the Board was for 48 one-bedroom units and six two-
bedroom for a total of 54 units. The applicant is now offering to the Board is 30 one-bedroom units
and 20 two-bedroom units for a total of 50 units. Mr. Leckstein mentioned that the Board doesn’t
have any plans showing this change; Mr. Marinelli stated they do not. It was something that the
applicant came in this evening and offered a modification but if the Board was okay with the 54
units the applicant, he would accept that. The applicant made the modification to show the Board
that he was trying to get to a good number that the Board would be comfortable with in the past.
Mr. Alfieri stated that it also is just the interior layout and that nothing has changed on the exterior.
Mr. Leckstein confirmed that nothing is going to change on the outside of the building; Mr. Alfieri
stated just the height and that the architect would speak about that change. Mr. Marinelli stated
that the footprint and the site plan will remain exactly the way it is.

Mr. Oviedo asked why they couldn’t put in more parking spaces for more electric vehicles; Mr.
Marinelli stated that the applicant would be willing, however the ratio of electric vehicles versus
regular vehicle spaces would be out of balance. Mr. Alfieri stated he knows that is the future. Mr.
Marinelli stated that there are provisions in the statute that allow for what is called make ready
spaces, where they don’t implement or put in the charging station but you make sure the electric
and the conduit is at the location so the spaces can later be converted into electric spaces, he
stated that they can provide the four electric spaces. There was further discussion regarding
having additional electric spaces. Mr. Denbigh confirmed for the Board with a quick calculation
based on the numbers provided there hasn’t been any plans submitted. If the applicant offers the
30 one-bedroom units and the 20 two-bedroom units, he gets a calculation of 94 required parking
spaces and 85 is proposed. In regards to the make ready and the EV spaces he would have to
look into that further. Mr. Leckstein stated that the Board shouldn’t be voting on the application
tonight with the changes that have been added. Mr. Denbigh stated that if they are going to speak
about EV and make ready spaces, he feels it would be appropriate for his office to see a layout
and to do a proper calculation as opposed to going back and forth to try and figure it out.

Mr. Vecchio asked for the statute for the electric vehicles; Mr. Marinelli stated it is the same
statute the requires electric vehicles within the same statute that it states within every twenty-five
vehicles you should have one EV space available today and up to three make ready spaces.
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They are offering to put all four of them in at this time to gain those additional spaces within the
same statute to answer Mr. Vecchio’s question it states that for every electric vehicle space
provided you gain credit for two parking spaces. Mr. Oviedo asked if there was a maximum
number of EV spaces allowed; Mr. Alfieri stated that was a minimum. Mr. Marinelli stated he
wasn’t aware of any maximum number. Mr. Leckstein confirmed that it was a minimum. Mr.
McDermott asked if they are required; Mr. Marinelli stated that they would be required to have four
EV stations. Mr. Alfieri asked if they were dedicated to only electric vehicles; yes.

Mr. Oviedo asked if that would be written in the lease regarding the electric vehicle; Mr. Marinelli
stated he believed it would be part of the lease.

Mr. Vecchio mentioned what happens when everyone rents the apartment and no one has an
electric car and then they have four spots that can’t be used. Mr. Leckstein stated it is like a
handicap space, you might not have anyone in the complex that is handicapped but you have to
have that space, he explained that you cannot count that against the applicant. Mr. Marinelli
stated that they have to provide these spaces and they do get credit for the spaces. Mr. Marinelli
stated that the Board Engineer will confirm that but it is the new statute that was effective in
October of 2021.

Chairman Sessa stated that this was the first time that the Board had come across this statute.
There was further discussion regarding the statute and when it applies.

Mr. Aumack confirmed that the applicant is proposing to have 50 apartments; 30 two-bedroom
and 20 one-bedroom; yes. The layout the Board is looking at the SK2 sheet has a total of 54 units
showing, it is 48 one-bedroom and six two-bedroom; yes, that is correct. Mr. Aumack stated that
the Board would need a new floor plan. Mr. Aumack explained he isn’t sure what he would be
voting on. Mr. Aumack stated that he liked the previous plan with more of the one-bedrooms. He
feels that this new plan is stepping back. Mr. Aumack asked if the Board would be getting a new
floor plan; Mr. Alfieri stated if the Board requires that before they act, he will provide that. They will
also consider Mr. Aumack’ s comment regarding the bedroom mix.

Mr. Oviedo stated that they have nothing to show the change in the height on the plan; no, Mr.
Alfieri stated that the architect would be next.

Mr. Leckstein explained if the Board is more inclined to give the original application the applicant
is willing to proceed with that. Mr. Leckstein stated that the applicant is changing to give the Board
an alternative. The applicant is willing to proceed with the original plan if that is what the Board
wants to do. Mr. Aumack asked if they Board is still considering the 54 units, Mr. Leckstein said it
would be up to how the Board would like to proceed. The Board would have to decide if they want
a lesser unit or the previous plan. If they proceed with the lesser units, Mr. Leckstein agrees they
should have a new floor plan for the Board. There was further discussion regarding how to
proceed with the application.
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Ms. Dickerson asked if the applicant would have to come back; yes. Mr. Oviedo explained that
they would have to come back for the EV spaces as well as the other changes. Mr. Oviedo stated
that he feels the applicant is doing a lot better with the plans.

Mr. Vecchio stated that he agrees with Mr. Aumack with the 48 to 6 ratio, they are removing four
but they are adding 14 two-bedroom units which could also add more cars. Mr. Marinelli stated
that he was accurate but the parking requirement is reduced even with the additional two-bedroom
units. There was further discussion regarding the parking spaces and the RSIS standards. Mr.
Leckstein stated that legally they have to go by the RSIS standards but he understands how some
of the Boardmembers are thinking that is why the Boardmembers are going in different directions.

Mr. Leckstein asked which way the Board would want to proceed. Chairman Sessa asked if they
went back to the old proposal and you have the electric vehicles, that would reduce the number of
parking deficiency. Mr. Marinelli stated that was correct, the fourteen space deficiency if they
added eight EV stations that would reduce the deficiency from fourteen to ten and that would be
similar to the previous approval that the applicant had received. They can keep the same unit
distribution with the 54 units and add in EV stations in order to decrease their deficiency.

Mr. Denbigh stated he did pull up the statute and he does agree with the two for one on the make
ready but he also would like to note that he read a total reduction of no more than ten percent, so
the applicant would only get credit for ten percent. He explained that they can’t put in 50 EV
stations and state that they met the requirements. Mr. Marinelli stated that they also look up the
statute and agreed. He stated that they could reduce the spaces up to nine because that is what
they would be permitted as ten percent of their 99 required, which would mean five EV stations.

Mr. Oviedo stated that they would have to make up the difference in bedrooms if they gave up the
four units.

Ms. Royster asked if they go back to the original and they place the EV stations the deficiency
would be ten; yes. Mr. Leckstein asked Mr. Denbigh if he agrees. Mr. Denbigh stated in the
original application 84 was required 74 spaces proposed the deficiency would be ten. Ms. Royster
asked how many EV station would there be. Mr. Marinelli clarified if they stay with the original
application the 54 units with the 48 one bedroom and six two-bedroom. They would require 99
parking spaces, but they could get credit for providing EV parking for up to nine spaces. That
deficiency as submitted was 14 but they can reduce that by five by adding nine EV stations. The
deficiency would go from fourteen to nine which is one less than what was previously approved.

Mr. Alfieri explained that they just found out about this a few days ago and he apologizes that this
is being dumped on the Board. He stated that they were already scheduled to go before the
Board.

Chairman Sessa stated that he is leaning towards the original submission.
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Mr. Denbigh would like to clarify you get two credits for each EV space, so if the applicant was
proposing five EV spaces you would get ten credits but, you can only take a maximum reduction
of ten percent. Further discussion regarding the number of credits that you would receive with the
EV stations and parking spaces. Mr. Alfieri stated that they would come back with the actual
numbers for the Board.

Mr. Leckstein stated that it sounds like the Board would like to proceed with the original proposal.

Motion to open to the public at 7:35PM was made by H. Aumack second by N. Vecchio with ayes
by all present.

Carol Goodhue, 16 First Street, she went through the site plan she came up with a different
number. She explained the reason she is coming up with a different number is because it is
including ten spaces that were allotted for the VNA which is the commercial building. Ms.
Goodhue asked if the commercial building be required that those ten spaces be for them and their
customers; Mr. Marinelli asked to defer that question to the traffic engineer. The second part of
the question would be it also includes six parking spots that are designated for the owners of the
town homes. She feels that it really has sixteen additional spaces that she feels should not be in
the plans because they are already in use.

Mr. Leckstein stated as he has said in the previous hearings, they have to count those spaces in
the overall parking count. The ordinance and the RSIS doesn’t deferent between those spaces
and the overall parking count. The Board is aware that those six spaces cannot be used by them.
Ms. Goodhue stated when there is 54 units that proposed and will have the extra people possibly
up to 100 people, they would have to have enough parking to accommodate. She thanked them
for wanting to lower the number of units to make it more efficient; she feels that is a good solution
it is just coming to the right number that makes sense for it to work with the residents as well as
the traffic.

There was discussion regarding the existing pump station. Ms. Goodhue wanted to know what
they were going to do with the pipe that is on her property, she understands that they are going to
cap it off but will they bring that back to landscape. Mr. Marinelli stated the area will be made a
grass area.

Joanne Clark, 12 First Street, asked if of the members of the Board been to the site; she stated
that she can’t imagine another 100 cars or even 50 more cars going through their back yards. She
stated it all looks great on the drawings but it is very congested.

Michael Lane, 51 First Street, regarding parking the residential site improvement standards
delineates onsite parking. Mr. Leckstein asked Mr. Alfieri if the engineer is the correct person to
answer Mr. Lane’s question regarding parking. Mr. Alfieri stated to save the Board time and
confusion they are not going to call the Planner at this meeting and they are probably not going to
call the traffic engineer until they do more research on the calculation for the EV spaces.
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Mr. Lane stated the parking requirements for the 54 units for onsite parking so it doesn’t overflow
into the neighborhood. The 54 units is requiring 99 parking spaces, and they are short 14 so the
applicant will have 85 spaces. Of those 85 parking spaces six of the spaces are already being
used by the townhomes, so there are not 85 there are only 70 spaces. Mr. Lane stated that the
applicant is short 20 spaces in terms of cars overflowing the site. Mr. Lane stated that is one thing
to keep in mind. Mr. Lane questioned if the EV spaces going to be filled or does that mean that
their will be more cars overflowing into the neighborhood. If you look at the parking on the street it
is a challenge to find space. Secondly, they spoke about the previous application stated that
there was a need for 84 spaces where 74 were going to be provided. In that application there was
only a need for 44 spaces for the apartments, the rest of the count was for the businesses which
are closed at night. There would have been ample parking for the 24 unit’s proposal. There was
not a deficiency for the parking, Mr. Lane said the resolution was flawed because the current
ordinance had no parking requirements for businesses. So, there was no variance needed for
parking. The issue is that you are going to build this new building it will have so many apartment
units, how many spaces is the applicant going to provide so that the cars are not parking in the
evening on the streets. Further discussion regarding how many parking spaces is required and
how many spaces they applicant will be deficient.

Mr. Lane asked where they were going to get the parking spaces. He also mentioned that some
of the Boardmembers weren’t present at the last hearing.

Mike Coughlin, 12 First Street, stated the last time that the applicant was before the Board, they
did discuss a lot of different things on the site plans like the elevation and other items. His
question is how can they even consider anything before they receive the revised plans. Mr.
Leckstein explained that the Board is not going to vote on this application tonight, they will have to
come back for another meeting. Mr. Coughlin asked if the Board would be requiring for them to
update the plans and all the other things the public needs to see to be able to offer any kind
questions or comments. Mr. Leckstein stated that the applicant will have to submitin advance any
revised plans, not sure what they would be revising if they are staying with the original proposal.
Mr. Alfieri stated it would be the architectural.

Mr. Coughlin asked for clarification regarding the provision or revised application to lower the
number of units; Mr. Leckstein stated that the Board decided to stay with the original proposal so
the number of units will remain the same.

Mr. Oviedo suggested stacked parking and have valet parking; Mr. Marinelli stated that there is no
adequate space on the site. There was further discussion regarding the stacked parking
suggestion.

Carol Goodhue asked when the applicant starts taking down the retaining wall what will that do to
ground underneath the town homes. Will that have any issues with their homes. Mr. Marinelli
stated he believed that this was discussed at the first hearing, the spoke about how they would
construct the apartment buildings. They haven’t determined whether they would have to use piling
because they don’t know how the soil is. They will have the Geotech engineer onsite evaluating
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any of the existing soil within the existing site and managing the construction in the manner which
would protect the building behind as well as the surrounding buildings. Mr. Alfieri mentioned that
the Borough inspectors would be involved with the process as well. Ms. Goodhue asked if they will
have insurance incase something does happen to cover any of the losses; yes, and the
contractors would be required to have insurance as well.

MD Abramowitz, 75 First Street when they built the town homes, she has photos and what is
going on in the country right now with recession she feels that they are no position to be building.
What happened on the land that the condos are built on is not a solid fill. They put all the debris
from other buildings and she had photographed this. Mr. Leckstein explained that the Board
cannot consider any of that. Mr. Leckstein said that would be a construction issue and whether or
not they can build it. This Board has no control over the building of the project.

Ms. Abramowitz suggested regarding the parking to eliminate some of the units. She was recently
reassessed and her taxes went up. The fact is each they are discussing they would be over
whelming the town with school kids. Mr. Alfieri stated that most are one-bedroom units. Mr.
Leckstein mentioned that the Board cannot consider as part of the application that new school
kids are going to come into town. Mr. Leckstein explained if the Board makes a decision based on
the number of school kids coming into town and the denies the application it would be over turned
in Freehold immediately. Mr. Leckstein doesn’t want that argument made because it is not a
legitimate zoning argument. Further discussion regarding the amount of units that are being
proposed.

Mr. Coughlin asked when they would see the soil report; Mr. Alfieri asked to demonstrate what.
Mr. Coughlin to see if you are going to have to use piles. Mr. Alfieri stated that is not a planning
board function. Mr. Leckstein explained that he agrees that is not a planning board function he
continued to say that the Board is a land use Board it is not a construction Board of Appeals. The
Land Use Board deals with zoning consideration whether something is appropriate for the zone or
not. Those type of issues are construction issues that follow a code and this Board cannot give a
waiver to or any relief even if they wanted to.

Mr. Coughlin stated for the record they are looking for three variances, height, parking and use;
yes.

If they reduced the number of units, it would resolve most of the issues. Mr. Leckstein stated that
he understands that everyone in the audience would like less units but this would be questions for
the Engineer.

Ms. Goodhue asked about the change to the plans regarding the exit and entrance; Mr. Marinelli
stated yes that was changed at the last meeting.

Mr. Lane asked about the building height. Mr. Alfieri stated that would be for the architect. Mr.
Lane asked if the applicant was aware that the Borough passed a new flood damage ordinance
which was effective July 15t which requires any new structure be built to base flood elevation plus
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three feet. Mr. Alfieri stated he wasn’t sure if that ordinance applies to this application since it was
filed before the ordinance was adopted. Further discussion regarding the flood damage ordinance
and whether the ordinance applies to this application. Mr. Marinelli stated that he is comfortable
that they still meet the elevation requirements.

Motion to close to the public at 8:02pm made by N. Vecchio, second by C. Dickerson with
ayes by all present.

Mr. Aumack asked about the egress from the underground garage will be going east, will the
Board be receiving a plan showing that; yes, they can provide that and would submit it to the
Board before the next meeting.

Mr. Perez, spoke about exhibit A-13 he spoke about the way they would lower the height. Mr.
Oviedo asked what the current height on the drawing is; Mr. Perez stated it was 19 but they are
going to reduce them to eight feet, the only exception would be the bulkhead for the elevator. Mr.
Leckstein confirmed that they are reducing it to 70 feet except for the bulkhead; yes. Mr. Denbigh
asked if the elevation of the bulkhead would exceed the 70 feet; yes. The peak of any equipment
should not exceed 70 feet so Mr. Denbigh feels that would include the top of the elevator. Mr.
Alfieri stated that would be the only thing that exceeds the height. Mr. Denbigh asked the height
of elevator; Mr. Perez stated it would be 73 feet. Mr. Denbigh stated that they would need a three-
foot variance for the elevator. Mr. Alfieri stated it would be a C instead. Mr. Leckstein asked that
the Board have a new review letter from T&M for the next meeting.

Mr. Perez mentioned some of the comments to the rear of the building the fencing will be changed
to vertical so there are no lights passing through. They already agreed to the FOB at the last
meeting. Mr. Alfieri stated that they also agreed to mounted lights to be facing down. The other
item of the decimal rating for the air conditioner units, they are 29 decimals and that is very low.
Further discussion regarding the decimal for the units and how quiet they are.

Mr. Leckstein explained at the next meeting you will have to repeat what was just said.

Mr. Denbigh stated at the last meeting you were going to do some calculation regarding the trash;
Mr. Perez stated that he did speak about that at the last meeting and that his calculation was that
they could get six four-yard containers. Mr. Leckstein stated that at the last meeting it was said six,
six-yard containers that is what he had in his notes. Mr. Perez confirmed that it would be six four-
yard dumpsters. Mr. Leckstein asked Mr. Perez to reconfirm that for the next meeting; yes. Mr.
Perez stated he believes it would six four-yard dumpsters. The trash would be picked up twice a
week. Mr. Perez explained that every floor would have a trash room and the superintendent
would bring it down to the dumpsters.

Mr. Vecchio asked if the project would fit into this town if you break up the facade; Mr. Perez

stated you mean make the three buildings look different. Further discussion regarding changing
the facade to have it fit more into the area. Mr. Oviedo asked if they can have the plans where
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they can see what they would look like. Mr. Alfieri stated he heard the Boards concerns and will
consider them,

Mr. Leckstein reminded the public that the architect will be back at the next meeting with revised
plans.

Motion to open to the public at 8:16pm was made by N. Vecchio, second by J. Oviedo with ayes
by all present.

Carol Goodhue, asked if the units are individual or central; individual. Mr. Perez showed Ms.
Goodhue the units on the plans and explained how small they were. Ms. Goodhue stated she
lived in apartments that had central air and there was no sound issue, is that a possibility. Mr.
Perez stated that the reason she didn’t hear anything was probably because the units were so far
away.

Kathleen Shaw, 95 Elizabeth Street, stated that Keyport has a state recognized historic district
which the down town is part of, she feels that it is important that the integrity isn’t blown out with
the design of the proposed building. She understands that it is a challenge. Ms. Shaw spoke
about the mixed that was fought for since the 1980’s. Ms. Shaw asked if the VNA was going to be
changed; no. Ms. Shaw mentioned the impact that this would have on the community and the
downtown, having a little bit of mixed use instead of sidewalk that is sterile. The residents have
pride in the downtown and they have fought for years. Ms. Shaw feels that this should be
continued to be mixed use. Mr. Alfieri, stated that the architect is not qualified to answer. Further
discussion regarding what Ms. Shaw feels a downtown should look like. Ms. Shaw likes the idea of
having the buildings look different. She feels that this is a window of opportunity for the town for
some creativity for this building.

Ms. Lelie asked about the frontage elevation regarding the Boardmember request making the
building feel a little more broken up. The front elevation which was in the T&M letter talking about
buffering the garage view. She stated that it is a drop in elevation, the purpose of mixed use is to
have activity on the first floor. While they are discussing the use it does affect the architecture. If
you do have the mixed use on the first floor, you would have lights and people potentially different
materials. Regarding the changes to the architecture even if the applicant doesn’t put commercial
on the first floor, she feels that they would have to take a look at how to treat the ground floor as it
doesn’t feel blank or empty. If they can treat it in such a way that it is an extension to the
downtown. Ms. Lelie asked them to take a look at that since they are revising the plans to see
what the architect could do with that.

Mr. Perez gave a little background of what he did, they did take note of some of the buildings in
town like the hotel. Even though they are separate buildings they give a mass of one big building.
That is what was across the street from this application. He did go around the town to look at
some to the details on the buildings, which he incorporated in his plans. Further discussion
regarding the details that were incorporated in his plans from the town’s buildings. He explained
that they don’t have retail on the first floor because that would affect the parking. They did put
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fencing on the parking garage and lights for safety. He stated that they did consideration of the
historic nature of the town. He stated that his company was founded in Cranberry NJ which is the
most historic town in New Jersey, and he is very familiar about the state federal registers. They
didn’t design the building to be a historical correct project. They designed it to be a modern
building with historic elements.

Ms. Lelie stated that she understood and she reminded Mr. Pere that they are asking for a
conditional use variance for not having retail and she feels that there should be some thoughts as
to trying to make this feel like an engaging front fagade. Looking into a parking garage she doesn’t
feel that is engaging. She stated it was something to consider since they are going to provide new
plans.

Mr. Leckstein stated that the application is a D1 variance not a D3.

Michael Lane, 51 First Street, stated that retail on the first floor would have to be above the
BFE+3, so that would be not in the parking garage but on the first floor. If you put retain on the
first floor you would be reducing the number of apartment units and therefore you would reduce
the parking deficiency. You could eliminate the parking deficiency completely by adding retail on
half of the first floor. You could eliminate the use variance; the parking deficiency and they already
spoke about the height. Mr. Lane stated that the applicant would have a straight forward case.

Mr. Perez stated he had to disagree with Mr. Lane regarding the parking, by doing that they would
take parking in order to put the retail in. Mr. Lane stated what he said was in order to put the retail
in on the habitable floor you would be reducing the number of apartment units. There was
discussion regarding the base flood elevation. The retail would be on the lowest floor where the
applicant is proposing apartment units and you could have retail on the front half of the building.
You could still get in close to forty units and you would have no variance for use, parking because
you would reduce the number of units enough so the parking spaces would meet the criteria.

Motion to close to the public at 8:30PM was made by N. Vecchio, second by J. Royster with ayes
by all present.

There was a discussion regarding when the application would come back before the Board with
new plans that would be submitted to the Board secretary ten days prior to the meeting.

Mr. Leckstein stated if anyone in the public is here tonight for 25 East Front Street, they would be
carried to the September 22" meeting. If you want to be heard for this application, you must be
present at that meeting at 7PM you will not receive any further notice.

Update from the Engineer, they have one more for review and then they would be up to date on
their end.

Mr. Chairman explained that Mr. Leckstein is not available for the August 30" meeting. The Board
decided that they would cancel that meeting since they didn’t have anything scheduled.

Motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:35PM was made by J. Oviedo, second by N. Vecchio.
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