Planning/Zoning Board of Adjustment Meeting
June 23, 2014
4400 New Jersey Avenue
Wildwood, NJ 08260
The meeting of the Wildwood Panning/Zoning Board of Adjustment was called to order on June 23, 2014, by Chairman Porch at 6:00 PM at Wildwood City Hall, 4400 New Jersey Avenue, Wildwood, NJ.
Chairman Porch led the Pledge of Allegiance.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Chairman Porch read the Open Public Meetings Act.
Roll Call:  
Present:  Timothy Blute, Daniel Dunn, Jason Hesley, Todd Kieninger, Michael Porch, Denise Magilton, Carol Bannon, Dorothy Gannon, Anthony Leonetti
Absent:  Joseph Spuhler
Also present: Mrs. Kate Dunn (board secretary), Mr. William Kaufmann of Cafiero & Balliete and Mr. Raymond Roberts of Remington and Vernick.
NEW BUSINESS: 
1. 323 E. Oak Ave., LLC  09-14Z
Attorney: Wayne Maynard 
Engineer:  Gregory Fusco, Key Engineers, Inc.
Owner: 323 E. Oak Ave., LLC (Ralph Gallo)
Architect: Oliver Wischmeyer, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. 
Wayne Maynard states that this is a continuation of the last meeting and asks if that is everyone’s understanding.
It is determined by Mr. William Kaufmann & Mr. Michael Porch that the applicant was given a continuance since they last testified on 06/02/14. However, since Michael Porch was not at that meeting, the applicant must summarize what they proposed at the last meeting and go over variances and waivers again along with changes made to the project.
Gregory Fusco states his credentials.  He is a licensed Professional Engineer and Licensed professional planner in the state of NJ.  He has been practicing in the state of NJ for 31 yrs. and has been a licensed professional for approximately 25ys.  Not only does he represent the private sector but he also represents Municipalities as a municipal engineer.  
Mr. Fusco has a series of exhibits.  The 1st is a modified plan based on comments that were received at the last planning and zoning meeting.  The booklet is labeled exhibit A-4.  There is a modified presentation plan that represents the building itself and the only thing that has changed is the color. The structure is otherwise identical to the previous one.  This exhibit is marked A-5.  There is a new site plan sheet that is in color which is labeled exhibit A-6.
Mr. Fusco summarizes the original application from 3 weeks ago.  He states the structure had 211 proposed units.  It is a Hilton Home2 Suites.  The structure itself would consist of 10 floors. The 1st 3 floors would be structured parking, the 4th floor consists of a lobby area and an open space for continental dining and an open pool area which has direct access from a street elevator for residents only. From floor 4 to 9, they would consist of hotel room and the 10th floor would consist of a Lounge, a warming kitchen, a large area for multipurpose and meetings and an indoor pool.  As a result of this, there was a requirement for 269 spaces.  The parking below the building was only allowing for 213 spaces and a variance was being requested.  The logic behind the variance was because it is not open to the general public, the meeting space on the 10th floor, by the city ordinance the multi-purpose room required 92 parking spaces.  However, the applicant was asking for the variance based on the fact that the meeting room is not open to the public and is for the people who have booked a room at the Hilton. In addition to the parking variance, the applicant was proposing to construct a decorative wall along the alley.  The alley is along the commercial buildings on the boardwalk.  They Alley was approx. 6ft 8in high and it was used a screen.  It was like a street scape.  The applicant wanted to do his best to improve the street look.   The wall required a variance. In addition there were bulk variances required for front yard and side yard setbacks on Wildwood Ave. and Oak Ave.  There was a bulk variance to allow for 76% building coverage whereas only 75% was required and also a variance for open space. The applicant proposes 84% open space at street level but the ordinance requires 80%. In addition CAFRA requires 80% as well.  
Since the last meeting, the applicant heard some concerns from the board members and heard some concerns from the public and brought to their attention was a parking requirement that changed their application because they needed a height variance and because they were exceeding the height requirements by more than 10%, that made for a D variance or a use variance that had to be considered.  After the meeting the applicant had a discussion with the Engineer and attorney and prepared a revised plan that is shown before the board.  

Mr. Fusco summarizes the changes to the plans.  The revised plan proposes for 210 units vs. 211 units previously proposed.  The wall has been removed from the application since there were concerns from the safety officials in the last meeting.  The right away and street access for the boardwalk owners has stayed the same.  Therefore, the variance for the wall is removed from the application.  They have changed the plans to meet the 80% impervious space that CAFRA will require.  This variance has been removed as well from the application.  The multi-purpose room on the 10th floor has been modified to an interior recreation room.  The game room will have a tot area and an adult gaming such as pool tables, ping pong and arcade games. The pool and lounge will remain.  As a result of the multipurpose room being removed the parking requirement for the multipurpose space goes away.  As a result of dropping the multipurpose room and dropping one room, the # of parking spaces required is 176.  The applicant has also gone through and created additional parking spaces on the parking levels to help enhance the parking.  The new plan purposes 222 parking spaces.  When the application goes before NJDEP, CAFRA will require that the applicant provide 45 parking spaces open to the public.  
In addition, there was a requirement from the Engineer’s Report to provide a sun shade diagram, they have provided that with the revised plans.  There was also a requirement for a traffic study where as they were asking for a waiver for the traffic study.  What the applicant did was compare the original traffic study done in 2007 and applied to the new project that is proposed.  
Dorothy Gannon asks how many parking spots are undersized.  Mr. Fusco states he will go through and count and give a # before the end of the meeting.
Mr. Fusco discusses the highlights of the traffic study.  The previous applicant was proposing 198 condotel units with 91 hotel lock-out units, retail space and a restaurant.  As result they ordinance required 554 on site structured parking and 118 off site spaces.  This application only requires 222 parking spaces and that is about a 60% reduction.  
In terms of the original traffic study, the AM weekly peaks for the original application generated 141 trips from the complex and this application only generates 91 trips which is a reduction of 35%.  For the PM weekly peaks, the original application generated 170 trip vs. the new application generating 86 trips which is a reduction of 50%.  The Saturday Peak hour trips from the original application generated 199 trips vs. the new application only generates 92 trips and that is a reduction of 54%.  As a result of the traffic study, the traffic impacted the intersection of Wildwood Ave and Atlantic Ave.  As a result of the impact, the traffic Engineer indicated that something could be to the timing of the signal so that the traffic on Wildwood Ave. would move better.  Mr. Fusco doesn’t know for sure but he thinks the 7 seconds may have been already to the timing signal.  If that hasn’t happened, the applicant is more than willing to change the timing although it does not appear necessary.  
The traffic study was also coupled with an air quality study.  The air quality study was performed in accordance with the NJDEP guidelines which was established in May of 2004. They are based on trip generation and # of cars that are the street.  For the original proposed application in 2007, that facility just made the requirements for the Air Quality study.  There were no changes needed.  The applicant is proposing a facility that is 60% less intense so obviously the new facility complies with the Air Quality requirements.
Mr. Fusco discusses the variances that are required.  There is a building coverage variance needed to permit an increase in the maximum building coverage of 75% to 76%.  There are bulk variances in the form of front yard and side yard setbacks that are required.  These variances are no different than what was proposed with the Mega facility previous proposed.  The Front yard setback requirement along Wildwood and Oak Ave. is 10ft.  The applicant is proposing 0 feet at Wildwood Ave and 3.6inch on Oak Ave.  The variance that is requested on Oak Ave. is for a portion of the structure that is 4 stories above street level.  The ground level and 1st 2 levels of parking, the setback is met.  The pool deck jets out of over the front yard setback requirement.  On Wildwood Ave., there is a small portion of the building that represents the emergency stairwell that requires the zero front yard setback on Wildwood Ave.  It occurs at the intersection of the Alley and Wildwood Ave.  The remaining area on the ground floor will be landscaping and open space. Prior to this revised application, the old plans that were presented 3 weeks ago had a storage area that has been removed.  This also allowed them to meet the CAFRA of the 80% open space.
There is a side yard on Oak Ave. that the setback requirement is 20ft, however, the applicant is proposing 16ft 6in. and he believes that is only for the 1st 4 floors.  The applicant is proposing a 5ft. setback on Oak Ave and it’s only for the 25 or 30 feet that make up the stairwell. The remaining portion of the side yard will be green space and landscaping and that has a 15.5ft. set back.  
Jason Hesley states that he doesn’t believe this would be a variance but asks what the setbacks would be along Oak Ave. if we are looking at the condos in the rear.  Mr. Fusco states there is a 20ft. set back there and they meet that with the plan.  It appears the building is about 26.5ft. from the condos property line and then this another 4 or 5 feet to the condo building.  
In anticipation of the meeting, Mr. Fusco reviewed the 2007 master plan update to make sure that the proposal is consistent with what Wildwood sees for this particular area and to make sure that there is no determent to the zone because of the variances that are being requested.  In reviewing the master plan there are 3 things that the master plan stresses.  The Economic plan element states that there is a lack of year hotels needed to fuel the needs of the convention center.  In the Economic plan it also states that the convention center is being marketed for 1 to 3 day events vs. weekly events due to the lack of accommodations.  According to the master plan there is at least 3000 hotel units needed to fuel the convention center concept.  The next element is the parking element, the in city there is a dire need to generate parking.  A lot of on street parking was eliminated when condos were built and an apron was created for the condo parking.  A lot of vacant lots were converted to create parking.  That parking is taking away from the real economic need of the city.   The last thing he would like to read from the master plan is that there is a zone that was created which is the TE (Tourist Entertainment) zone primarily for the beach block and the block that is East of Atlantic Ave. in the city.  It states that the 2007 master plan update confirms for the Wildwoods to update their offerings, to expand their lodging, restaurants, entertainment in the form of night life, retail to address the need for more and more varied offerings to satisfy the needs of an increasingly sophisticated vacationing public and compete with other destinations complete with modern resorts, themed restaurants and other amenities.  It further states that in order achieve the city’s vision, to create a denser, compacter urban court, new hotels/motels, restaurants and facilities must be built higher. Those 3 sections directly relate to this hotel that is proposed to be built and fits within the zoning plan.  With respect to the setback variances that are being requested including coverages variances that are being requested, if you walk through the neighborhood and the surrounding blocks except for the new condos that were constructed along the street, none of the dwellings meet the guidelines in terms of setbacks.  Mr. Fusco went out their briefly before the meeting and took some measurements.  While they are requesting these variances, the variances are not out of character as to what is surrounding the proposed building. In addition, most of these variances are being requested at an elevation that is 4 stories and higher.  The application is not a determent to the zoning plan itself.  They are typical in nature as to all the other surroundings.  Mr. Fusco wanted to make sure that he got some testimony out there about the master plan and the application meeting the intent of the master plan.
Dorothy Gannon talks about the master and plan states that winter business does not exceed in the Wildwoods and that is the reality.
Michael Porch talks about how the application is consistent with the Master plan and the need for more year round rooms etc. He also thinks that there is advantages for the chain being internationally recognized in terms of marketing and internet.  
Mr. Fusco goes through the Design Waivers:  There is a design waiver to permit the proposed one-way alley with a right of way width of 35 ft. wide and a cartway width of 18 feet with no shoulders. 50 feet is required.  There is a design waiver to permit a reduction from the required minimum 90 degree parking space, two-way aisle width of 24 feet to the proposed 90 degree parking space, two way aisle width of 22 feet.  There is a design waiver to permit a reduction in the size of the parking spaces from the required 9 feet wide and 18 feet long to the proposed parking space size of 8 feet 4 inches wide by 18 feet long.  There is a design waiver to eliminate curbing or curb stop requirement in off street parking areas.  There is also a design waiver for the length of the curb cut of 35 feet to the proposed maximum curb cut of 43 feet.  There is a design waiver to permit a reduction in the required minimum distance from a driveway and access to any public street of 35 feet from the intersection of the street at the curb line to the proposed distance from a driveway and access to any public street of 20 feet from the intersection of the street at the curb line.  They are also requesting a design waiver for the signs but they would like to come back before the board with a separate sign application.
Mr. Roberts asks about the design waiver for the loading zone.  Mr. Fusco states that the hotel won’t require any tractor trailer deliveries and therefore, there is no loading zone that is being proposed.  Usually deliveries made to the hotel are done by van or stake body.   
Raymond Roberts will go over any changes that he has made to the Engineers report. He states the items that are bold and caps are the changes that he made.  He also states the strike outs are removed from the report.  There are a couple of corrections to his chart on page 4.  There is also a correction on page 5 correcting the # parking spaces to 222.  Also on page 6 there is a correction for the waiver of the off street loading zone.   
Raymond Robert states moving on to a couple of items that haven’t been addressed, looking on page 7 item D7, he is suggesting a yield to pedestrian sign on the southwest corner of Oak Ave. and public right away at the bottom.  Mr. Fusco has no objection to providing this.
On page 7 item D8 of the Engineers report, he is suggesting to show payment restoration to the existing centerlines.  In his experience, the payment usually gets pretty torn up during construction.  Mr. Kauffman recommends this be a condition for approval.  Mr. Fusco states that if this is a requirement then they will have to do it.  
 On page 8 item K2 of the Engineers report, Mr. Roberts asks the applicant to revise the alley Cross Section detail to reflect the true 35 ft. width and show actual property line in relation to the proposed sidewalk(east side).  
Mr. Roberts mentions the shade study.  The NJ DEP requires the study to show that there were no overshadow on the dry sand beach between the hours of 10am and 4pm.  The study showed no overshadow on the beach so the plan meets the NJ DEP standards.
Mr. Fusco would just like add that there were some concern about the building providing shade over neighboring pools but the study shows there would be no shade provided throughout the day that would affect the neighboring pools.  
Mr. Roberts states on page 10 of his report item F, the applicant is to provide a traffic plan with signage necessary to provide access to and from existing Oak Ave.  The plan is to be coordinated with and approved by the Wildwood Police and Fire Depts.  Mr. Fusco states he will provide this.  
On page 11 item Q of the Engineers Report, Mr. Roberts states that the applicant testified today that they will remove the previous proposed concrete wall.  Mr. Roberts suggests installing of a rolled curb along the south side of the alley and paint a 10’ wide “No-Parking-Loading Zone” to allow access to the rear of the buildings fronting the boardwalk.  Mr. Fusco is willing to put in the rolled curb.    

Mr. Kaufmann states that the one thing that needs to be cleared up is in reference to Mrs. Gannon’s question earlier which is how many undersized parking spaces there are.  
It is determined that the applicant does meet the requirement for # of handicapped parking spaces with a total 0f 8 spaces.
After a brief break, Mr. Fusco states that all the parking spaces are undersized at 8ft. 4in. wide.  Mr. Fusco gives some testimony regarding the smaller size spaces.  
Mr. Kieninger states that if you look between columns A and B, the spaces are oversized. Mr. Fusco states that he is correct and there are a few spaces that are oversized.
Mr. Porch opens the meeting to the public.  
Nick Gaudio Sr., 320 E. Wildwood Ave., Apt. 202: He called the EPA today and he says he will be getting signs saying that cars can’t idle for more than 3 minutes otherwise he can call the police and the driver of the vehicle and the establishment will get ticketed.  He states that since there are smaller parking spaces, cars are going to be backing up and going forward and that idle is going to keep going up.  The reason he is concerned about that is that he doesn’t want them to inhale the exhaust.  He knows that the Hilton has a right to build their hotel but he doesn’t think they should get the variances they are requesting because the aesthetics.  He states every building around there has about 25ft. to the curb.  This building will ruin all the aesthetics that Wildwood presents.  He states he is not against them building the building but they should back it up about 20ft.  As long as they abide by the ordinances and forget about the exceptions he is ok with them building the building.   He states the 25 or 35 ft. they have to the boardwalk they should cut that down and build more that way.  He concerned about noise pollution at night.  The entrance to the parking is right near his son’s condo he doesn’t want his grandchildren woken up.  He wants to know how many trash cans they are going to be allowed.  They have 20 units in their condo and they are only allowed 4 trash can per week.  Wildwood Ave. is going to be packed with cars.  Wildwood shuts down in November, he is worried about them going out of business.  He states Wildwood has working class people and not the sophisticated clientele that they are looking for.
Carl Mazza, 308 E. Wildwood Ave.:   His family started coming here in the 1920’s and began owning property in the 11940’s.  Contrary to the previous testimony he does have highly sophisticated taste.  The Martinique that used to be there fit the neighborhood perfectly and he is sorry it hasn’t been restored.  He thinks about what Wildwood is gaining vs. what Wildwood is losing.  We are getting a Hilton in addition to a Days Inns but we lost the Martinique.  The character of the neighborhood is going to change. He asks Mr. Fusco about the units.  Mr. Fusco states they are hotel rooms, there is no kitchen or anything for longer term stays.  He states that the board asked a lot of questions about the wall that was previously proposed but there was no question about how it would affect the surrounding condo owners other than from the public. He has concerns about the walls shading them out.  That is not why he got his unit.  It is a determent to his condo value.  It’s too much building for too little and he agrees with the previous speaker that the variances should not be given. He would rather see this building somewhere else.  
Mr. Porch states just to clarify for the applicant to change the use of the game room back to a conference center or anything, the applicant would have to come back before the board for approval.
Christina Guadio, 320 E. Wildwood Ave Unit 301:  About the parking, they will have 222 parking spaces, however, 45 will have to be eligible to the public.  Mr. Fusco states that the state requires the 45 parking spaces for the public. She wants to know how that will be enforced when you have 210 units, hoping that they will be full in the summer. She states there will not be enough parking and is concerned about taking a parking a lot away on Wildwood Ave. that is consistently busy in the summer and they will pulling in their condo parking spaces.  She has to tow people as it is on a weekly basis for parking in their spots.  The congestion on the street is another concern she has.  The back of her unit back up to the parking garage, that’s where they open their windows and that is where their air conditioning unit is.  She is concerned about pollution.
Mr. Porch asks Mr. Fusco about a time restriction on deliveries.  Mr. Porch says the issue is trying to limit the impact on the neighborhood.  Mr. Porch suggests limiting the hours of deliveries to 7 or 7 or something to that nature.  In his experience deliveries are usually done during the day time.  
Nick Gaudio Jr., 320 E. Wildwood Ave Unit 301: Again concerned about the pollution.  He states the trash is picked up on Wildwood Ave. and not behind their windows.  He also talks about preserving the Doo Wop theme in Wildwood.  The 1st 3 floors from the ground might looks like the Doo Wop theme but otherwise is a giant monstrosity.  He doesn’t think it is anything Doo Wop or attractive and doesn’t think it presents any Doo Wop architecture.  As his wife mentioned they are concerned about the parking.  He wants to know if parking starts spilling over into their parking lot if they will be compensated for it or have guaranteed towing?  It also causes fights and more congestion and this taking up more time of the Wildwood Cops. He wonders if there will be private security.   He is also concerned about it not being safe for his 2 children since the parking garage will be 2 feet away from the back of the building.  He concerned about the structure of the buildings and if they will be compensated if there is structural damage.        
Mr. Porch asks about moving the trash exit to the Wildwood Ave side.  Mr. Fusco states he would lose impervious surface if he does that.  The trash exit will remain where it is.  Mr. Fusco states that where the condo owners put their trash now is the same place the trash for the hotel will be.  Mr. Porch asks Mr. Fusco to get A404 in front of him.  He wants Mr. Fusco to provide testimony regarding the trash doors.  Mr. Fusco believes they are solid doors that will be only open when the trash is being removed. Mr. Porch suggests we make that a condition of the approval.
Ms. Gannon talks about the trash pickup and that they are going to have to have dumpsters.  
Mr. Porch states that they will have to be in compliance with the City of the Wildwood ordinance.
Kurt Voncolln-308 E. Wildwood Ave. condo 308-President of the Assoc.-Again concerned by the air pollution.  The parking garage is above their units and that is a health and safety hazard.  He is concerned about cracking of pools and foundations. He wants to know who is going to be responsible for any damage done during construction.  He is also concerned about the parking and the traffic on Wildwood Ave.  
Mr. Kauffman states that one thing he can tell Mr. Voncolln for sure, if during construction the pool gets cracked, Wildwood is not responsible.  He states they have every right to bring upon a cause of action against the Hilton.  
Al Brannen, 217 E. Bennett Ave.: He thought about 25 yrs. ago they buried the ideas of these buildings only because there is not enough of a buffer zone around them.  Buildings like this should be a whole block, he references the Grande in Lower Township and does not affect the people across the street and gives them breathing room.  It’s too much building, it should be on the whole block so it’s in the center and you have a buffer zone.  He states if you allow something like this you are ruining the town and this town is on its way down already.  He knows we need the ratables but again this belongs on a whole block.  If you ride around and look at motels today, there are no small cars, they are all SUV’s and most of the people bring 2 cars.  
Mr. Porch states that Mr. Brannen was on city commission and he didn’t change the ordinance for .8 parking spots per room.
Robert Beckelman, 351 E. Wildwood Ave., NJ Licensed attorney, he is a neighboring property owner.  He wanted to start with a question of jurisdiction, initially when this application was presented, they were under the impression they did not require a height variance because they provided the required parking.  He asks Mr. Fusco to be clear as to how he comes up with the # of required parking spaces.  Mr. Fusco explains how he came up with the #.  
Mr. Maynard states that at the last meeting they had a Hotel Operator that could have answered these kind of questions but this time he could not make it to the meeting.  
Back to Mr. Beckelman, Mr. Fusco states that 221 are required and that the applicant is providing 222.  Mr. Beckelman asks if there is a plan to enforce the 45 spaces open to the public.  Mr. Fusco states he doesn’t know how they would do that.  If he subtracts the 45 from the total # of spaces, the applicant still meets the parking requirement.  Mr. Beckelman states that the multipurpose room is still going to be space that is used in the building and they are not eliminating that space.  He talks about excluding the public from the use of the game room. Mr. Fusco states you can’t get into the building without a key card.  He asks Mr. Fusco if it his interpretation that the state does not require any parking for recreational use.  Mr. Fusco states not for what is proposed. You are allowed to have pool table etc. for the hotel guests.  Mr. Beckelman states that the intent is to keep the public out.  Never the less, the ordinance requires in order to have the exceeded height requirement, which would normally be 6 stories which is the issue that came up before, if they are providing the required structured parking.  He states they are not requiring the required parking due to the undersized parking spaces so they still need a height variance.
Mr. Porch states that the ordinance he is referring talks about the required # of spaces and not the size of the parking spaces.  In terms of the width of the spaces, that is a design waiver that the board may or may not choose to grant the applicant.  
Mr. Beckelman states the relevant section of the ordinance does not say the # of required spaces, it says provide the required parking.
Mr. Kaufmann states that it’s the board’s interpretation of the ordinance that it refers to the # parking of spaces.
Mr. Beckelman states that this project is still seeking variances and waiver and they still have a burden to meet.  They have to prove positive and negative criteria.  You have heard plenty of testimony regarding the negative criteria it will have on the neighboring community. You also heard some citations from the master plan that might make it fit. He reads some pieces of the master plan as well.  Where it talks about higher development going vertical, section 1.43 of the master plan, particularly this zone the TE zone, when it talks about increased height, it says conditioned upon certain bulk standards.  He states that is not happening here.  He states that Mr. Fusco told us why this project furthers the goals of the master plan and he is telling us why it does not.  He also reads more from the master plan regarding setbacks etc. He states that 2 places it is inconsistent with the goals of the master plan.  To qualify for a variance, there has to be some reason that this property is entitled to it.  There has to be something on this property creating and undue hardship and there is no such thing.  He states that there are plenty of things that can be done on this property consistent with the ordinances and master plan.  There is nothing strange about this property and there is no issue with it that makes these variances justified.  
Mr. Kaufmann talks about the C2 variance and what the applicant can testify to. 
Mr. Beckelman disagrees with what Mr. Kaufmann says.  He reads the section about the C2 variance.  He wants to establish 1st that they absolutely don’t meet the burden under the C1 criteria. They show nothing unique about the property. They do have to show that there is something uniquely effecting this property, the property itself and not the project they want to build that prevents them from having a sensible development.  There has been no testimony to that affect.  However, they are applying for the C2 variance which they have to establish the good out ways the bad. Mr. Beckelman does not believe they have done that.  Mr. Fusco pointed out some pieces of the master plan that support the application and Mr. Beckelman pointed out pieces of the master plan that he believes the application does not meet the master plan.  Mr. Beckelman gets into parking again. He wants to know what expertise Mr. Fusco has in monitoring small cars on the road.  Mr. Fusco states he has expertise in site development.  Mr. Beckelman states that we could all look out in the parking lot and see how many small cars are out there.  He parks at an office building everyday where they have small parking spaces and it is a nightmare.  He asks Mr. Fusco if he has expertise in parking dimensions.  Mr. Fusco states he does and he uses parking standards.  He asks if he is familiar with the dimensions of parking by the Urban Land Institute.  Mr. Fusco states he is not familiar.  The Urban Institute is an Institute that studies parking.  He reads a portion from the book regarding why small parking spaces do not work.  The book is title The Dimensions of Park by the Urban Land Institute, 4th Edition.
Mr. Porch states that we have had ample testimony on parking and that move forward to something that hasn’t been discussed so we can move on to a vote.  
Mr. Beckelman goes into the purposes of the Municipal Land Use Law and states one the purposes of it is to promote light, air and open space.  This is blocking out and entire block behind it.  
Mr. Porch states with all due respect, we have had testimony about the Municipal Land Use Law, we have talked about the Master Plan, he was involved in the creating the Master Plan and they have approved buildings that are more than double the height of this building.  Mr. Beckelman asks if any have built.  Mr. Porch states none have been built but they have been approved by the board.  We are not here to discuss the economics of Wildwood, Mr. Porch states.  They have approved much larger buildings on the same site.  Mr. Beckelman is confused about the functionality of the trash, his understanding is that if they can put 6 or 7 dumpsters in the trash area, you can’t lift the dumpster.  The truck has to connect to lift that up.  So who is going to get the trash, he asks.  Mr. Fusco states that his testimony regarding the trash stands.  He doesn’t think we have established how they are going to move the trash from the trash room.  From the Ordinance, regarding the TE zone.  Mr. Fusco has clarified that no members of the public are getting into the building.  The purpose under the ordinance that talks about the TE zone talks about moderate resorts with public spaces and restaurants.  It is again inconsistent with the master plan.  
Mr. Porch disagrees and states that it is consistent with the master plan and yes we would like larger facilities with restaurants and that are open to the public, however, the economy has not allowed for that.  He thinks the master plan clearly calls for the desire to have more 1st class year round hotel rooms to help support the convention center and help provide year round job in Wildwood.  
Mr. Beckelman states in conclusion they have not met any of the burden in order to grant the variances, it’s inconsistent with master plan in several respects and you have heard plenty of testimony to the immediate negative impact and it is inconsistent with at least one of the plans of the municipal Land Use Law.  This should be denied. 
No further comments from the public.
Mr. Fusco asks Mr. Beckelman if he has an experience in Land Use Law and if he has experience as an engineer or a planner.  Mr. Beckelman states he is not an engineer or a planner but he is attorney that specializes in redevelopment.
Mr. Kaufmann summarizes the application. He suggests voting on variances. Waivers and then premliminary/final site plan approval.
Todd Kieninger made the motion to move forward with the vote on the variances and Timothy Blute second.  There were 7 yes votes and 2 NO votes.
Todd Kieninger made the motion to move forward with the vote on the design waiver.  Commissioner Leonetti second.  There were 7 yes votes and 2 No votes.
Todd Kieninger made the motion to move forward with the vote for Preliminary/Final site approval.  Denise Magilton second.  There were 7 votes and 2 No votes.
Final Approval is granted.
____________________________________________________________________________
 Mintues Approval:
The minutes from June 2, 2014 were approved. All were in favor.
___________________________________________________________________________
MEETING ADJOURNED AT 8:50PM
___________________________________________________________________________
The preceding minutes are a summary of events that occurred during this meeting on the above mentioned date in compliance with New Jersey State Statute 40:55D, 2-7-6. These minutes are not nor are they intended or represented to be a verbatim transcription of the meeting.  





 










