
___________________________ 

Ashton Jones, AICP, PP, CFM 

License #33LI00633800 

 

 

 

 

 

HOUSING ELEMENT AND FAIR SHARE PLAN  
FOR THE FOURTH ROUND: 2025- 2035 

 

 

 

PREPARED FOR 
 

 

 

THE BOROUGH OF CARLSTADT 
IN THE COUNTY OF BERGEN 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
 

 

 

June 13, 2025 
Adopted by the Planning Board: June ______, 2025 

(Resolution # 2025-___) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

. 
2059 Springdale Road  
Cherry Hill, NJ 08003 

 

 

 

 

 

 

N.B. The original of this document was signed and sealed as per N.J.A.C. 13:41-1.3.b 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Mayor 

Mayor Robert Zimmerman 
 

Borough Council 

Councilman James Lenoy 

Councilwoman Diane DeBiase 

Councilman Joseph Emerson 

Councilwoman Suzanne Fonseca 

Councilman Will Roseman  

Councilman David Stoltz 

 

Borough Clerk 

 Claire Foy, RMC 

 

Borough Attorney 

Joseph R. Donahue, Esq 

 

Planning Board Members 

 Chairman: Mike Santangelo 

Vice Chairman: Frank Stallone, Jr.  

Mayor: Robert Zimmermann 

Secretary: Gunter Kuprat 

Councilwoman Diane DeBiase 

Council Liaison: James Lenoy 

Robert Ruff, Jr. 

Karl Ross 

Mayor's Alternate: Mark Dunn 

Eric Jusino, Alternate No. 1 

Frank Ficetola, Alternate No. 2 

 

Planning Board Clerk 

Chris Assenheimer 

 

Planning Board Professionals 

Richard Allen, Jr. Esq., Board Attorney  

 Glenn Beckmeyer, Board Engineer 

 

Remington & Vernick Engineers Consultants  

Ashton Jones, PP, AICP, CFM 

Jenizza Corbin, PP, AICP, LEED Green Associate 

Jachel Everett 
 

 



 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................... 1 

1.1. Background ........................................................................................................... 1 

1.2. Municipal Overview .............................................................................................. 3 

1.3. Required Contents of Housing Element ............................................................. 4 

1.4. Consistency with the State Development and Redevelopment Plan ................ 5 

2.0 HOUSING ELEMENT ............................................................................................. 5 

2.1 Housing Stock: Occupancy & Physical Characteristics .................................... 5 

2.1.1 Occupancy and Housing Unit Type .................................................................. 5 

2.1.2 Housing Units by Age ....................................................................................... 6 

2.1.3 Substandard Housing Conditions .................................................................... 6 

2.2 Housing Stock: Value and Affordability .............................................................. 7 

2.2.1 Value of Owner-Occupied Units ....................................................................... 7 

2.2.2 Rental Units ........................................................................................................ 7 

2.3 Demographics ....................................................................................................... 8 

2.3.1 Population and Age ........................................................................................... 8 

2.3.2 Household Size .................................................................................................. 9 

2.3.3 Household and Family Income ....................................................................... 10 

2.4 Employment and Population ............................................................................. 11 

2.4.1 Employment Status ......................................................................................... 11 

2.4.2 Employment by Industry ................................................................................. 11 

2.4.3 Population and Employment Projections ...................................................... 12 

2.5 Housing Stock Projection .................................................................................. 12 

2.5.1 Residential Building and Demolition Permits by Year .................................. 12 

3.0 FAIR SHARE PLAN ............................................................................................. 14 

3.1 Present Need ....................................................................................................... 15 



 
 

3.2 Municipal Obligation........................................................................................... 15 

Mandatory set-aside for new multifamily development .............................................. 18 

Existing Overlay Zoning................................................................................................. 18 

Proposed Redevelopment Overlay Zoning ................................................................... 19 

4.0 APPENDIX ........................................................................................................... 20 

  

 

 

 



1 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1. Background 
 
New Jersey affordable housing law began in 1975 when the Supreme Court decided So. Burl. 

Cty. N.A.A.C.P. v. Tp. of Mt. Laurel, 67 N.J. 151 (1975), commonly referred to as “Mount 

Laurel I.”,  In Mount Laurel I, the Supreme Court ruled that the State Constitution required each 

“developing” municipality, through its land use regulations, to “make realistically possible the 

opportunity for an appropriate variety and choice of housing for all categories of people who 

may desire to live there”, including those of low and moderate income. Thus, the Supreme Court 

prohibited municipalities from using their zoning powers to prevent the development of 

affordable housing for low- and moderate-income households. 

 

In 1983, displeased with progress of municipalities to zone for affordable housing in response to 

“Mount Laurel I”, the Supreme Court decided “to put some steel” into the doctrine. Specifically, 

it decided So. Burlington Ct. N.A.A.C.P. v. Mount Laurel Tp., 92 N.J. 158 (1983), commonly 

referred to as “Mount Laurel II”. To facilitate the actual construction of affordable housing, the 

Court fashioned a judicial remedy, now commonly referred to as a “Builder’s Remedy”. That 

remedy created an incentive for developers to sue towns that had not complied with the doctrine 

and to force them to comply.   

 

Mount Laurel II precipitated a flood of builder’s remedy suits creating pressure for a legislative 

solution to the Mount Laurel doctrine. Judge Serpentelli, one of three judges assigned to 

implement Mount Laurel II, decided the AMG case wherein he provided a fairly simple formula 

to enable any developer to easily determine a municipality’s fair share. This formula greatly 

simplified the process for developers to prove that a municipality was non-compliant and 

facilitated their ability to secure a builder’s remedy. The AMG decision dramatically increased 

the pressure for a legislative solution as developers sued municipalities across the state and 

stripped them of their home rule powers. 

 

The pressure for a legislative solution culminated in the enactment of the Fair Housing Act 

(FHA) in 1985, roughly a year after Judge Serpentelli issued the AMG decision. The FHA 

created COAH, and conferred primary jurisdiction on COAH to administer the FHA and 

implement the affordable housing policies of our State. In January 1986, the Supreme Court 

decided Hills Dev. Co. v. Bernards Twp., 103 N.J. 1 (1986), commonly referred to as “Mount 

Laurel III”, wherein the Court declared the FHA to be constitutional and directed trial judges to 

follow the decisions of COAH “wherever possible”. 

 

The FHA, as enacted in 1985, gave municipalities six years of protection from when COAH 

certified their affordable housing plans. Consequently, the FHA directed COAH to promulgate 

regulations from “time to time” so that at any given time, there would be a body of regulations 

which any municipality could use to determine and satisfy its obligations. To implement the 

FHA, COAH adopted regulations for each housing cycle. It adopted regulations for Round One 

in 1986; for Round Two in 1994; and for Round Three in 2004. The Appellate Division 

invalidated the first version of COAH’s Round 3 regulations in 2007 and COAH adopted new 

Round 3 regulations in 2008. In 2010, the Appellate Division invalidated the second iteration of 
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COAH’s Round 3 regulations and, in 2013, the Supreme Court affirmed the Appellate Division’s 

decision. The Supreme Court gave COAH five months to adopt valid regulations for Round 3 

and then extended that deadline multiple times. After COAH failed to adopt Round 3 regulations 

a third time, the Supreme Court was out of patience. It decided In the Matter of the Adoption of 

N.J.A.C. 5:96 and 5:97 by the New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing, 221 N.J. 1 (2015), 

commonly referred to as “Mount Laurel IV”.  In Mount Laurel IV, the Supreme Court declared 

COAH to be “moribund” and turned over the task of implementing the Mount Laurel doctrine 

back to the trial courts. This time, instead of having three specialized judges preside over Mount 

Laurel cases, the Supreme Court assigned the task to 15 judges throughout the State. 

 

On March 20, 2024, this all changed once again when Governor Murphy signed, P.L. 2024, C.2, 

into law, which substantially amended the FHA and created an entirely new affordable housing 

regulatory plan approval process (hereinafter “FHA II”). FHA II provided that a municipality 

could secure immunity by adopting a resolution to commit to a present need and Round 4 

prospective need by January 31, 2025 and by filing a declaratory judgment action within 48 

hours of adoption of the resolution. FHA II provided that a municipality could maintain that 

immunity if it filed an adopted Housing Element and Fair Share Plan by June 30, 2025.  FHA II 

introduced a comprehensive structure for municipalities to meet their obligations, with key 

provisions including, but not limited to, the following: 

 

o The abolishment of COAH and reassigning affordable housing oversight to a new entity 

known as the Affordable Housing Dispute Resolution Program (the Program), which 

consists of seven retired Mount Laurel judges and their Special Adjudicators, previously 

known as Court Masters. FHA II provided that if the Program judges, with the assistance 

of Adjudicators, could not resolve dispute amicably, a vicinage area judge would decide 

the matter.  

o FHA II also required the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) to take over the 

monitoring of affordable units in every municipality in the state, and to draft and release a 

non-binding report calculating Fourth Round municipal Present and Prospective Need 

obligation for every municipality in the state. The DCA released its report on October 18, 

2024.   

o FHA II also ordered the New Jersey Housing and Mortgage Finance Agency (NJHMFA) 

to adopt new Uniform Housing Affordability Controls, commonly referred to as the 

“UHAC” regulations.  

o FHA II required 13% of the Fourth Round affordable units to be designated as very low-

income units (30% of median income), half of which must be available to families with 

children. 

o FHA II required 25% of affordable units to be rental housing units, half of which must be 

available to families with children. 

o FHA II required 50% of the municipality’s prospective need (exclusive of any bonus 

credits) to be available to families with children. 

o FHA II required no more than 10% of the municipality’s fair share obligation to be 

counted towards transitional housing.  

o FHA II required no more than 30% of affordable housing units to be age-restricted 

(excluding bonus credits).   
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o FHA II required 40-year deed restrictions for new rental units, and 30-year deed 

restrictions for for-sale units.  

o FHA II required any municipality that secures a vacant land adjustment (VLA) to provide 

realistic zoning through redevelopment for “at least 25 percent of the prospective need 

obligation that has been adjusted” or demonstrate why it is unable to do so.. 

 

The law also includes significant changes to the use of bonus credits which are now allocated 

based on the following: 

 

o Special Needs/Permanent Supportive Housing: 1 bonus credit per 1 credit 

o Housing created in partnership with a non-profit housing developer: ½ bonus credit per 1 

credit 

o Housing located within half a mile radius of public transit stations (or one mile in Garden 

State Growth Zones): ½ bonus credit per 1 credit 

o Age-restricted housing: ½ bonus credit per 1 credit 

o Family housing with at least 3 bedrooms, above the minimum number required by the 

bedroom distribution requirement determined pursuant to the Uniform Housing 

Affordability Controls: ½ bonus credit per 1 credit 

o Redevelopment of sites previously used for retail, office, or commercial space: ½ bonus 

credit per 1 credit 

o Extending affordability controls on existing low- or moderate-income rental units, with 

municipal financial support: ½ bonus credit per 1 credit 

o For 100% affordable projects, municipalities that contribute land or at least 3% of the 

project’s cost to a fully affordable development: 1 bonus credit per 1 credit 

o Very low-income housing for families beyond the required 13%: ½ bonus credit per 1 

credit 

o Converting market-rate housing to affordable units, provided the municipality secures an 

agreement with the property owner or owns the property: 1 bonus credit per 1 credit 

 

Limitation to the bonus credits: 

 

o Municipalities are prohibited from using more than one type of Bonus Credit for any unit. 

o No more than 25% of a Municipality’s Prospective Need obligation can be satisfied 

through bonus credits 

o Bonus credit for age-restricted is limited only to a maximum of 10% of the total age-

restricted units  

 

 

On December 13,2024, the Administrative Office of the Courts issued Administrative Directive 

#14-24 which established guidelines implementing the Program pursuant to section 5 of 

P.L.2024, c.2 (N.J.S.A. 52:27D-313.2). 
 

1.2. Municipal Overview 
 

The Borough of Carlstadt is situated in southern Bergen County and is bounded to the south by 

the Hackensack River, to the west and south by the Borough of East Rutherford, to the west by 
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the Borough of Wallington, and to the east and north by the Boroughs of Wood-Ridge, 

Moonachie and Little Ferry, and the Township of South Hackensack. Carlstadt encompasses an 

area of 4.2 square miles, of which 3.6 square miles are under the jurisdiction of the New Jersey 

Sports and Exposition Authority (NJSEA). As of the 2020 Decennial Census, the Borough had a 

total population of 6,372. 

 

1.3. Required Contents of Housing Element 
 

The Municipal Land Use Law (N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1, et seq.) provides that a municipal Master Plan can 

include a housing element as the foundation for the municipal zoning ordinance. While the Housing 

Element is not identified under the Municipal Land Use Law as a required element of the master 

plan, it is nonetheless a required element of Carlstadt Borough’s Master Plan inasmuch as the 

Borough has an adopted zoning ordinance. Pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-62(a), a governing body may 

not adopt or amend a zoning ordinance, until and unless, the planning board would have adopted a 

land use plan element and housing plan element of the master plan. 

 

FHA II provides that a housing element must be designed to provide access to affordable housing to 

meet present and prospective housing needs, with particular attention to low- and moderate-income 

housing. As per the FHA at N.J.S.A. 52:27D-310, the housing element must contain as follows: 

 

a. An inventory of the municipality’s housing stock by age, condition, purchase or rental 

value, occupancy characteristics, and type, including the number of units affordable to 

low and moderate income households and substandard housing capable of being 

rehabilitated, and in conducting this inventory the municipality shall have access, on a 

confidential basis for the sole purpose of conducting the inventory, to all necessary 

property tax assessment records and information in the assessor’s office, including but 

not limited to the property record cards; 

b. A projection of the municipality’s housing stock, including the probable future 

construction of low- and moderate-income housing, for the next ten years, taking into 

account, but not necessarily limited to, construction permits issued, approvals of 

applications for development and probable residential development of lands; 

c. An analysis of the municipality’s demographic characteristics, including but not 

necessarily limited to, household size, income level and age; 

d. An analysis of the existing and probable future employment characteristics of the 

municipality; 

e. A determination of the municipality’s present and prospective fair share for low- and 

moderate-income housing and its capacity to accommodate its present and prospective 

housing needs, including its fair share for low- and moderate-income housing, as 

established pursuant to section 3 of P.L.2024, c.2 (C.52:27D-304.1); and 

f. A consideration of the lands that are most appropriate for construction of low- and 

moderate-income housing and of the existing structures most appropriate for conversion 

to, or rehabilitation for, low- and moderate-income housing, including a consideration of 

lands of developers who have expressed a commitment to provide low- and moderate- 

income housing. 

g. An analysis of the extent to which municipal ordinances and other local factors advance 

or detract from the goal of preserving multigenerational family continuity as expressed in 

the recommendations of the Multigenerational Family Housing Continuity Commission, 
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adopted pursuant to paragraph (1) of subsection f. of section 1 of P.L. 2021, c. 273 

(C.52:27D-329.20); 

h. For a municipality located within the jurisdiction of the Highlands Water Protection and 

Planning Council, established pursuant to section 4 of P.L. 2004, c. 120 (C.13:20-4), an 

analysis of compliance of the housing element with the Highlands Regional Master Plan 

of lands in the Highlands Preservation Area, and lands in the Highlands Planning Area 

for Highlands-conforming municipalities. This analysis shall include consideration of the 

municipality's most recent Highlands Municipal Build Out Report, consideration of 

opportunities for redevelopment of existing developed lands into inclusionary or 100 

percent affordable housing, or both, and opportunities for 100 percent affordable housing 

in both the Highlands Planning Area and Highlands Preservation Area that are consistent 

with the Highlands regional master plan; and 

i. An analysis of consistency with the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, 

including water, wastewater, stormwater, and multi-modal transportation based on 

guidance and technical assistance from the State Planning Commission. 
 

1.4. Consistency with the State Development and Redevelopment Plan 
 

With respect to the State Development and Redevelopment Plan (SDRP), the area outside the 

jurisdiction of NJSEA is classified as Metropolitan Planning Area (PA1). Communities of this 

classification are characterized by mature settlement patterns, a scarcity of vacant land, and the 

need to rehabilitate housing to keep pace with changing market standards. As PA1 classified 

communities form a part of a metropolitan mass where community boundaries tend to blur, 

functional issues affecting one community typically affect the next community, making 

necessary multi-jurisdictional/regional approaches for resolution of such issues. For areas so 

classified, the SDRP anticipates that redevelopment will be the principal generator of future 

growth.  

 

2.0 HOUSING ELEMENT 
 

2.1 Housing Stock: Occupancy & Physical Characteristics  
 

2.1.1 Occupancy and Housing Unit Type 
 

According to the 2020 US Census, Carlstadt Borough had 2,563 dwelling units, about 95% of 

which are occupied and about 5% are vacant. Of those occupied units, about 54.5% are owner-

occupied and 45.5% are renter-occupied.1 While the number of housing units has increased 

2.7%, between 2010 and 2020 Census, the occupancy ration has remained relatively consistent. 2 

 

The 2023 5-year American Community Survey (ACS) provides that about 55% of the Borough’s 

housing stock consists of detached and attached single-family homes. Additionally, about 33% of 

units are two- unit properties and about 11% are properties with 3 or more units. 3  

 
1 U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census Demographic and Housing Characteristics File (DHC), Table DP1, Profile of 

General Population and Housing Characteristics 
2 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census, Table H3, Occupancy Status 
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Table 1:  Units in Structure3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1.2 Housing Units by Age 
 

About 82% of the Borough’s housing inventory were built before 1975 or earlier (at least 50 

years ago). While only 10% were built between 1980 and 1999. A significant decline in housing 

development since 2000 with only about 4% of the housing stock in the Borough have been built 

in the last 25 years. 
 

Table 2:  Year Structure Built 3 

Year Built Total Units Percentage 

1939 or earlier  816 29.9% 

1940 to 1959 966 35.4% 

1960 to 1979 578 21.2% 

1980 to 1999 272 9.9% 

2000 to 2009 44 1.6% 

2010 to 2019 33 1.2% 

2020 and later 24 0.9% 

Total 2,733 100% 

 

2.1.3 Substandard Housing Conditions 
 

P.L. 2024, C.2 requires that with respect to this calculation a methodology should be used that is 

“similar to the methodology used to determine third round municipal present need”. Third Round 

municipal present need calculations used three factors to calculate present need: the number of 

housing units lacking complete kitchen facilities, the number of units lacking complete plumbing 

facilities, and the number of overcrowded units. DCA issued Affordable Housing Obligations for 

2025-2035 (Fourth Round), indicating that the Borough has 0-unit rehabilitation obligation. 
 

 

 
3 U.S. Census Bureau, 2019-2023 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Selected Housing Characteristics, 

Table DP04 

 

Unit Type Units % 

1, Detached 1,320 48.3% 

1, Attached 199 7.3% 

2 units 904 33.1% 

3 or 4 units 248 9.1% 

5 to 9 units 62 2.3% 

10 to 19 units 0 0.0% 

20 or more 0 0.0% 

Mobile Home 0 0.0% 

Other 0 0.0% 

Total 2,733 ±100% 
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2.2 Housing Stock: Value and Affordability   
 

2.2.1 Value of Owner-Occupied Units  
 

According to the 2023 ACS (5-year estimate), the median value of owner-occupied housing units 

in the Borough is $523,800. In 2010, the median value of owner-occupied homes was $421,7004, 

indicating that by 2023, there had been a 24% increase. Approximately 54% of owner-occupied 

units fall within the $500,000 to $999,999 value range. This represents a 26% increase over that 

indicated in the same value range in 2010.  
 

Table 3:  Value of Owner-Occupied Units 3 

Value  Number of Units Percent  

Less than $149,999 77 4.8% 

$150,000 to $299,999 63 3.9% 

$300,000 to $499,999 599 37.2% 

$500,000 to $999,999 871 54.1% 

$1,000,000 or more 0 0.0% 

Total Owner - Occupied 1,610 100% 

Median Value $523,800 

  

2.2.2 Rental Units   
 

In 2010, the median value rent was $1,156. In 2023, the median rent for occupied units in 

Carlstadt had increased to $1,503, representing an approximately 30% increase. 76% have a 

rental value of between $1,000 and $1,999, 13% have a monthly rental value of less than $999, 

and 11% have a rental  value over $2,000.3 In 2010, units with rents at or above $1,500 

represented about 16% of units, while by 2023 that had increased to approximately 50%.  
 

Table 4:  Gross Rent 3 

Value Range  # of Units % 

Less than $500 0 0.0% 

$500 to $999 132 12.8% 

$1,000 to $1,499 380 36.9% 

$1,500 to $1,999 401 39.0% 

$2,000 to $2,499 74 7.2% 

$2,500 to $2,999 42 4.1% 

$3,000 or more 0 0.0% 

Total Occupied Rental Units 1,029 100% 

Median Rent  $1,503 

  

 

 

 

 
4 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey, Table DP04, Selected Housing Characteristics. 
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2.3 Demographics  
 

2.3.1 Population and Age 
 

While the Borough’s population was steadily increased since 1940, there have been some wild 

fluctuations. During the 20-year period, between 1950 and 1970, Carlstadt’s population grow 

20%. During the next 20-year period, 1970 to 1990, the population decreased by about 18%.  

Since 1990 the population has again steadily increased, with growth rate of approximately 

14.5%.  
  

Table 5: Population Change by Decade 5 

Year Population % Change 

1940 5,644 -- 

1950 5,591 -0.9% 

1960 6,042 8.1% 

1970 6,724 11.3% 

1980 6,166 -8.3% 

1990 5,510 -10.6% 

2000 5,917 7.4% 

20106 6,127 3.5% 

20201  6,372 4.0% 

 

 

According to the US Census Bureau, in 2000 the median age was 35.37, in 2010 it  was 40.58, , and in 

2020 it was 41.91. This rise, according to the U.S. Census Bureau, is largely due to an aging baby 

boomer population (those born between 1946 and 1964) and is evident within the Borough.9 The 

percent of population that is 65 and over increased from 15% to 18% between 2000 and 2020. We 

also saw a 5% increase in the population aged 45 to 64.  

 

Table 6: 2020 Population by Age1 

Age Total Percentage 

Under 5 years 303 4.8% 

5 to 9 years 285 4.5% 

10 to 14 years 359 5.6% 

15 to 19 years 366 5.7% 

20 to 24 years 384 6.0% 

25 to 29 years 426 6.7% 

30 to 34 years 489 7.7% 

 
5 For Year 1940 to 2000, NJSDC 2000 Census Publication, New Jersey Population Trends: 1790 to 2000, Table 6. 

New Jersey Resident Population by Municipality: 1940 - 2000, page 36, 

https://www.nj.gov/labor/labormarketinformation/assets/PDFs/census/2kpub/njsdcp3.pdf  
6 U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1, Table P1 
7 U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census, Median Age by Sex, Table P013. 
8 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census, Median Age by Sex, Table P13. 
9 U.S. Older Population Grew From 2010 to 2020 at Fastest Rate Since 1880 to 1890, May 25, 2023 

Zoe Caplan, U.S. Census Bureau,  

https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2023/05/2020-census-united-states-older-population-grew.html  
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Age Total Percentage 

35 to 39 years 403 6.3% 

40 to 44 years 454 7.1% 

45 to 49 years 422 6.6% 

50 to 54 years 476 7.5% 

55 to 59 years 480 7.5% 

60 to 64 years 405 6.4% 

65 to 69 years 389 6.1% 

70 to 74 years 267 4.2% 

75 to 79 years 186 2.9% 

80 to 84 years 143 2.2% 

85 years and over 135 2.1% 

Total  6,372 100% 

Median Age 41.9 years 

 

2.3.2 Household Size 
 

Understanding household size can help to determine demand for different housing units and 

provide insight on demographic shifts over time. In 2010, the average household size was 2.60 

and the average family size was 3.31. While the Borough’s population is growing, in 2023 the 

average size for both households and families had decreased to 2.40 and 3.26, respectively.  
 

Table 7:  Average Household & Family Size  

 201010 2023 11 

Average Household Size  2.60 2.40 

Average Family Size  3.31 3.26 

 

While 2-person households make up about 33% of all households, 1-person and 4-person 

households each comprise about 18% of owner-occupied units. In renter occupied units, 2-person 

households make up 32%, while 1-person households represent about 30%.  
 

Table 8: Tenure by Household Size 12 

 Total Units % 

Total Occupied Units  2,429  

Owner occupied: 1,324 54.5% 

1-person household 243 18.4% 

2-person household 438 33.1% 

3-person household 252 19.1% 

4-person household 242 18.3% 

5-person household 90 6.8% 

6-person household 36 2.7% 

 
10 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey, Table S1101, Households and Families. 
11 U.S. Census Bureau, 2019-2023 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Table S1101, Households and 

Families 
12 U.S. Census Bureau 2020, Demographic and Housing Characteristics, Tenure by Household Size, Table H12 
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7-or-more-person household 23 1.7% 

Renter occupied: 1,105 45.5% 

1-person household 327 29.6% 

2-person household 357 32.3% 

3-person household 180 16.3% 

4-person household 138 12.5% 

5-person household 61 5.5% 

6-person household 26 2.4% 

7-or-more-person household 16 1.4% 

 

2.3.3 Household and Family Income 
 

In 2010, median income was $62,255 for households and $71,50613 for families. By 2023, this 

had risen to $94,854 and $114,802, respectively.14 This represents a 49% increase in the median 

income for households and about a 60% increase for families .  

 

Table 9: Household Income14 

 Households Families 

Less than $10,000 7.2% 9.1% 

$10,000 to $14,999 2.3% 3.8% 

$15,000 to $24,999 3.4% 0.0% 

$25,000 to $34,999 4.4% 0.0% 

$35,000 to $49,999 5.3% 4.6% 

$50,000 to $74,999 16.3% 9.9% 

$75,000 to $99,999 12.5% 11.9% 

$100,000 to $149,999 20.3% 23.8% 

$150,000 to $199,999 6.9% 7.1% 

$200,000 or more 2.1% 29.9% 

Median Income $94,854 $114,802 

 

According to the 2024 Affordable Housing Regional Income Limits by Household Size, which 

was prepared by Affordable Housing Professionals of New Jersey (AHPNJ), the median income 

for 1 person for Region 1 (Bergen, Hudson, Passaic and Sussex Counties) is $84,288. This 

income level is set on a regional scale and is used to determine moderate, low, and very low-

income levels. In Region 1 of New Jersey, which includes Carlstadt, the moderate household 

income limit for one person is $67,431, the low-income is $42,144, and the very low-income is 

$25,286. 15 

 

 
13 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Table S1901, Income in the Past 

12 Months (in 2023 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars) 
14 U.S. Census Bureau, 2019-2023 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Table S1901, Income in the Past 

12 Months (in 2023 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars) 
15 Affordable Housing Professionals of New Jersey (AHPNJ), 2024 Affordable Housing Regional Income Limits by 

Household Size, April 12 2024, https://ahpnj.org/member_docs/Income_Limits_2024_FINAL.pdf  
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2.4 Employment and Population  
 

2.4.1 Employment Status 
 

About 69% of the Borough’s over 16 years old population is in the labor force, with 4% being 

unemployed.16   

 

Table 10:  Employment Status 16 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

 

   

 

2.4.2 Employment by Industry 
 

About 24% of those employed civilians work in the “Educational Services, Health Care and 

Social Assistance Services” industry, about 18% work in “Retail trade” and about 13% work in 

transportation and warehousing, and utilities”.16 
 

Table 11:  Employment by Industry16 

 
16 U.S. Census Bureau, 2019-2023 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Table DP03, Selected Economic 

Characteristics. 

 Number % 

Population 16+ years and over 5,507 100% 

Civilian Labor Force 3,802 69.0% 

Employed 3,595 94.6% 

Unemployed 207 3.8% 

Armed Forces 0 0.0% 

Not in labor force 1,705 31.0% 

Unemployment Rate  

(of Civilian Labor Force) 
- 5.4% 

Industry Number Percent 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 0 0.0% 

Construction 173 4.8% 

Manufacturing 159 4.4% 

Wholesale trade 154 4.3% 

Retail trade 640 17.8% 

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 468 13.0% 

Information 100 2.8% 

Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing 214 6.0% 

Professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and 

waste management services 
316 8.8% 

Educational services, health care and social assistance 877 24.4% 

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food 

services 
148 4.1% 

Other services, except public administration 177 4.9% 

Public administration 169 4.7% 

Civilian employed population 16 years and over 3,595 100% 
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2.4.3 Population and Employment Projections   
 

The North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA) is the federally authorized 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the 13-county northern New Jersey region, 

which includes Bergen County. NJTPA projects that the region’s employment, between 2015 to 

2045, will increase 14% (3 million to 3.4 million jobs). NJTPA projects that Bergen County will 

have the second largest share of employment in the region. NJTPA also projects that much of the 

growth by 2045 will be concentrated in the urban core and older suburbs vs. outlying areas 

which will seem to be favorable to communities such as Carlstadt.  

 

According to NJTPA’s published population and employment projections, the Borough was 

projected to have a population of 6,83317 by 2045, representing a 10% increase from the 2015 

population indicated in the NJTPA Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and about a 7% increase 

from the 2020 Census (6,372 population). As for employment, the Borough is projected to have 

an increase of about 5% between 2015 and 2045. 18 
 

2.5 Housing Stock Projection    
 

2.5.1 Residential Building and Demolition Permits by Year 
 

The FHA II requires that Housing Plans include a projection of new housing units based on the 

number of building permits, development applications approved, and probable developments, as 

well as other indicators deemed appropriate. Building permit issuance in Carlstadt, from 2013 

through 2023, averaged about 5 units, while annual demolition permit issuance averaged 2 units.  

 
Table 12:  Residential Permits by Year 

Year 
Building Permits Issued 

For New Construction 19 

Housing Demolition 

Permits Issued 20 

2013 3 5 

2014 1 2 

2015 2 1 

2016 11 0 

2017 4 1 

2018 6 12 

2019 11 1 

2020 11 0 

2021 1 3 

2022 1 0 

2023 3 2 

Total 54 27 

Average 4.9 2.45 

 
17 New Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA), Appendix A‐2045 Demographic Projections.  
18New Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA), Plan 2045: Connecting North Jersey, NJTPA Regional 

Transportation Plan, November 2017.  
19 New Jersey Department of Community Affairs (NJDCA), Building Permits: Yearly Summary Data 
20 New Jersey Department of Community Affairs (NJDCA), Building Permits, Demolition Permits 
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Year 
Building Permits Issued 

For New Construction 19 

Housing Demolition 

Permits Issued 20 

5-Year Projection 24.5 12.3 

10-Year Projection 49 24.5 
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3.0  FAIR SHARE PLAN 
 

This Fair Share Plan sets forth Carlstadt’s affordable housing obligations and explains how the 

Borough is satisfying its obligation.  

 

The Borough’s fair share is 1,189, consisting of Present Need Obligation (Rehabilitation 

Obligation) is 0 units; a Prior Round Obligation (1987-1999) of 228 units; a Third Round 

Obligation (1999-2025) of 475 units; and a Fourth Round Obligation (2025-2035) of 486 units.  

 

Another way to construe this 1,189 obligation is that the new construction obligation can be 

broken down into 703 for Rounds 1 through 3 and 486 for Round 4. The Borough has applied the 

standards set forth in N.J.A.C. 5:93-4.2, and as amended by P.L. 2024, C.2, to determine its 

entitlement to a vacant land adjustment (see appendix). 

 

While the Borough had previously sought an RDP of 94 under the Third Round, understanding 

that the Tomu development is now not likely to move forward, as supported by the First 

Amendment between East Rutherford and Fair Share Housing Center, it has been determined 

that the unit required at 404 Hackensack Street (Block 63, Lot 17) was not produced (contrary to 

the approving resolution), and the previously proposed 100% affordable project at the former 

Lincoln site (Block 55 Lot 9) is also no longer moving forward (parcel has since been converted 

to a community garden), the Borough presents a revised RDP  

 

To elaborate on the vacant land adjustment analysis (see appendix), in accordance with N.J.A.C. 

5:93-4.2, we first created an inventory of vacant or underutilized parcels. Initially, an exhaustive 

analysis of all vacant properties was conducted utilizing 2024 MOD-IV tax data from the New 

Jersey Geographic Information Network. This data was reviewed for completeness and accuracy 

with respect to property class codes and, where necessary, updated based on local information 

and/or current aerial images. Next, the Borough removed environmentally sensitive lands 

including wetlands, flood hazard areas, active recreation; and conservation, parklands and open 

space lands.  

 

While the Borough assigned a density of 9 units an acre (based on the typical 5,000 sf. lot) all 

resulting vacant parcels were either too small to generate an affordable housing obligation or 

were in fact no longer vacant. Furthermore, the Borough can remove parcels which were deemed 

to have special circumstances which might otherwise preclude the sites inclusion, including 

vacant lands surrounded by industrial uses, areas without access, areas with access only through 

wetlands, areas with known contamination, sites containing utilities (i.e., pump stations, 

stormwater management facilities, etc.), open space areas within developed sites (lands owned 

by an HOA, etc.), etc. In other words, all sites that did not qualify as available, approvable, 

developable and suitable were removed. 

 

The resulting mapping indicated that the Borough had only 12 vacant parcels, and as a result of 

that analysis, the Borough determined that it is entitled to adjust its cumulative 1,189 prospective 

need to 9, leaving the Borough with a realistic development potential (RDP) of 9 and an unmet 

need of 1,180.  
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3.1 Present Need  
 
3.1.1 As Determined and Addressed 

 

The Borough accepts as its Rehabilitation Obligation the 0 units as promulgated by the 

Department of Community Affairs (DCA) as the present need. 
 

3.2 Municipal Obligation  
 
3.2.1 Numeric Obligation as Recognized 

 

As referenced above, the Borough has a Prior Round Obligation of 288 units, a Third Round 

Obligation of 475, and a Fourth Round Obligation of 486 units, resulting in a total obligation of 

1,189  units. The Borough is also entitled to adjust that obligation to 9, leaving an unmet need of 

1,180.   

 
3.2.2 Formulas Having Applicability for Award of Credit 

 

Rental Obligation (N.J.A.C. 5:93-5.15(a): For a municipality receiving a vacant land 

adjustment (VLA) pursuant to N.J.A.C. 5:93-4.2, the rental obligation shall equal 25% of the 

RDP. Thus, the Borough has a rental obligation of 3 units (9 units x 25%=2.25). Pursuant to P.L. 

2024, C. 2, half of the rental obligation must be available to families with children. Thus the 

Borough has an obligation of rental housing for families with children of 2 units (3 units x 

50%=1.5). 

 

Total Units for Families with Children (P.L. 2024, C. 2): A municipality must provide 50% of 

its obligation available to families with children. Thus, the Borough has an obligation to provide 

5 units for families with children (9 units x 50%=4.5).  

 

Age Restricted Housing Limitation or Age Restricted Cap (P.L. 2024, C. 2): Up to 30% of 

units, exclusive of bonus credits, towards municipality’s prospective affordable housing 

obligation may be satisfied through age-restricted housing. Thus, the Borough may be permitted 

to utilize 2 units of its obligation towards age-restricted housing (9 units x 30%=2.4).  

 

Rental Unit Bonus Credits and Limitation (P.L. 2024, C. 2): Municipal Contribution: A 

municipality may receive one bonus credit for each unit of low- or moderate-income housing in a 

100% affordable housing project for which the municipality contributes land or at least 3% of the 

project’s total cost. The Borough is contributing a portion of the land and purchasing the 

remaining land as related to Block 18, Lot 2, 3 and 4, and thus can claim 2 bonus credits. 

 
3.2.3 Satisfaction of the Realistic Development Potential (RDP) - 9 Units 
 
Carlstadt is able to satisfy the RDP with 9 credits from a combination of inclusionary 
projects, a singular 100% senior project, and associated bonus credits.  
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Carlstadt’s 9-unit RDP Compliance 
Mechanisms 

Credits Bonuses Total  

    

Inclusionary Family Rental - Approved  

  575 Hoboken Rd. 2  2 

  585 Hoboken Rd. 1  1 

  491 Broad St. 1  1 

  400 Hackensack St. 2  2 

Block 18, Lots 2, 3, and 4 2 2 4 

Totals 8 2 10 

 
3.2.4 Projects Addressing the Obligation  

 

Below are brief descriptions of the five (5) crediting mechanisms to satisfy Borough’s RDP, 

followed by a summary of them in table form. 
 

575 Hoboken Road (Block 25, Lot 13) 

 

This constructed and inclusionary project received planning board approval on September 22, 

2012, allowing for the renovation of an existing one-story industrial building which includes the 

addition of another habitable floor and the creation of 10 residential units with a 20% set-aside (2 

units) for affordable housing. Of these two units, a 3-bedroom unit will be available to a low-

income household and a 2-bedroom unit will be available for a moderate-income household. 

Construction has been completed, a deed restriction recorded, and a certificate of occupancy 

issued.  

 

          Credits:                  2 

          Bonus Credits:       0 

          Total Credits:       2 

 

585 Hoboken Road (Block 25, Lot 12) 

 

In 2014, the previous application for the site sought approvals for a 4-story multi-family 

structure containing 5 units, one of which would be affordable. However, that application was 

denied by the planning board. In early 2017, the Mt. Laurel Implementation Monitor, who has 

the power to review and approve applications for residential development in Carlstadt, 

authorized the board to proceed with a decision on a subsequent application for the site. On 

March 27, 2017, an inclusionary family rental project received planning board approval for the 

construction of 5 residential units with a 20% set-aside (1 unit) for affordable housing. At the 

time, the site was occupied by a 2-story residential building which has since been demolished. 

Construction has been completed, a deed restriction recorded, and certificate of occupancy 

issued.  

 

          Credits:                  1 

          Bonus Credits:       0 

          Total Credits:       1 
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491 Broad Street (Block 59, Lot 14) 

 

The original building on this site, which has since been renovated, was previously used as a 

restaurant, bar and lounge. On January 19, 2015, the original application to permit the 

construction of 10 townhomes on the site was denied by the Zoning Board of Adjustment on the 

basis that the building was of a historic nature. A reconsideration hearing on February 25 of that 

year heard a revised application to permit the construction of an 8-unit building, one of which 

would be a 2-bedroom affordable housing unit. That application was also denied by the Zoning 

Board. However, on March 23, 2015, the Mount Laurel Implementation Monitor, whose 

appointment was pursuant to the final judgment in the TOMU litigation, directed the Zoning 

Board to approve the application. The Board approved the application, which was subsequently 

amended (most recently) on February 8, 2017. Although renovations of the building are 

complete, it is currently unoccupied and awaiting the filing of deed restrictions and the issuance 

of a CO. 

 

          Credits:                  1 

          Bonus Credits:       0 

          Total Credits:       1 

 

400 Hackensack Street (Block 63, Lot 16) 

 

This constructed, occupied family rental inclusionary property contains 6 residential units with 2 

units set aside for affordable housing. The property contains deed restrictions for 1 low-income 

household and a very low-income household.  

 

          Credits:                  2 

          Bonus Credits:       0 

          Total Credits:       2 

 

Block 18, Lot 2, 3, and 4 (447 Garden St. and 632, 634 Division St. 

 

On July 17, 2024, Borough Council designated Block 18, Lots 2, 3, and 4 as an area in need of 

redevelopment.  Lot 2 is 0.437 acres and owned by the Borough, while Lots 3 and 4 are privately 

owned and are 0.188, acres collectively. Collectively, the total site acreage is .625 acres and is 

occupied by only a 15,265 square foot warehouse currently utilized to store equipment by the 

Department of Public Works. While the development of the site will require a rezoning, the site 

is serviced by both sewer and water and is in proximity to various uses types that would be 

beneficial to a 100% affordable project, including commercial.  

 
o Site Control – The Borough controls Lot 2 and intends to purchase Lots 3 and 4.  Once an 

agreement has been finalized between the Borough and a developer, the Borough will 

support the site’s development, with the understanding that financial assistance from the 

Borough’s Affordable Housing Trust Fund may be required. 

o Administrative Entity – An experienced affordable housing administrative entity 

acceptable to the Borough who will administer 40-year affordability controls and 

affirmative marketing will be engaged. The administrative entity will income qualify 
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applicants and will provide long-term administration of the units in accordance with 

COAH’s rules at N.J.A.C. 5:93-9.2 and 5:93-11.1 and UHAC per N.J.A.C. 5:80-26.1. 

o Bedroom Distribution will follow UHAC regulations  

o Funding – The developer of the project will seek LIHTC funding via HMFA 

o Construction Schedule – Once funding is secured, a construction schedule will follow. 

o Very Low/ Low/ Moderate Income Split – All affordable units will be split 50/50 

between low- and moderate-income households, and the odd number split in favor of the 

low-income unit (N.J.A.C. 5:93-2.20). Additionally, at least 13% of all affordable units 

shall be affordable to very low-income households. Therefore, 2 units will be affordable 

to very low-income households at 30% or less of the regional median income, 6 

affordable to low-income households, and 8 may be affordable to moderate-income 

households. 

o Rental Bonus – This project is eligible for rental bonuses as a 100% affordable project 

where the municipality is providing at least 3% of the total project cost. 

 

         Credits:                  2 

          Bonus Credits:       2 

          Total Credits:       4 

 
3.2.5 Unmet Need - 1180 Units 

 

As referenced above, the Borough has an RDP of 9 and an unmet need (1,180 units). The 

Borough intends to apply the 1 surplus unit and the 14 creditable units that, due to the age 

restricted cap, cannot be applied towards satisfying the RDP towards the unmet need. In addition 

to surplus credits, the Borough presents the following mechanisms towards addressing the 

Unmet Need: 
 

Mandatory set-aside for new multifamily development 

 

The Borough will establish a mandatory set-aside ordinance that requires all residential 

development (containing five or more units), including approvals of use or density variances, site 

plans or subdivisions; redevelopment projects subject to a redevelopment plan adopted by the 

Borough Council that governs the development and redevelopment of designated areas in need 

of rehabilitation or areas in need of redevelopment in the Borough; and, substantial revisions to 

previously approved developments, to have a 20% set-aside for affordable units, regardless of 

whether they are for-sale or rental. All affordable units shall be restricted, regulated, and 

administered consistent with the Borough affordable housing regulations, the Uniform Housing 

Affordability Controls and the New Jersey Fair Housing Act (N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et seq.).  

 

Existing Overlay Zoning 

 

The Borough had previously established overlay zoning over its Residential, Mixed Use, and 

Light Industrial districts and over properties fronting on Hoboken Road. These zoning districts 

are the AHO-1 overlay, which is located on all properties in the Residential and Mixed-Use 

districts; the AHO-2 overlay, which is located on all properties in the Light Industrial district; 

and the AHO-1A overlay, which is all properties fronting on Hoboken Road between 
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Washington Street and Garden Street. Currently, the overlay zones have densities of 25, 35, and 

34 units an acre, respectively.  

 

Proposed Redevelopment Overlay Zoning 
 

The Borough recognizes that Fourth Round requirements require that the municipality identify 

parcels likely to redevelop and to provide realistic zoning sufficient to accommodate the 

construction of 25% of the adjusted number. Considering that the entire Borough is largely 

already under overlay zoning, the only area remaining that might redevelop is along the Route 17 

corridor. While the Borough does not believe the east side of Route 17 could accommodate 

housing (long narrow lots, adjacent to industrial uses), the west side could support infill.  

 

The Borough will accommodate mixed use development on those commercially zoned properties 

on the west side of Route 17 via an additional redevelopment overlay zone that permits 

residential as an accessory use. While this will help to address the redevelopment stipulation as 

indicated in the Fourth Round rules, the Brough will seek a waiver as to the intensity of that zone 

and to the extent necessary to accommodate the 25% of the obligation as adjusted. The reason 

for such a waiver request is, as indicated above, that nearly the entirety of the Borough is already 

in an affordable housing overlay zone. 
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Appendix A - 2025 Vacant Land Inventory and Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





MAP NO. BLOCK LOT PROPERTY CLASSADDRESS ADDITIONAL LOTSTOTAL AREA (AC) FLOOD HAZARD AREA (FHA) WETLANDS (OUTSIDE FHA) AREA OUTSIDE OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTREASONS FOR EXCLUSION 

ADDITIONAL REASON(S) FOR 

EXCLUSION RDP 

1 5 42.01 1 5 CARLYLE CT. 0.098 0.00 0.00 0.098 Developed - -

2 10 10 1 540 LINCOLN ST 0.051 0.00 0.00 0.051 Developed - -

3 22 1.01 1 558 DIVISION AVE. 0.121 0.00 0.00 0.121 Developed - -

4 33 9 1 707 HILL ST. 0.207 0.00 0.00 0.207 -

Unconstrained Acreage Insufficient 

to Support Housing 0

5 64 2.02 1 400 DIVISION AVE. 0.123 0.00 0.00 0.123 Developed - -

6 75 11 1 401 HOBOKEN RD 0.105 0.00 0.00 0.105 Developed - -

7 85 2 1 643 EIGHTH ST 0.117 0.00 0.00 0.117 -

Unconstrained Acreage Insufficient 

to Support Housing 0

8 86 4 1 PASSAIC AVE 0.115 0.00 0.00 0.115 Developed - -

9 86 11 1 ROUTE 17 0.065 0.00 0.00 0.065 Developed - -

10 105 3.01 1 324 BROAD STREET 0.117 0.00 0.00 0.117 -

Unconstrained Acreage Insufficient 

to Support Housing 0

11 107 4 1 BROAD ST. 0.144 0.144 0.00 0.000 Constrained by FHA - -

12 107 15 1 328-338 RT 17 SOUTH 16 & 17 0.104 0.011 0.00 0.093 Developed - -

AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITES 

MAP NO. BLOCK LOT PROPERTY CLASS ADDRESS TOTAL AREA (AC)

18 2 15C 447 GARDEN ST 0.116

A 18 3 2 634 DIVISION AV. 0.455

18 4 1 632 DIVISION AVE 0.069

B 25 12 4A 585 HOBOKEN RD 0.131 1

C 25 13 4B 575 HOBOKEN RD. 0.256 2

D 59 14 1 491 BROAD ST 0.237 1

E 63 16 4C 400 HACKENSACK ST 0.105 2

TOTAL RDP 9

3



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B - Affordable Housing Sites Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C - Draft Spending Plan 
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Carlstadt Borough Affordable Housing Trust Fund Spending Plan 
 

INTRODUCTION  

 

The Borough of Carlstadt’s Spending Plan was prepared in accordance with the Fourth Round 

Housing Element and Fair Share Plan rules and regulations signed into law March 20, 2024. This 

spending plan is intended to project anticipated affordable housing trust fund revenues, 

expenditures, and the mechanisms for expenditure through December 31, 2035.   

 

As of December 31, 2024, the Borough had collected $2,058,751, none of which was expended. 

Pursuant to the Appellate Division’s authorization allowing for the adoption of a Development Fee 

Ordinance and restriction on expenditure of collected fees in the absence of a spending plan 

approved by the Court, no fees have been expended.  All development fees and interest earned by 

the fees were deposited in a separate interest-bearing Affordable Housing Trust Fund at the Valley 

Bank, located at 207 Hackensack Street, Wood Ridge, NJ 07075. These funds shall be spent in 

accordance with N.J.A.C. 5:93-8.16 as described in the sections below.  

 

1. REVENUES FOR CERTIFICATION PERIOD 

 

To calculate a projection of revenue anticipated through December 31, 2035, the Borough of 

Carlstadt considered the following: 

 

(a) Development fees: 

 

1. Residential and nonresidential projects which have been subject to development 

fees at the time of preliminary or final development approvals; 

2. All projects currently before the planning and zoning boards for development 

approvals that may apply for building permits and certificates of occupancy; and 

3. Future development that is likely to occur based on historical rates of 

development.  

 

(b) Payment in lieu (PIL):  

 

Actual and committed payments in lieu (PIL) of construction from developers. 

To date, there are no actual or committed payments in lieu (PIL) of construction from developers.  

 

(c) Other funding sources: 

 

Funds from other sources include, but are not limited to, the sale of units with extinguished 

controls, repayment of affordable housing program loans, rental income, and proceeds from the 

sale of affordable units. All monies to be deposited in the Affordable Housing Trust fund are 

anticipated to come from development fees.  

 

(d) Projected interest:  

 

Affordable Housing Trust Fund interest is based on the current rate of interest of 4.1%. 
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(e) Anticipated revenue: 

 

Table 1 below shows the anticipated revenue to be generated from development fees. The Borough 

projects that a subtotal of $1,284,393 ($1,337,050 with interest) will be collected between January 

1, 2025 and December 31, 2035 for affordable housing purposes, based on the assumptions that 

immediately follow the table. These projections are essentially extrapolations of historic trends. 

After adding in the funds currently in the trust account, the total is projected to be $3,395,801. 

 

Table 1:  Projected Revenues, Housing Trust Fund- 2020 through 2025 

Year Source  

of Funds 
2024 2025 

2026-

2027 

2028-

2029 

2030-

2031 

2032-

2033 

2034-

2035 

2025-2035 

Total 

Projected 

Residential 

Development 

S
T

A
R

T
IN

G
 

B
A

L
A

N
C

E
 

$
2
,0

5
8
,7

5
1

 

(1
2
/3

1
/2

4
) $0 

 

$0 

 

$0 

 

$0 

 

$0 

 

$0 $0 

Projected Non 

-Residential 

Development 

$116,763 $233,526 $233,526 $233,526 $233,526 

 

$233,526 $1,284,393 

Interest $4,787 $9,575 $9,575 $9,575 $9,575 $9,575 $52,657 

Total $2,058,751 $121,550 $243,100 $243,100 $243,100 $243,100 $243,100 $3,395,801 

 

It can be assumed that there will be no residential construction within the next 10 years due to the 

lack of land to develop on and the lack of residential development over the last 10 years.  

 

Projected non-residential development is based on the development fees collected by the Borough 

since 2008. During this period, fees totaling $1,984,971 were received, or an average of $116,763 

per year.  

 

As indicated in the Table above, Carlstadt Borough anticipates that a total of $1,337,050 in revenue 

will be collected between January 1, 2025 and December 31, 2035 ($0+ $1,284,393+$52,657). 

 

2. ADMINISTRATIVE MECHANISM TO COLLECT AND DISTRIBUTE FUNDS 

 

The procedural sequence to be followed by the Borough of Carlstadt for the collection and 

distribution of development fee revenues is presented below. 

 

(a) Collection of development fee revenues 

 

Collection of development fee revenues shall comply with the Borough’s Development 

Fee Ordinance for both residential and non-residential development in accordance with 

COAH’s rules and P.L.2008, c.46, sections 8 (C. 52:27D-329.2) and 32-38 (C. 40:55D-

8.1 through 8.7).   

 

(b) Distribution of development fee revenues 

 

A resolution recommending the expenditure of development fee revenues as set forth 

in this spending plan is adopted by the Planning Board and forwarded to the Council. 
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The Council then reviews the request for consistency with the spending plan and, by 

resolution, adopts the recommendation. 

  

Upon adoption of the Council’s resolution, funds can be released in accordance with 

the Court-approved spending plan. The Chief Financial Officer releases the requested 

revenue from the trust fund for the specific use approved in the Council’s resolution 

following approval of a request by resolution.   

 

3. DESCRIPTION OF ANTICIPATED USE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUNDS 

 

The Borough of Carlstadt may use the monies in the trust fund for any of the following items, 

pursuant to N.J.A.C. 5:93-8.16(a) and (c): 

 

• New construction of affordable housing and related development costs; eligible costs for 

inclusionary development shall be pro-rated based on the proportion of affordable 

housing units that are included in the development 

• Extensions and/or improvements of roads and infrastructure to low- and moderate-

income housing sites; costs for inclusionary development shall be pro-rated based on the 

proportion of affordable housing units that are included in the development 

• Purchase and/or improvement of land to be used for low- and moderate-income housing 

• Market-to-affordable programs  

• Green building strategies designed to save money for low- and moderate-income 

households, either for new construction not funded by other sources, or as part of 

necessary maintenance or repair of existing units 

 

• Rehabilitation, maintenance and repair of affordable housing units 

• Repayment of municipal bonds issued to finance affordable housing activity 

• Affordability assistance to very low-, low- and moderate-income buyers and renters of 

affordable housing units to lower the cost of homeownership, subsidize closing costs, or 

reduce the capitalized basis of rent payments 

• Affordability assistance to create very low-income and low-income units 

• Any other activity as specified herein 

 

Specific Expenditures 

 

The Borough of Carlstadt will expend trust fund dollars, less administrative expenditures, on an 

affordability assistance program. The types of affordability assistance that are being considered 

include: security deposit assistance, rental payment assistance or some combination thereof. An 

operating manual for the program will be drafted and the program operated by an experienced 

administrative agent.  

 

The Borough will establish said program(s) and hire an experienced affordable housing 

administrator to manage any established program. At such time the Borough establishes a program, 

the Borough will seek to amend the spending plan to more accurately detail the exact methodology 

for fund expenditure. While the Borough projects funds through the end of 2035, the Borough does 
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not anticipate bonding for any funding shortfall and the size of said program(s) will be 

proportionate to the funds in the affordable housing trust fund. 

 

4. AFFORDABILITY ASSISTANCE (N.J.A.C. 5:93-8.16(c))  

 

At least 30% of collected development fees shall be used to create very low-income units and 

provide affordability assistance to low- and moderate-income households in affordable units 

included in the Fair Share Plan.  

 

Table 2 below shows the minimum amount anticipated being available for affordability assistance 

to low- and moderate-income households, including very low-income households. 

 

Table 2:  Projected Minimum Affordability Assistance Requirement 

Development fees collected from 7/17/08 to 

12/31/2024 
 $2,058,751 

Development fees projected, 2025-2035 + $1,284,393 

Interest earned, 7/17/08 through 12/31/2024 + $0 

Interest projected, 2025-2035  $52,657 

 Total = $3,395,801 

30 percent requirement x .30 = $1,018,740 

Less affordability assistance expenditures 

through 12/31/2024 
- $0 

Projected minimum affordability assistance 

expenditures  
= $1,018,740 

Projected minimum very low-income 

affordability assistance requirement 
÷ 3 = $339,580 

 

The Borough of Carlstadt will dedicate a minimum of $1,018,740 from the affordable housing 

trust fund towards affordability assistance to render units more affordable, including at least 

$339,580 to render units more affordable to households earning no more than 30 percent of median 

income by region. Programs and activities for which funds will be spent will be determined from 

the following list: 

 

• Affordability assistance to very low-, low- and moderate-income buyers and 

renters of affordable housing units to lower the cost of homeownership, subsidize 

closing costs and down payments, security deposits, emergency repairs funding 

and/or reduce the capitalized basis of the rent payments. 

• Assistance with homeowners association or condominium fees and special 

assessments  
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5. ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES (N.J.A.C. 5:93-8.16(e)) 

 

Table 3:  Projected Allowed Administrative Expense 

Development fees + interest collected, 7/17/08 thru 

12/31/24 

+ $2,058,751 

Projected development fees, 2025-2035 + $1,337,050 

Total = $3,395,801 

20 percent maximum allowed administrative expense x .20 = $679,160 

Less administrative expenditures through 12/31/2024 - $ 0 

Projected maximum allowable administrative 

expenses, 12/31/2024 through 12/31/2035 

= $679,160 

 

The Borough of Carlstadt projects that $679,160 will be available from the Affordable Housing 

Trust Fund to be used for administrative purposes. Projected administrative expenditures, which 

are subject to the 20 percent cap, include:  

 

• Administrative costs to underwrite professional consulting fees relating to the preparation and 

implementation of the Borough’s Fair Share Plan and any amendments thereto;  

• Professional, legal, and court fees as they relate to affordable housing;  

• Administrative fees related to any municipally-sponsored new construction program; and 

• Underwriting fees associated with the retention of a qualified administrative agent as may be 

found necessary.  

 

The Township will not expend for administrative purposes in excess of the formula in Table 3 

above. 

 

The Borough anticipates reimbursement for past admin expenses as approved by the Courts. These 

expenditures will be for only expenses indicated above and were not previously dispensed from 

the Affordable Housing Trust Fund due to the fact that the Borough has yet to receive Spending 

Plan approval from the Program. The Borough will submit a detailed list of all administrative 

expenses for the Program to determine the level of reimbursement for past activity.  

 

6. EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE  

 

The Borough of Carlstadt anticipates using affordable housing trust fund revenues to the benefit 

of low-, moderate-, and very low-income households, as set forth in the table below. In preparing 

this spending plan, it should be noted that the Borough is committed to expending the funds in the 

Affordable Housing Trust Fund by the end of 2035.  

 

The expenditure schedule is summarized in Table 4 on the following page. 
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Table 4:  Projected Expenditure Schedule, 2025-2035 

PROJECTS/ 

PROGRAMS 
2025 

2026-

2027 

2028-

2029 

2030-

2031 

2032-

2033 

2034-

2035 
Total 

Affordability 

Assistance 

$-    $253,327  $253,328  $253,328  $253,328  $253,330 $1,266,641 

Administration $61,742 $123,484 $123,484 $123,484 $123,484 $123,482 $679,160 

Value 

Reimbursement 

(Block 18, Lot 2) 

$500,000 $-   $-  $-   $-  $-  $500,000 

Property 

Purchase (Block 

18, Lots 3 and 4) 

$500,000  $-    $-    $-    $-    $-    $500,000 

Additional 

Property 

Purchase 

$450,000 $- $- $- $- $- $450,000 

Total $1,511,742 $376,811  $376,812 $376,812 $376,812 $376,812 $3,395,801 

 

7. SUMMARY 

 

The Borough of Carlstadt intends to spend affordable housing trust fund revenues as approved by 

the Court pursuant to N.J.A.C. 5:93-8.16 and consistent with the programs described in the 

Borough’s Housing Element and Fair Share Plan. 

 

As of December 31,2024, the Borough of Carlstadt has a balance of $2,058,751 and anticipates an 

additional $1,337,050 in revenues through December 31, 2035, for a total of $3,395,801. The 

municipality will dedicate $1,266,641 towards affordability assistance to benefit moderate-

income, low-income and very low-income households.   

 

Table 5:  Spending Plan Summary 

REVENUES 

Balance as of December 31,2024  $ 2,058,751 

Projected Revenue from December 31, 2025 through 2035   

  1. Development fees + $ 1,284,393 

  2. Payments in lieu of construction + $ 0 

  3. Other funds + $ 0 

  4. Interest + $ 52,657 

TOTAL REVENUE = $ 3,395,801 

EXPENDITURES 

Affordability assistance (various) - $ 1,266,641 

Administration  - $ 679,160 

Value Reimbursement (Block 18, Lot 2) - $ 500,000 

Property Purchase (Block 18, Lots 3 and 4) - $ 500,000 

Additional Property Purchase - $ 450,000 

TOTAL PROJECTED EXPENDITURES = $ 3,395,801 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D - 100% Affordable Site Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix E - 400 Hackensack Deed  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix F - 575 Hoboken Deed  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

























 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix G - 585 Hoboken Deed 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

















 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix H - 491 Broad Resolution  
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NOTICE OF RESOLUTION · 
BOROUGH OF CARLsTADT BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

PLEASE rAKE NOTICE tlµtt pursuant to Rule 4:69-6(b) (3), the Board of Adjustment . . . 

of the ~rough of Carlstadt, at a meeting held oil September 21, 2016, rendered the following 

determination: 

·THAT an init(al Application of Petra"Holdings'LLC located at 491 Broad Street, 

Carlstadt, being Block 59 Lot 14 was heard on December 8, 2014 and January 19, 20~5 to permit 

the construction of a ten (10) unit resi~tial dwelling requllfug a density variance, (NJ.S.A. · · . · 

40:55-70.ld(S)) bulk variances and Waivers from the standards required in the Site Plan Ordiance 

was denied; and 

TBA1: a ~nside~tio~ ~g was heard on Febrwily 25, 2015 wherein the Applic~nt 

revised the Application to permit the construction of 8n eiSht (8) unit residential dwelling · 

inclusive of one (1) a:tfordablc housing unit requiring the same variances and waivers was 

denied; and 

THAT Robert T. Regan, ESq., the Mount Laurel .Implementatlo~ Mooitor issued a . . . 
written decision on ~h 23, 2015 to the Carlstadt Zoning Board pursuant to his authority set 

forth in the Final Judgment in Tomu Development Co., Inc. v. Borough of East Rutherford. et~ 

reversing the decision of the Carlstadt Zoning Board of Adjustment and granted the requested (d) 

variance a5 well as the ancillary 0 c,, variances and Site plan approv~ applied ~or by the 

Applicant; and 

THAT an appeal ~f the Moilnt Lame! lmJ?lementation Mo~tor's decision Was taken to 

the Superior Court of New Jersey ui the matter of The Borough of Carlstadt and the Carl!f.adt · 
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Zoning Board Of Adjustment vs. Petra Holdines .LLC and Robert R~gan in his capacity m Co~ 
. 

appointed Moµpt Laurel MonitOr; and . -. - - . ...- -

. ntA'i' a settlement between the parties was negotiated prior to the heariQg before the 

Court apd presented to the CarlStadt Zoning Board· of Adjustment at a Whispering Woods 
• I 

hearing on September 21, 2016; and ·. 
TllAT .a revised Application was presented to the Board of Adjustment which contained ' · 

a revised. Site Pl~ addressing·issues raised"by an aggrieved contigu~us property O?lller on the 

northern bounw.ry of the si~; and 

THAT the Board of Adjustment at a Public Hearing with ~ropriate notice~ all 

interested parties approved the App~cation for a "d(S)" density variance to permit the . . . 
construction of eight (8) units inclusive of one (1) affordable housing unit as well as apcUlary 

"C" variances and Site Plan waivers subject to conditions contained in the Resolution approved; . . 
and 

NOTICE is given that tlle afor~d Resolution has~ fil~ ip the Office of the 

Secretary of the Board of Adjustment and is availablct for inspection. 

BOARD OF ~JUSTMENT 

File No. 2016-3 
Dated: February 8, 2017 
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RESOLUTION 

.WHEREAS, an Application was made to the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the 

Borough of Carlstadt to confirm a Settleqient that was negotiated between the Borough of 

Carlstadt and the Carl~t Zoning Board of Adjustment as Plaintiffs and Petra Holdings. LLC 

and Robert Reriih iij bis caoacity as Court Appointed Mount Laurel Monitor. Docket No. BER-
.. ~ 'J .... 

' L-004329-16, Superior Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Bergen County; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant and Owner of the subject property is Petra Holdings LLC; 

and 

WHEREAS, the premises involved is located at 491 Broad Street, Carlstad~ being Block 

59 Lot 14; and 

WHEREAS~ a Public Hearing was held on SePtember i 1, 2016 pursuant to Public 

Notice at the Municipal Building, Carlstadt, New Jersey; and 

WHEREAS, there were two prior hearings relating to this Application. Initial hearings 

were on December 8, 2014 apd January 19, 2015 {hereafter ''Initial Hearings11. At said hearings 

the ~pplicant sought variances from the Zoning Ordinance of the Borough of Carlstadt 

Affordable Housing Overlay to permit the construction of a ten {l 0) unit residential dwelling. 

The approval of said Application required a density variance, bulk variances and waivers 

i:om the standards required in the Site Plan Ordinance. The Board of Adjustment denied the 

J\ppli~on for relief requested by the Applicant. Prior to the Board adopting a Resolution 

4enying the Application, the Applicant request a reconsideration hearing (hereafter 

'Reconsideration Hearing"). At said hearing, the Applicant submitted a revised proposal 

\'herein the scope of the project would be reduced from ten (10) to eight (8) units; and 
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WHERE~, the Reconsideration Hearing was held on February 25, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the Reconsideration Hearing, the Board of Adjustment 

entertained a motion to deny the Application to permit the construction of eight (8) residential 

units requiring a density variance, bulk variances and waivers from the standards promulgated in 

the S~e Plan Ordinance; that the vote of the Board to deny the application was ~3 is favor of 

denial; and 

WHEREAS, Robert T. Regan, Esq., the Mount Laurel Implementation Monitor, who 

was present at the hearings, issued a written decision on March 23, 2015 to the Carlstadt Zoning 

Board, pursuant to his authority as set forth in the Final Judgment in Tomu Development Co .• 

Inc. v. Borough of East Rutherford. et al, reversing the February 25, 2015 decision of the Board, 

which denied the application to construct an eight unit housing development, inclusive of a 

single affordable unit. The Mount Laurel Implementation Monitor directed the Carlstadt Zoning 

Board of Adj~ent to grant the r~ucsted (d) variance as well as the ancillary "c" variances and 

site plan approval applied for by the Applicant subject to reasonable conditions; and 

WHEREAS, the Resolution of the Board as to the findings and conclusions relating to 

the Initial Hearin& the Reconsideration Hearing, and the decision of the Mount Laurel 

Implementation Monitor dated March 23, 2015 are annexed hereto in their entirety; and 

WHEREAS, at the hearing of September 21, 2016 the attorney for the Applicant 

presented Joseph F. Vince, P.E., C.M.E. to testify as to the modifications to the Site Plan 

.undertaken by the Applicant in response to the n~otiations in the litigation heretofore cited; 

and 

WHEREAS, various documents and exhibits were submitted to the Board to support the 
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Application along with testimony in respect to the doquments. The documents were marked as 

exhibits as follows: 

(1) A·l - .original Site Plan by Vince Engineering dated 8/18/14 and revised to 213/IS 

depicting: eight (8) units; a footprint of 6834 S.F .; parking under the building and in the open 
I 
\ 

area; a three (3) story structure with units on the second (2"d) and third (3rd) floors; and parking 

access from both Broad Street and First Street 

(2) A-2 - a settlement sketch dated 6/9/1 ~ depicting eight (8) units with residential 

units on the 1st floor; the Broad Street parking access being eliminated; and the third story being 

indented twenty (20) feet on the north side with a balcony. 

(3) A-3 -The Final Plans for the project dated 1/4/16 and revised 6/1/16 by 

Schwanewedel/Has Engineering depicting a three (3) story structure with the 2nd floor I 0 feet 

from the northern line; the 3n1 floor being 20 fe~t from the northerly property line; no access .from 

Broad Street; arborvitae placed along the northern property line in an area of 2 % feet; and a 

small increase of 100 S.F. open space. 

(4) A-4-Associated Architects Plan dated 10/30/14 presented at the Initial and 

Reconsideration Hearings depicting all parking on the ground floor; a three (3) story building; 

with all three floors on the north side having the same building line. 

(5) A-5 -A Plan of ASsociated Architects dated 12/9/15 depicting the 1" floor with 

three (3) residential units; the 3rd floor being stepped back 20 feet from the property line with a 

balcony for proposed units #5 and #6; a six (6) foot solid fence being placed on the retaining 

wall; a 2 ~ foot planting space between the subject property and the neighbor to the north 

contailling an arborvitae row; no vehicular access from Broad Street; and an adequate turning 
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radius for the ingress and egress from First Street 

(6) A-6- PreJimjnary Schematic Floor Plans and Elevation dated 6/9(2015. 

(7) A-7-First Floor Plan of Associated Architects dated 1219/15 depicting the first 

floor having three units, each unit between 660 S.F. - 780 S.F. 

(8) A-8 -Second Floor Plan of Associated Architects dated 1219/15 depicting units 

#4 through #8 and the Third Floor Plan depicting the stairs from the Second Floor of units #4 

through #8 to the third floor; 

(9) A-9- The Consent Order remanding the matter to the Carlstadt Planning Board 

for a "Whispering Wood" Hearing; and 

WHEREAS, Joseph F. Vince, an Engineer for the Applicant described the modifications 

made to the original Plan (Exhibit A-1) as contained in Plans presented at this meeting (Exhibit 

A-3). 

(1) That the Site Plan cExhibit A-3) was revised so as to accommowite the residential 

neighbor on the northern side of the project who appeared before the Governing Body of 

Carlstadt to protest the decision of the Monitor in reversing the denial of the Application by the 

Zoning Board of Adjustment This protest subsequently morphing into the litigation instituted by 

the Borough of Carl~t. 

(2) That the Site Plan as presented to the Board of Adjustment had the follQwing 

modifications: 

(a) That the building surface on the first and second floors of the project on the northern 

side would be stepped ten {10) feet from the property line and the third floor would be 

recessed twenty {20) feet from the northern property line. 
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(b) That the parking area would be recessed an additional foot from the original places. 

( c) That a 2 Y2 feet space between the property line and the property line of the northern 

neighbor would be utilized for a row of arborvitae plantings; that a solid 6 feet fence 

would be placed on the retaining wall; and the parking area due, to the topographies of 

the site, would be lower than the retaining wall. The result being that the screening 

would mask the parked vehicles from the sight of the northerly neighbor. 

(3) That the Plan would contain the same eight units with one unit remaining as an 

affordable housing unit 

( 4) That the ultimate composition of the units would most likely be of a condominium 

nature with the affordable unit being an apartment type of residence which would provide the 

municipality with a greater affordable housing credit 

(S) That the height of the proposal would be a little less than 34 feet 11 Y2 inches. 

(6) That all the units would be responsible for their own waste and refuge removal. 

(7) That the units documents would have the following square footage: #l 675 S.F., 

#2 660 S.F., #3 780 S.F., #4 1732 S.F., #5 2561 S.F., #6 2037 S.F., #7 2000 S.F. and #8 1850 

S.F.; and 

WHEREAS, various citizens appeared at the meeting to voice their opposition to the 

project as follows: that the project should be scaled down due to the size of the parcel; that the 

project would adversely affect the value of their properties; that the development was not 

compatible with the neighborhood; that the units were much too large; and that the units would 

accommodate larger families with more individuals having motor vehicles rendering the 

provided perking for sixteen (16) cars inadequate; and 
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WHEREAS. Mark Dunn residing at 414 First Street the neighbors to the north of the 

project indicated that: 

( 1) He was not aware of the proposed settlement and did not partake in any 

discussions. 

(2) That the arborvitae planting near his property line would require him to maintain 

same. That this comment .was subsequently addressed by the developer indicating that the 

developer would maintain same. 

(3) That the balcony for units #5 and #6 would disturb his privacy. That the Monitor 

addressed this comment by asking if the removal of the balcony would satisfy his concern; and 

that an affirmative response was not forthcoming; and 

WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the Borough of Carlstadt was in receipt 

of reports of Neglia Engineering Associates dated February 23, 2016 and revised to August 26, 

2016 (Board Exhibit #1) and Remington & Vemick Engineering dated September 20, 2016 

(Board Exhibit #2) and did evaluate same; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Adjustment considered the testimony of the Engineer for the 

Applicant; the various documents marked as Exhibits and the testimony of the citizens present at 

the meeting along with the contiguous property owner and found as follows: 

(a) That the matter was subject to an Original Hearing and a Reconsideration Hearing 

wherein the Board did not approve the Application. 

(b) That in a well-reasoned opinion dated March 23, 2015, the Mount Laurel 

Implementation Monitor ("Monitor") for the Borough of Carlstadt pursuant to the Final 

Judgment in Tomu Development vs. the Borough of Carlstadt. et al, reversed the decision of the 
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Zoning Board of Adjustment 

( c) That the foundation of the decision of the Monitor was that the existing parcel 

was a nonconfomtlng entity called "The Balcony" which was a restaurant, bar and lounge with 

live music several nights per week. 

( d) That "The Balcony" was the subject of numerous complaints to the Borough 

Council by contiguous property owners of excessive noise, late hour nuisances, inadequate 

parking issues and other disturbances visited upon the neighborhood. 

(e) That the proposed Plan which was reduced to eight (8) units would more 

appropriately conform to the Zone Plan; a nonconforming use which was the subject of many 

complaints by the contiguous property owners would be reduced to conformity; and the project 

wowd provide an affordable housing unit which was the purpose of the Borough of Carlstadt 

adopting the Affordable Housing Overlay Zone. . . 
(f) That the contiguous property owner to the north of the project petitioned the 

Borough to take action but said property owner was not a party to the action before the Court 

(g) That counsel representing the Borough and the Zoning Board in the litigation 

.initiated meetings with the Applicant to modify the original Plans to accommodate the concerns 

of the property owner to the north of the development. 

(h) That the modified Plans contain the same number of units but were developed in 

such a manner as to move the second floor of the structure ten (I 0) feet from the northern 

property line; step the third floor of the structure in an additional ten (10) feet from the northern 

property line; place a six (6) foot solid fence above the retaining wall; and plant a row of 

arborvitae in an area two and one-half (2 V,) feet from the northerly property line. 
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• .. 

That the Board of Adjustment felt that the revised Plan proposed by the Applicant 

addressed a majority of the concerns of the contiguous neighbor. 

0) Although the contiguous neighbor was not a party to the litigation nor part of the 

settlement discussions, all of the revision s to the Site Plan were aimed at accommodating said 

neighbor's concerns about the project being too close to the property line between the two (2) 

parcels. 

(k) That the Board was further advised that the plans as revised were acceptable to the 

Monitor and further supported the Monitor's position in reversing the denial of the Initial 

Application and the Reconsideration Application by the Board. 

(1) That the.Board did not take testimony from the Applicant and its experts as to the 

density variance, the bulk variances or the Site PJan waivers. It being the position of the Board 

that all of the variances and Site Plan waivers requested were addressed at the Initial Hearing and 

the Reconsideration Hearing and additional testimony would only be repetitive in nature and time 

consuming. 

(m) That the settlement was conditioned upon a Public Hearing on the Revised Plan as 

if a new Application was being presented to the Board; that the hearing was subject to all of the 

statutory comlitions necessary to validate the public interest notice; that a Public Hearing was 

held wherein all of the interested parties were provided with an opportunity to address the Board; 

and a written Resolution is to be adopted by the Board. 

(n) That the action of the Board is further subject to a Complaint in Lieu of 

Prerogative Writ by any party that may be aggrieved by the Board's decision herein. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the 
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Borough of Carlstadt that the Application for a .. d (5)" density variance to pennit the 

construction of eight (8) units inclusive of one (1) affordable housing unit as well as ancillacy 

"C:' variances and Site Plan waivers as contained in the revised Plans marked as exhibits 

heretofore is approved upon the following conditions: 

1. Approvals of all other government agencies and utilities having jmisdiction over 

any aspect of the Project. 

2. Satisfaction by the Applicant of the representations and commitments made in the 

testimony presented to the Board and on the record before the Board. 

3. Deposit of the appropriate escrow amounts and payment of requisite application 

fees pursuant to Carlstadt,s ordinance and the reasonable requirements of 

applicable Borough Professionals. 

4. The Applicant shall enter into a Developers Agreement with the Borough of 

Carlstadt containing the requirements of the Borough Engineer in reports dated 

February 23 2016 and revised August 26, 2016 and annexed hereto; and the 

establishment of a performance guaranty fund and a maintenance fund. 

5. The Applicant shall comply with the requirements for structural, fire, sanitary and 

safety as provided for in the cwrent edition of the New Jersey Unifonn 

Construction Code. 

6. Payment of all development fees which may apply to the property pursuant to the 

Code of the Borough of Carlstadt including the Developments Agreement referred 

to heretofore. 
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7. The Applicant shall not be permitted to charge a fee or to lease any parking spaces 

located on the subject property to either a tenant or to any other person or entity. f . 
8. The Applicant shall comply with all the requirements of the Bergen County Soil 

Conservation district. 

9. The affordable housing unit shall be memorialized by a deed restriction for a 

minimum of thirty (30) years by the AP. 

File No. 2016-3 
Dated: October 12, 2016 
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ANCil.LARY RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Petra Holdings, LLC made an application to the Zoning Board of 

Adjustment of the Borough of Carlstadt for a variance from the tenns of the Zoning Ordinance of 

the Borough of Carlstadt Affordable Housing Overlay to permit the construction of a ten (10) 

unit residential dwelling at 491 Broad Street, Carlstadt being Block 59 Lot 14 requiring a density 

variance, bulk variances and waivers from various standards established in the Site Plan 

Ordiance; and that after a denial of the ten (10) unit proposal by the Board at the conclusion of 

the initial hearing on January 19, 2015, a Reconsideration Hearing, requested by the Applicant, 

was held on February 25, 2015, for the Plan with the scope of the project reduced to eight (8) 

units; and said revised Plan was denied by the Board; and 

WHEREAS, Robert T. Regan, Esq., the Mount Laurel Implementation Monitor for the 

Borough of Carlstadt issued a written decision on March 23, 2015, pursuant to his authority as 

set forth in the Final Judgment in Tomu Development Co .. Inc. v. Borough of East Rutherford, et 

aJ., directing the Carlstadt Zoning Board of Adjustment to grant the requested (d) variance as 

well as the ancillary "c'' variances and site plan Waivers applied for by the Applicant subject to 

reasonable conditions; and 

WHEREAS, on May 7, 2015 the Borough of Carlstadt and the Zoning Board of the 

Borough of Carlstadt filed a Verified Complaint in lieu of prerogative writ against Petra 

Holdings, LLC and Robert T. Regan, Esq., in his court appointed position as Monitor alleging 

that the decision of the Monitor to reverse the decision of the Board in denying the application 

was unsupported, arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable; and 

WHEREAS, the parties negotiated an agreement as to the issues raised in the Complaint 



' " '. ;, 

and a Consent Order was entered into by the parties to have the proposed settlement remanded to 

the Carlstadt Zoning Board of Adjustment for a "Whispering Wood Hearing"; and 

WHEREAS, the "Whispering Woods Hearing" was held on September 21, 2016 wherein 

the Zoning Board of Adjustment granted approval of the modified Plan of the Applicant; and 

WHEREAS, subsequent to the September 21, 2016 hearing, the Board of Adjustment 

met with the Applicant on January 11, 2017 at the request of the Construction Official of the 

Borough of Carlstadt to discuss ingress and egress issues relating to the Parking Plan; and 

WHEREAS, a number of revisions were made to the Site Plan with particular emphasis 

on the parking area; and 

WHEREAS, said revisions were incorporated into the Resat ution of the Zoning Board of 

Adjustment dated February 8, 2017 adopting the revised Application presented at the 

"Whispering Wood Hearing"; and 

WHEREAS, issues relating to Applicant's compliance with the agreement relating to 

parking revisions; and the Borough's requirement for drainage improvements for storm water 

runoff from the proposed development have arisen; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant's Engineer and the Neglia Engineering Associates, the 

Engineer for the Borough of Carlstadt have agreed to the following revisions to the Parking Plan: 

(a) Parking spaces #5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 would be the width of 8.5'; and that parking 

spaces #11, 12 and 13 would be a width of 8.0' (Exhibit A Plan of Joseph F. Vince, P.E. dated 

January 4, 2016 .modified January 31, 2017); and 

WHEREA;S, as part of the Engineering analysis of the Revised Plan of the Applicant at 

the "Whispering Woods Hearing" Neglia Engineering Associates, the Board's Engineer required 

the installation of an overflow pipe and offsite improvement within the right of way 
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encompassing a distance of 400'; and 

WHEREAS, Joseph F. Vince, P .E. of Schwanewede/Hals Engineering submitted an 

analysis to the Board Engineer indicating that the off site drainage improvements 

recommendation by the Board Engineer are neither necessary nor required; and 

WHEREAS, the Mount Laurel Implementation Monitor for the Borough of Carlstadt 

was tasked with resolving the outstanding issue of off~site drainage in that the approval was an 

inclusione.ry development; and 

WHEREAS, under the Mount Laurel II decision, to meet their fair share obligation, 

municipalities were to remove zoning, subdivision and site plan restrictions and exactions that 

are not necessary to protect health and safety; and 

WHEREAS, in a well reasoned opinion, Robert T. Regan, Esq., the Mount Laurel 

Implementation Monitor detennined that requiring the Applicant to construct the off site 

drainage improvements required by the Board Engineer was neither necessary nor required and 

would be contrary to the Mount Laurel II decision; and 

WHEREAS, as part of the information utilized in deciding the off site drainage issue, the 

analysis of Joseph F. Vince, P.E. dated Janwuy 20, 2017 (Exhibit B) and that of David Juzmeski, 

P.E. dated February 9, 2017 (Exhibit C) were considered in the Decision of Robert T. Regan, 

Esq., the Mount Laurel Implementation Monitor (Exhibit D); 

NOW THEREFORE, be it RESOLVED by the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the 

Borough of Carlstadt that the revision to the Parking Plan and the Decision of the Mount Laurel 
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Monitor as to the off site drainage requirement are approved and incorporated into the original 

approving Resolution of February 8, 2017. 

S)),,;J~Jl«u..P@: I 
David MaJinOWS:, Secretary 

File No. 2016-3 
Dated: s¥ \ 3 , 2017 
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Schwanewade I Hals Engineering 
9l'ostltold 
&lileMll 
Oaklind, 'New Jeney07436 
E·MaiJ: HaJsena@oploalme.!!et 

1anuary21. 2017 

Mr. David·Juzmta~ P.E., .J> .P. 
Neglia EngineermgAuoCiatcs 
34"Padc: Avenue 
PO'BoX426 
L}'DdlnJm, NJ 01071 

RE: Storm.wmr Management Owrflow Connei:tioo 
Petra Haldbip1 LtC 
491 Btoad ·s~ 
Bloc:k59 -Lot14 
Boroogh of Cadstadt. 
Bcricn County. N1 

Dear Mt. IUZl!lldlci: 

This Jetter ii ln-impomc ti) ;yodr J~ ~Q .. :ZOi 7. lotter to :the .~I~ coumel, .Mt. Gmy. CObe.n. 8inc;e the 
origfm] filing <1f the ~-mcn:nced application With :tht; Botoogh 'Of Ctiljtidf z.oama BoiM of Adjustment, the 
applicant has pr'OIJOMC1. to comtruct.omftc dmimlp ~- to addna ltDllDWlh:r IUdOff 1iom :tbe, JWP.C15e3 
dcwl~t Stomiwateir mnoit-iiom ore dtvelqpml:lllt :m to be~ wno .dCt 1he ~~ ~ &jBtliiD 
shown on 1ho plllDI bu ·mel or exceeded all ~cable rcgufatiam. 'lkiDltalliiionwmi!.ovmflow:pipcnrill-nqoire 
tho-installation of oftiite imp.rovemeota within. the pub~:rltl#-of~'ft)" fi>r a.diamnco of ~y·ifo.Q feet. Y~ur 
requin!ment of file~ Of ail oveiflaw l>ipo i,. an ~-~-Of the ~on. 11lo~ 
pfpe·ia not required by any 917licable ~mat DacellllE1 from·• engineamg·lllnd_po~ud Will~_lll 
undue financial ~oqthe ~ 

TbepropatycoatafDs 10;000-1.f or0.23-aae; ~y,·!J9%.or 9$1':1.f: • ~fl-ccm:red!$~ 
sw:faces. Sfi>rmwatet tld- from 1hb· iWUe ~ ;--"•'. · dfibll: DD'-• PlciPiiY -fD1o. Broicf Stm:t Gd ,F'liit - r~.....-~J. ~ ..... ~~Y . 
Street. The ranoff.JHm flows overland along. t&e.itJeet· &1iftlm ~q ~tt lppl0Xima~~400 feet soutlic:ulmly ~tthe 
property attha intersectiun,ofBmld Streetud .S~~ ~JU1)poRd~-~onlhe ~ fbl' 
fbc dcwlGpmchtii.93% mt9.296 u: The:Cie\rdO.P!iJmil is~ &605 l.'.fftdudicjn ofbiipm'Yiousi:owmp'Wbic'h 
w.ill dfm:dy redua&t.th~ poak.mtes ·mid wlume .of ~wala' nm!Jlf ma·t&c PIOJR'dlY~. ta ~tipn.. -·'1c1Pt 
~·to callect d don! 100'9'-of"~·thtl·~ ~-.m oblifli ..... -.. nu ~aiiliUlt:m 
amr11D0ff'Jiomflio-Jxo.poaea.buildiii1m.·of6.!34'1.t:ltccouutiogf0rtm:1eep1p')litr.QmlmWngt1mmaf11D10B(a 
total -rmuction of AP.Ploxhnatel)' 7~~3~ a.1: inmeMous 84 rs being _, JJ.1 :Ule ~ ~ ·ne pm 
rates and Yl)fUbJe Of stonnwmet-~tf~~g ~bf ~'10~ 'me cfiNoJbpDmt, as~ 
wW ·lJaw a substantial benefit to-the amount· of water. Bowing within the ptt'.as-o(Ute publl~.,. anc1 wtdil;n ·ce 
public cJmmap syatmll. 

Our ofibf :reviewed fhe Borough· of Ccl&lldt StonnWJter ~ Cmdml ~ dt l~·ll -~ 'ifl 
applicabmty .to die ~~ ~ ~e¢. ~to the •1it.aliifib' . .:tlciD or th4 ~.it. is:anly 
applicable to .major dmilopmenti • .AdditicmJJ'f; ·ti- cmffnanas .if~ ~le 1o:lesidmifiaf majar dtmilapmmm . 
tbatarcnot~ted.byte~She~:S~ · .... ~~~Inlier~ 
as •any dm:ldpmlDt bit pto'rii*.tor Ultimifbly: ~O'M or il9)i61mei .ot W. TJili P:bJCCt 11.piopaifq-.a 
land ~oflea·ttnm J, acza.aod sngdlatarbjtha.lbidcmriwiJ·~&J~ Stadlrifs..nd~-the­
&ttnish of Carlitadt·Siorm~~--Qdltftil~m i1 i9-n .ttial: IJIRITf(l·lbi)~~ 

Our oftice:mdcwcd· the New 1mey.Stamiwltm'-~ ~C'NZA~ 1$ and;. fts~app--~ to 1~ 
above .refctencecl;ro~.·A~·ttt the 11~ f,ililljor. de'Wlf1Pllleiit _..,.,. dmlt~ t1mt· pi'OVJcttll 
for. ultimately dfsturbiag.cme or more.-=re1 oflimdoriDcnasing imperviauslldlDe:hy ODIRjWlrler'ICrO.ormort!'. Tlie 

EXHIBIT B t/11' 
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I ' . 
' ,proposccf devefopma!t·will llpt creaJc ODC ·orDJD10 aan::s -0£-dislurl>an= Of incrase impervJau&.azea by a qµaittil' IC'Ze 

or more and does imI meet the definitian of a m&jor dcsmop~ AbOOtding .tt> tectioila 1.6{a} anil..SJ(a) of.the 
New Jersey Stormwater Mlnagem~ BJpJat;ims ar NJAC 7!8, the ~gulaffons only apply ro majbT doveloplDOiHS. 
Since thil project Mel llOt meDt. the 8clinition af a:mlijor-development; -the Nf Stonnwaler Mana,emalit :bpationa 
do Herr apply to this project. · 

Al~ the NJ Stormwater Managanent Regulations at· NJAC 7:8 ·ao-not apply to this pIQject, our office ~ed 
tho nigulations for comp_lian.ccl wlth tR ~Wiler nitJOff"qulntibrfclqWrmnmlta~ One option for ooim>lYidl withJbe 
regulations is to "demDDlfnite Oiroqb hyatofogfc-.aad.lydraullc 11118f~ Jbtfor ~er JeaVfng:tJ:ie sDe, :J>OSl 
constmctioil runoffhydrograpba far:fhe two; JO~ rad lOD .. year stQ$ dVdtS-c1b·natexccod. at.anypoint·in ~the 
pre-conslruction mnoff hydrogntplil fat the same sterm. J:WDtau. llds ~ .&.a- been iner baca1l9e the 
impervious -CO\'m'lge- OD ·the ;propedy is ·being. redacecl and all ·tunoftfhfm '81l. area Of approxfmatefy 70%. of the 
property is being stomt on..sie. A reduation :ohpJiruxlui~)f 7Qti;·ornm0lf from the FDPettYs blingmadc by lhe 
propo&ed devoJQPment aild there JS no change being made to Oie· time· of ~n~b~oD.. The piq>b~ projecf far 
cixceedS the qualifityrequiremcoll of thclll StonnwatetV.gemem.Re-om alfbouih such requiremeotl wuat 
reqtmd for the~. 

The on·site :seepage-pits were ddigntd to af.Orc 1.00% oftonoffb~ on the<JCJO..y.eantorm ·evmt·wiih a@mintlle 
duration utilizing tlia Ratioa:at Mefhod llld. Modified :Rstioual Methods. Uillizatjmi of this de$ip slOliD and 
methodology I• stanifard practice to :anal.JZC aml ·~ dr!siDale" ~ C1f thiS 'Sizcl .and typo: ·rour office:~ 'I 
commeutthat1be proposed~ pits are cmly amped ibJJandle1htnrolam"·of a:.2·~ ~ w.itli a cbirition of 
24 hoais and that bqer stoma .wm ovedlow the syatem.•1bo Rathmal MetDbCl Ud Modifi~ R4tiona].Mcthod is 110t 
based on a.2~ninfall aud 1111Ch a rainfall ~veo~is applicabfe fo lhc NRCS·TR~SS'Mdhodolqgy. The leep!JF·fits 
were not designed based on.the TR.-55 Melhbdology. 

The project is mpliteif 11¢er tho Resii:k:iitfal Site ·Jinprovmnent Standardi ·(RSIS) at N1AC 5:l21 aacan:li1'i co the 
Scope and Applicability seatian at N1.A:C ~:21-J.-s. These ~Oil! ~·at NJAC S:21-l.S(c)3. RlpnliDg. "site 
improvement woik and ·appurbmaat ·~ includina sti'Ctt*, raids, paikiog iilcililio&, lide\\'~,. ~ 
sttuctores0 grading, '8JKi lidlities wmCh 1W undcrtaJmn by a.·dfJvalopcr .in:comr;ctfon with 4ftllidentfal mvol~or 
use" that "c11oJce amopg optiom gmtaiMJ in ""ff rules Wll be th«> iQplJAiCl llDleii.'Otherwiso. apec:ilied in OJCR 
ndcs". The 3Cdion of the RSIS adit1dl 1S~tl!f.C81aufatioas: Runoff.Estimation-Techniques statc1'l WAC"S:21· 
7.2(c) state "Fot 1ha.IUDOf{pealc rate ofc1isc1Jarte calcu1atkm. ·.aenmr•m .lbili hlm:the.optiOD ·w c1iooM tho 
mcthqdology to· mfim& ueak rate. or dflsbtrmr. 1be dide' .aection ~a WAC 5".2l·•l.2(dJ ~Ill miimera 
shall use a camlstent mtiod to~ peak tated'runoff and vohuewllen .cmp:ding~ff.h!drqldliis; •• lCthe 
Rational MClliod iS 1llCd foq>eii. fklw. calculations, destgn cng1nem . .att·Dld the Mbdlfied RiltianalMottl>d ro 
calculate -peak volamo: to bts' used (c)t ba,jn .ronting," Based on· the. RSll RgDlatiom. anr ofDce ~ the .tuthorit;"to 
seleot the methodolbgy uam·fm:. deSigning t&o:secpagc .Pits. Based on-~ ~~.ud ~ ·~ cbme .to. 
~~Ill the scepagc-:pita blsed on 1he Rational Metbocl·and.Mad{tji!d 'Bifi~:Melhoa iDd a 24-bourmn&ll;clam.nat 
apply. to the design metbcdQI98iY 5'-lfictecf. BlllcCI on.the .mdbo&ilogy·Ultdto deeign·ibe ~ge.pb..tbere 'Will be 
zggQ ovm:flqw from.tho seepage pitS·dtnjng;'desigii stanD· cWdb. 

AJtbougb.thaNewierat;y:;tat(Dwalt:rMinagememRqulatfom.atNJAC'.1!8.clo-nqt~lttpthis:~itlbod!dbe 
noted that the teSUlatkms state st Seatfan S16,.110' daf111 ·a.gii(edr l1laJl cai"JcuJate hlii01f ·using one of :the following 
methods" of which iDotndes-~o Ratitm.i~euipd.tiif MOclifiedBBtioaalMethod. Thil kcomilltmlt wi:th tjlaRSJS in 
that Che ~gner may choose which dcsfgn SOrm. elihc wililis to. utilize lO ~ fh¢ «orm~ iuDOff fiom the 
prop my. 

Your office made a cOmment n:prifing the mquirements ·of tie NJDBP1JMP Maaiuil for. dtywClls (seepage pits). The 
NJDEP BMP Manual 'is .not a. replat{oa am.ii. only a grridm:t clOcmnmlt.I:n addition,_ the pniject ii ·Id • . .mai!ft 
development IDit is not subj~ to tbe·NewJeney Stmmwatar-ManqementReplation1. ~-to thbNJDEP. 
webstte at www.ni9lprmwaterm ~ NawJ~ :Stmmwater IJat Mauafdb!d.PradiCes·:Manual (8Mit Mauuat) 
is disvetoped to provide guidmrca to~a the ltlilifatdS.m ·Che proposed Stoanwater·Mauagemtal!~N.rAC 7:8. 
The BMP Manual po'vtaes mmples ·of ways. to meet.the madlrdr!COftfaiaeaip. tht-rul~. 'i:m·melbb&~ ill. 
thc-BMP manual me·one way of.achieving:1he Jtandifds. itnaj>pJieaht k we1Cbmc1o·demoDBb1te dmt~ 
management practices will also athitrtla tho itandardJ.csfibllihcd-in•thea;rt Based-cm:ihis iilfotmati~, lbO RJDEP. 
BMP Manual is not-applicable101hcrsubject;projed. .. Y.our'COIDIDellt, ·whloh~1he.BMP. Mmwil,:staterl!'J'bc 
design of Ute overflow atructarc mut b~ wttraient tc;Pmvizie ·safe, stable-diic:haqe·Of IConllWaler in the event ,Q(• 
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. overfJow. Safe abd stablo diich.arp mhiimiw ttis..possiblli(¥ of.advcm ~ indµdlng emai.cm ad ~s in 
~-padimit.amt1." Althoup-11ot applicable.~ refer.m\Cc!d ~mill~ been met. 'Ihe:drainage S)'ltem.·Jms 
been desi_gncd to .srme 100% of nmofrf'tom t J()():.ymftorm and·~-will ho ntt'owrflow frourthe syatD baiecJ on 
the selected design stmm. In thc·trm1t of an avedJawii'om a rahi$tOim ~ the.dadgn a'lOan. dilelsarge Will be 
in paved· artal which 8ie ~le- 82Jd ·Will uat erode and. 'die pt;tentiil of flooding 'Will. be mhlced Wm cum:nt 
conditions bccaDse the project will decrease·tbeimpervi005 an:a from.cuneni.conditi®J. 

Our office has revi~ die Municipal Lmtd Use Law (MWL} at NJSA. 4W:SSD in reJ8fdl to tho ow:rilow pipe 
iequiremcnt. n was atated~hr1estimon:y -lbat there w~s an·em~ dndnge ~Within thuoadway .in 'tha vicinity' 
of the subject property end that th!:: ovetflow pipe .wu bliilg requiied tn hcilp!mitipte tho inoc. The-.nbj=tt ~ 
is at. the low point of ~block within F.int Street and·Bmad Street Gd<thero ll'D'DO ~~ob.thole 
m=ts within the subject 'block. .Runoff fi'om oft'iile properties Within tfle .same bloai ..flow. Jn 1he· gutter acrD1111be 
frontage of ihe subject·PfOP"rt)'. kcOrdioi to the MLOL, •!off-tract mCllDI. noUOClted on 1bc pro~:whlQh i.s 1be 
subject of a devdopmcmt app1icatimt nor an tho closes half of 'the 'BbttttiuS meet 'Or tigltt..of.way.:'1 Based on this 
dofinition, it is our opinian:that the ~ta of a O\lCtflow pipe ·io extend ·appmximately 400 :bl within 1he 
rlght-of-way to die mteraection of Broad :stteet mi -Second' Street would be ~an "'u1f-tracJ" imptovemerit 
that would ~ire manlrolea awl ovasizea_ p~ ior ~. Th• wofild ·tJe,a._poteDtiil ·of .other propedies 
having fromage along the new-draiuage .Pf¢ to conbect ·to il.. Acconling._ to die MI.UL ·at .NJSA 40:5.sD-'12, ·~ 
govemiiig body may by ontiom:e adopt .~~ ~g a-&Yol0par. :ar .a- conditiOn fOr liJjn'oYI! of ·• 
subdivi!ion or 'Site· plan, to· pay tbc }Jl'O-nifa ~ of the COit ·of pnmding onl_y rcalOJlible· and llecessBJY st=f 
improvcmdDls 1Dd water, scweraga and drainage facilities, mi euanma .themfof. Joeated -pff..Jrac!t bQl ·i*m&itated 
or requiml by comtJuction ·or im,provementa withln - ~m.~ pr deyel~ ll The lmDa section mo Jlafea 
" ... shall establish fairml.JeUOnabl~ staadaft1S to detenoiucs.lhc piqpmtiamde.or pro:nta amount of the cost ¢'111Ch 
facilitiefi that shall be borne by each de.wloper or owner within a Tiillsted·~ am." Baaed mt tbl111ection of tlie 
MI.UL, the. cost of off·tract improvc:nlel)B ~ 'to-.bc d.Miled pii>pprtUmirely. Io.1he c.ac of-dndwrgc: ·Impm~. 
this is "typically dc:temtiaed bilaed on contii&utory drainage vea to the improwmeabl. Ifthc :PUIP.Cil4 at ti.~ bvetfiow 
pipe is to improve a c:urrentissue within tbo"P\lblic drain•ie syt;tmn; it.w~ ~ CODiidered an aff..fi8cfimprovemat. 
The subject development is to tonttol ana· 5ltJte nmoff an the 51itiject ~ ~. elimiMHng 1be ~ 
from contributing tho draimp area to 1he dnWJagc fmprowment. Dae 1o the' faot t&tt the-IUbject propcity is king 
elimlaated fiom the contnl>utidg dndnage ·atea, the·~ CObtnOoti<m 1br th~ off-iita improvements would :be· 
mlQ. 

Based mrtbc above infomlation. it ilf our•offioian ~ in owrflow pijKt Jtom dil:"propm:d cfrainage·axstem is Dllt 
required, all applicable n;gu)atiou ate being met or exceeded. and .mpriring ID· owrf'IOW pipe U> be-iilibdJed IB part Of 
the above reft=lced project is an llme8SOD4bla condition. 

Very tmly youtt, 

Scbwanew~EI* 

\I' 
losiph • Vinc:e.P.E..C,M.E. 
New Jm'iey Profeaclonal Engincar 
IJceuse Numbor GE49663 
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Joseph E. N19lf1, PE. PP, PLS 
CEO, Chairman of the Board 

Ml~el J. NegUa, PE, PP, PLS 
President 

Gregory Polynlak, PE. PP 

Michael F. Btrlinet 

Thomas R. Solhro, PE. CME 

Daniel Kaufman, PE. PP 

Brian lntlndola, PE 

Civil EngCneerlng 

M1111fdp1! Engineering 

Land5U~ Ardlltectun 

Traffic Englnetring 

Planning 

Land Surveying 

Canstniction Management 

Loatlons: 

• 34 Pirk Avenue 
P.O. Box 426 
LyndhutSt,. NJ 07071 
Tel: 201.939.8805 
FIX! 201,939.0846 

• mg Raritan Road 
Srite 2 
Dirk. NJ 07066 
Ttl: 73U43.7067 
faJI: 732.9~3.7249 

W!V&H~~~ng,c~ 
vi ·: • • .... .,~~~~, :-7 • 

February 9~ 2017 

Via: Fax (201)-664-3836 & Standard Mail 

Robert T. Regan 
345 Kindcrkamack Road 
P.O.Box214 
Westwood, New Jersey 07675 

Re: Petra Holdings, LLC 
Stormwater Management Improvements 
491 Broad Street 
Block 59, Lot 14 
Borough of Carlstadt, Bergen County, New Jersey 
NEANo.: CARLSPL16.011 

Dear Mr. Regan: 

During the Carlstadt l.oning Board of Adjwtment Meeting on Janwuy 11, 2017. the 
Board requested and the Applicant agreed to make some additional revisions to the 
parking lot, to alleviate concerns related to vehicular and pedestrian safety. The revisions 
requests arc based upon the Site Plan set, entitled "Variance Application for Petra 
Holdings, LLC, 491 Broad Street, Tax Map Sheet 4-Block 59 -Lot 14, Borough of 
Carlstadt. Bergen Countyt New Jersey" consisting of eight (8) sheets prepared by Joseph 
F. Vince, P .E. of Schwanewede/Hals Engineering, dated Janumy 4, 2016 and last revised 
June 1, 2016. 

In addition, the Borough l.oning Board of Adjustment and its professionals agreed to re. 
evaluate the recommendation of ao overllow connection for proposed stormwater 
management at the existing inlet at the comer of Second Street and Broad Street. The 
municipality rc-evaluat~ this recommendation and provides the following conclusions: 

o The Applicant proposes to store a 100-ycar storm event, 60-minute duration to 
address the lack of immediate off-site municipal drainage infrastructure. 

o The Applicant proposes to collect and infiltmte the proposed roof area (6,834 square 
feet) into three seepage pits and stone bedding. This system will provide an 
approximate volume of 11710 cubic feet. 

o Based upon the volume provided, the design will collect and infiltrate an 
approximate 2-year, 24 holll' rainfall event 

o Rainfall events above the 2-year storm will overflow, via a single discharge point 
(seepage pit grate), down through parldng spaces #5-13, across the sidewalk, 
gutterflow along First Street and down Broad Street The Applicant's engineer 
testified to the potential occurrence of this anticipated condition. 

o During winter months, and as previously state in testimony, this proposed condition 
can cause icing conditions within the parking lot, across the sidewalk, and within the 
gutted.inc due to the lack of existing and proposed storm.water conveyance 
infrastructure. 

I IP age 
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o Since the parking lot is designed to confonn to cwrent ADA standards and is intended for residential uses, 
our original recommendation remains, to ensure the public health and safety for vehicles and pedrstrians. 
Our office re-iterates the need to improve these drainage patterns for the safety of on-site vehicles and 
pedestrians utilizing the proposed parking lot and off-site vehicles and pedestrians utilizing the existing 
sidewalk within the right-of-way. 

o The Applicant shall provide a trench drain at the driveway entrance to capture overland flow from the 
parking lot and direct it into the seepage pit system. 

o Prior to the installation of any seepage pits or any in.filtration type stormwater management system, the 
Applicant shall perfom percolation tests and determine the groundwater level We request that OW' offi~ 
be notified 48 hours prior, so that a representative may be present for the tests. Should the drainage 
calculations need to be revised due to the results of the tests, the calculations should be submitted to our 
office for review and approval. 

o Furthennore, in accordance with the NJDEP BMP Manual for Dry-Wells, dry wells must be designed to 
safely convey overflows to downstream. drainuge mtems. The design of the overflow structure must be 
sufficient to proyide safe. stable discharge of stounwatcr in the event of ap overflow. Safe and stable 
discharge minimizes the posSloility of adverse impacts, including erosion and flooding in down-gradient 
areas. Blind connections to downstream facilities are proluoitcd. Any connection to downstream 
stormwatcr management facilities must include access points such as inspections ports and manholes, for 
visual inspection and maintenance, as appropriate, to prevent blockage of fl.ow and ensure operation as 
intended. All entrance points must adhere to all Fed~ Slate, Couuty and municipal safety standards such 
as those for_confined space entry. 

o Furthermore, the aforementioned overflow system shall be designed in accordance with cwrent Residential 
Site Improvement Standards. 

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

Very truly yours. 

N7!;~~ 
Gregory J. aak, .E., P .P., C.M.E., C.P.W .M 
Zoning Board Engineer 
Borough of Carlstadt 

cc: Zolling Board of Adjustment (via email rJo David Malinowski) 
David Malinowski, ZBA Secretary (via email) 
Walter Slo.oiienski, Ir., Esq. -Zoning Board Attorney (via fax 973-777-7660 & regu]ar mail) 
Gary E. Cohen, Esq. -Applicant's Attorney (via regular mail) 
Joseph F. Vince, P.E. -Applicant's F.nginecr (via regu)ar mail) 
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