
 

 

JOINT PLANNING BOARD OF THE BOROUGH OF HILLSDALE 

RESOLUTION NO. 2O25-___ 

PRELIMINARY & FINAL MAJOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL WITH  

RELIEF FOR DEVIATION  

 

In the matter of the Application of Hillsdale Self Storage LLC and 

Piermont Avenue Urban Renewal, LLC. 

 

 WHEREAS, Hillsdale Self Storage LLC and Piermont Avenue Urban 

Renewal, LLC (the “Applicants”) are the contract purchasers of the 

property located at 560 Piermont Avenue, 93 Prospect Place and 95 

Prospect Place and designated as Lot 1 in Block 1208 and Lots 2, 

3 and 4 in Block 1209 on the Tax Map of the Borough of Hillsdale 

(the “Property”); and 

 WHEREAS, the Property is located within the Hillsdale-

Patterson Street Redevelopment Area (the “Redevelopment Area”) and 

its development is governed by the Hillsdale-Patterson Street 

Redevelopment Plan adopted by the Borough of Hillsdale on December 

8, 2020 and last amended on December 17, 2024 (the “Redevelopment 

Plan”; and 

 WHEREAS, the Applicants filed an Application, number P2-7-

25, with the Joint Planning Board, Borough of Hillsdale (the 

“Board”) for Preliminary and Final Major Site Plan Approval with 

relief for deviations from the requirements of the Redevelopment 

Plan pursuant N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) and design exceptions from the 
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requirements of the Subdivision and Site Plan Review Ordinance 

pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:55D-51(b)1 (the “Application”); and  

 WHEREAS, public hearings were held by the Board on August 14, 

2025, September 11, 2025, October 9, 2025, October 28, 2025, and 

November 13, 2025, at which time the Applicants were represented 

by Jason R. Tuvel, Esq. of Prime Tuvel & Miceli. The hearings were 

held in-person, in accordance with the Municipal Land Use Law and 

the Open Public Meetings Act; and  

 WHEREAS, also present at the September 11, 2025, October 9, 

2025, October 28, 2025, and November 13, 2025 hearings was Frank 

Magaletta, Esq. of Jardim Meisner Salmon Sprague & Susser, 

appearing on behalf of The Church of Saint John the Baptist and 

The Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Newark (collectively, the 

“Objector”) in objection to the Application; and   

 WHEREAS, during the public hearings, the Applicants, through 

counsel, (a) presented proof of notice and publication as required 

by law and (b) submitted the following in support of their 

Application: 

 
1 Such design exceptions having been subsequently eliminated during the course 

of the public hearings as set forth herein. 
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1.  A complete application, including certification of 

payment of current real estate taxes; 

2.  The Architectural Plan prepared by SAA Architects and 

dated April 10, 2025; 

3.  The Survey prepared by Dynamic Survey, LLC dated November 

21, 2023 and last revised April 18, 2024;  

4.  The Site Plan prepared by Dynamic Engineering Consultants, 

P.C. dated April 2, 2025 and last revised May 29, 2025; 

5.  The Stormwater Management, Groundwater Recharge & Water 

Quality Analysis prepared by Dynamic Engineering 

Consultants, P.C. dated April 2025;  

6. The Sanitary Sewerage and Water System Facilities 

Engineer’s Report prepared by Dynamic Engineering 

Consultants, P.C. dated April 2025;   

7. The Photographic Location Report prepared by Dynamic 

Engineering Consultants, P.C. dated September 13, 2024; 

8. The Traffic Impact Statement prepared by Dynamic Traffic 

dated April 8, 2025;   

9. Copies of Resolution Nos. 2017-08, P-7-85, P-1-84, and P-

13-80, as previously adopted by the Board; 
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10. A copy of Flood Hazard Area Individual Permit No. 0227-

24-0002.2 LUP250001 issued by the New Jersey Department of 

Environmental Protection (“NJDEP”) on July 14, 2025; 

11. Exhibit A-1: Aerial Map Exhibit prepared by Dynamic 

Engineering Consultants, P.C.; 

12. Exhibit A-2: Overall Site Plan Rendering prepared by 

Dynamic Engineering Consultants, P.C.; 

13. Exhibit A-3: Rendering of South and West Building 

Elevations (Self-Storage) prepared by SAA Architects; 

14. Exhibit A-4: Material Finish Board (Self-Storage) 

prepared by SAA Architects;  

15. Exhibit A-5: Rendering of North and East Building 

Elevations (Self-Storage) prepared by SAA Architects;  

16. Exhibit A-6: Rendering of Southwest Corner of Building 

(Self-Storage) prepared by SAA Architects; and   

17.  Testimony by the following witnesses: 

a. Thomas J. Muller, P.E. of Dynamic Engineering 

Consultants, P.C., who was accepted as an expert in 

the field of civil engineering and who testified 

regarding the Site Plan and proposed improvements; 
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b. Nicholas Verderese, P.E. of Dynamic Traffic, who was 

accepted as an expert in the field of traffic 

engineering and who testified regarding parking, 

traffic circulation and safety;  

c. Gretchen L.H. Elton, A.I.A., C.S.I. of SAA Architects,  

who was accepted as an expert in the field of 

architecture and who testified regarding the 

Architectural Plan and proposed improvements; and 

d. Elizabeth McManus, P.P. of Kyle & McManus Associates 

LLC, who was accepted as an expert in the field of 

land use planning and who testified regarding the 

relief requested in connection with the Application; 

and  

WHEREAS, the Objector, through counsel, submitted the 

following in objection to the Application: 

1. Exhibit O-1: Aerial image of The Church of Saint John the 

Baptist taken from Google.com;  

2. Exhibit O-2: Photograph of flooding at The Church of Saint 

John the Baptist taken July 14, 2025; 

3. Exhibit O-3: Photograph of flooding at The Church of Saint 

John the Baptist taken July 14, 2025; 
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4. Exhibit O-4: Photograph of flooding at The Church of Saint 

John the Baptist taken July 14, 2025; 

5. Exhibit O-5: Video of flooding at The Church of Saint John 

the Baptist taken July 14, 20252; 

6. Exhibit O-6: Video of flooding at The Church of Saint John 

the Baptist taken July 14, 2025;    

7.  Exhibit O-7: Video of flooding at The Church of Saint John 

the Baptist taken July 14, 2025; 

8. Exhibit O-8: Video of flooding at The Church of Saint John 

the Baptist taken July 14, 2025; 

9. Exhibit O-10: Photograph of traffic conditions near the 

Property and The Church of Saint John the Baptist (Prospect 

Street West) taken October 15, 2025; 

10. Exhibit O-11: Photograph of traffic conditions near the 

Property and The Church of Saint John the Baptist (Valley 

Street South) taken October 15, 2025; 

 
2 The videos listed herein were marked by the Board for identification only, 

due to questions of foundation and lack of relevance to the Application. All 

other exhibits presented by the Objector were marked into evidence.   
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11. Exhibit O-12: Photograph of traffic conditions near the 

Property and The Church of Saint John the Baptist (Prospect 

Street East) taken October 15, 2025; 

12. Exhibit O-13: Photograph of traffic conditions near the 

Property and The Church of Saint John the Baptist (Prospect 

Street West) taken October 15, 2025; 

13. Exhibit O-14: Photograph of traffic conditions near the 

Property and The Church of Saint John the Baptist (Valley 

Street South) taken October 15, 2025; 

14. Exhibit O-15: Photograph of traffic conditions near the 

Property and The Church of Saint John the Baptist (Prospect 

Street East) taken October 15, 2025; 

15. Exhibit O-16: Hand-written comments to Site Plan Sheet 

12 prepared by Robert Costa of Costa Engineering 

Corporation;  

16. Exhibit O-17: Hand-written comments to Site Plan Sheet 

11 prepared by Robert Costa of Costa Engineering 

Corporation; 

17. Testimony by the following witnesses: 
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a. Monsignor Peter Smutelovic, who testified as a fact 

witness on behalf of the Objector; and  

b. Robert Costa, P.E., P.P. of Costa Engineering 

Corporation, who was accepted as an expert in the 

fields of civil engineering and land use planning; 

and 

 WHEREAS, the Board also reviewed the reports prepared by its 

Engineer, Christopher P. Statile, P.E. of C.P. Statile, P.A., dated 

June 10, 2025, and its Professional Planner, Thomas Behrens, Jr., 

P.P., A.I.C.P. of Burgis Associates, Inc., dated August 5, 2025 

and November 12, 2025 and the comments provided by Mr. Statile and 

Mr. Behrens during the hearings, as well as the comments of the 

Borough of Hillsdale Environmental Commission, as set forth in its 

response to the Planning & Zoning Board Referral Form dated July 

30, 2025; and  

 WHEREAS, having heard and considered the testimony presented 

by the Applicants and the Objector, as well as comments received 

from members of the public, the Board has made the findings set 

forth below. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Joint Planning Board 

of the Borough of Hillsdale makes the following findings of fact:   
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1. The Property is located at 560 Piermont Avenue, 93 

Prospect Place, and 95 Prospect Place and designated as Lot 1 in 

Block 1208 (the “Self-Storage Parcel”) and Lots 2, 3, and 4 in 

Block 1209 (the “Vehicle Storage Parcel”) on the Tax Map of the 

Borough of Hillsdale. 

2. As set forth above, the Property is within the 

Redevelopment Area and is governed by the Redevelopment Plan.  

3. The Vehicle Storage Parcel consists of 61,285 square 

feet of area, located west of the intersection of Prospect Place 

and Piermont Avenue and is currently developed with a building and 

paved parking area, which is operated by the Scholastic Bus 

Company. 

4. The Self-Storage Parcel consists of 39,415 square feet 

of area, located between Piermont Avenue and Prospect Place, to 

the west of Patterson Street, and is currently developed with a 

paved storage lot for commercial vehicles.  

5. The Applicants propose to construct a new 4-story, 

approximately 109,490 square foot self-storage facility on the 

Self-Storage Parcel with vehicular access from Prospect Place, an 

interior 2-bay loading area within the building, and 8 on-site 

parking spaces, as well as new fencing, landscaping, and stormwater 

management facilities.   
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6. The Applicants further propose to relocate the existing 

vehicle storage use from the Self-Storage Parcel to the Vehicle 

Storage Parcel, removing the existing building thereon. The 

Vehicle Storage Parcel will be improved with new striping to 

provide a total of 71 vehicle spaces, new fencing and landscaping.  

7. The Property is located in a flood hazard area associated 

with the Pascack Brook, and as set forth above, the Applicants 

have obtained a Flood Hazard Area Individual Permit from NJDEP. 

The Board notes that the regulation of flood hazard areas is 

entirely within the jurisdiction of NJDEP, unless a municipality 

chooses to adopt stricter requirements. Because the Borough of 

Hillsdale has not done so, issues related to the flood hazard area 

are preempted by State law and outside the scope of the Board’s 

review.  

8. The Application initially requested the following 

relief:  

a. An exception from the design requirements of the 

Subdivision and Site Plan Review Ordinance pursuant to N.J.S.A. 

40:55D-51(b) with respect to distance for ingress and egress from 

parking spaces, where 24 is required; and 22 is proposed on the 

Vehicle Storage Parcel. This exception was eliminated during the 

course of the public hearings;  
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b. An exception from the design requirements of the 

Subdivision and Site Plan Review Ordinance pursuant to N.J.S.A. 

40:55D-51(b) with respect to minimum drive aisle width for 90 

degree parking, where 24 feet is required; and 22 feet is proposed 

on the Vehicle Storage Parcel. This exception was eliminated 

during the course of the public hearings;  

c. Relief for a deviation from the requirements of the 

Redevelopment Plan pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) with respect 

to maximum number of continuous parking spaces without planting 

islands, where 12 spaces are permitted; 30 spaces are proposed 

along the western boundary of the Vehicle Storage Parcel; and 21 

spaces are proposed along the eastern boundary of the Vehicle 

Storage Parcel; and  

d. Relief for a deviation from the requirements of the 

Redevelopment Plan pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:66D-70(c) with respect 

to maximum height of wall signs on the self-storage building, 

where 20 feet is permitted by incorporation of Section 310-61 of 

the Zoning Ordinance and 36 feet is proposed. This deviation was 

eliminated during the course of the public hearings.  

9. After being duly qualified and accepted by the Board as 

an expert in the field of civil engineering, Thomas J. Muller, 

P.E. of Dynamic Engineering Consultants, P.C. testified with 
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respect to the existing conditions on the Property and the 

improvements proposed by the Applicants. He stated that the Vehicle 

Storage Parcel is the portion of the Property currently occupied 

by the Scholastic Bus Company and the Self-Storage Parcel is the 

portion currently occupied with vehicle storage use. He further 

stated that the Pascack Brook is located to the west of the Vehicle 

Storage Parcel, and that the Applicants have verified the 

boundaries of the riparian zone and flood hazard area, as well as 

the lack of any wetlands on the Property, with NJDEP.  

10.  Mr. Muller testified that both parcels are entirely 

impervious under existing conditions and neither contains any 

drainage facilities. All new development is proposed to occur 

within areas that are already disturbed, and the Applicants do not 

propose to remove any trees or natural buffers. In addition, he 

testified that the existing uses on the Property are not permitted 

under the Redevelopment Plan.  

11. Mr. Muller described the proposed improvements, 

including the self-storage facility. The Self-Storage facility is 

proposed to include eight (8) surface parking spaces, including 

one (1) ADA-accessible space, as well as an forty (40) foot by 

forty foot (40) loading space that is internal to the building. 

The self-storage facility is further proposed to include an 
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external refuse enclosure, which is intended for use by the 

building staff only and not by self-storage customers.   

12. Mr. Muller further testified that on the Vehicle Storage 

Parcel, the Applicants propose to remove the existing operation 

and building and to create seventy-one (71) new vehicle storage 

spaces. The vehicle storage spaces range in area from 10 feet by 

21 feet to 10.5 feet by 75 feet, and the larger spaces are able to 

accommodate 40-foot box trucks or landscape trailers. In addition, 

he confirmed that the proposed vehicle storage use satisfies the 

definition set forth in the Redevelopment Plan and does not have 

an associated off-street parking requirement. Mr. Muller confirmed 

that the vehicle storage facility will include security fencing, 

lighting, and cameras. As to the deviation requested for the number 

of continuous parking spaces without planting islands, Mr. Muller 

testified that the requirement is more appropriate for standard 

passenger vehicle parking areas and that aesthetics are less of a 

concern within the vehicle storage lot since it will not be visible 

behind the landscape buffer along the street frontages.     

13. Mr. Muller described the new sidewalks and streetscape 

improvements are proposed along the frontages of both parcels 

comprising the Property, and testified that the Applicants further 

propose improvements to Piermont Avenue and Prospect Place, 
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including widening and rebuilding curb lines and improving the 

stormwater management system through the installation of new 

piping and inlets.   

14. With respect to grading, drainage, and stormwater 

management, Mr. Muller testified that the proposed site plan 

complies with all applicable NJDEP requirements and green 

infrastructure rules as well as the Borough Ordinances. He stated 

that the self-storage building increases clean roof runoff and 

reduces drivable surfaces in furtherance of established NJDEP 

goals. He further stated that the self-storage building includes 

flood vents around the base perimeter that will allow water to 

flow into and out of the building during flood events, and that 

the proposed design exceeds minimum NJDEP flood storage 

requirements, which benefits the surrounding area.  

15. Mr. Muller testified that the landscaping proposed in 

connection with the site plan includes shade trees, ornamental 

trees, evergreen trees, shrubs and ground cover, and that buffers 

are provided along the frontage as required by the Redevelopment 

Plan.  

16. Mr. Muller described the proposed site lighting as LED 

compliant and downward facing on both sides. He testified that the 

Applicants propose a total of 24 fixtures, with 10 in the right-
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of-way, 3 mounted on the front wall of the self-storage building, 

and 11 single area lights for the vehicle storage facility.  

17. Finally, Mr. Muller testified that the Applicants have 

received the following outside agency approvals, including NJDEP, 

the Bergen County Planning Board, and the Bergen County Soil 

Conservation District. He confirmed that the Applicants would 

comply with the recommendations of the Board professionals as set 

forth in their review letters.  

18. After being duly qualified and accepted by the Board as 

an expert in the field of traffic engineering, Nicholas Verderese, 

P.E. of Dynamic Traffic confirmed that he prepared the Traffic 

Impact Study submitted as part of the Application. Mr. Verderese 

testified that Prospect Place is an approximately 30-foot wide 

roadway with a low volume of traffic and a low speed limit and 

reiterated that the vehicle storage use is proposed to be relocated 

from the Self-Storage Parcel to the Vehicle Storage Parcel and the 

bus company use is proposed to be eliminated. 

19. Mr. Verderese further testified that the proposed self-

storage facility is an extremely low traffic generator, with only 

1-2 employees and very few customers arriving and departing 

throughout the day. He stated that consistent with data provided 

by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”), the overall 
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proposed development falls well below accepted standards for 

significant traffic generator with 20 peak hour trips for both 

proposed uses. On that basis, Mr. Verderese determined that the 

proposed development would have no detrimental impact on the 

surrounding roadway network.   

20.  With respect to proposed parking, Mr. Verderese 

confirmed that the Vehicle Storage Parcel includes 71 vehicle 

storage spaces of varying sizes, as well as a 40-foot wide aisle 

to accommodate turning movements for larger vehicles. He testified 

that the Self-Storage Parcel includes 8 parking spaces, including 

1 ADA-accessible space, plus an interior loading zone for the self-

storage facility, and he confirmed that the door to the loading 

zone closes so that loading operations would not be visible from 

the outside. He explained that vehicles could either drive 

headfirst or back into the loading zone.  

21. Finally, Mr. Verderese testified that he believes the 

proposed vehicular circulation is safe and adequate and that based 

on the characteristics of the roads surrounding the Property, the 

sight lines for vehicles backing out of the Self-Storage Parcel do 

not present any safety concerns. At the request of the Board 

professionals, Mr. Verderese confirmed that the Applicants would 

agree to work with the Board Engineer and determine whether any 
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adjustments to the building near the trash enclosure would improve 

sight distance. He further confirmed that the Applicants would 

agree to install bollards around the perimeter of the Vehicle 

Storage Parcel to ease the concern of vehicles potentially floating 

away during flood events.  

22. During the October 9, 2025 hearing, Mr. Verderese 

provided additional testimony in response to questions raised by 

the Board, the Objector, and members of the public. Mr. Verderese 

advised that his office conducted additional traffic counts on 

Thursday, September 18, 2025 and Sunday, September 21, 2025 as a 

supplement to the ITE data utilized in the initial Traffic Impact 

Study. The counts were performed at the two access points to the 

existing vehicle storage facility, and they indicated that the 

peak hours were from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. to 4:00 

p.m. on Thursday and from 11:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. on Sunday. Those 

days were intentionally chosen because the nearby school was in 

session on Thursday and church services are typically most heavily 

intended on Sunday. 

23. Mr. Verderese testified that at the access point along 

Prospect Place during the morning peak hour on Thursday, the number 

of vehicles entering the existing vehicle storage facility was 6 

and the number of vehicles exiting was 13. During the afternoon 
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peak hour on Thursday, the number of vehicles entering was 3 and 

the number of vehicles exiting was 6. During the peak hour on 

Sunday, the number of vehicles entering the existing vehicle 

storage facility was 5 and the number of vehicles exiting was 1. 

The numbers of trips counted at the secondary access point along 

Piermont Avenue were even less significant than those counted at 

the access point along Prospect Place. Mr. Verderese testified 

that although the numbers of trips counted were slightly higher 

than the estimates provided by ITE data, they are still 

insignificant in terms of traffic generation, since the threshold 

utilized by ITE is 50 trips during the peak hour.  

24. Mr. Verderese further clarified the increase in area 

from the existing vehicle storage facility to the proposed vehicle 

storage facility. He testified that the existing vehicle storage 

facility is approximately 36,000 square feet and the proposed 

vehicle storage lot is approximately 49,000 square feet, 

representing an increase of approximately one third. He further 

testified that in his opinion, the increase would not generate any 

significant increase in the number of vehicle trips.    

25. After being duly qualified and accepted by the Board as 

an expert in the field of architecture, Gretchen L.H. Elton, 

A.I.A., C.S.I. of SAA Architects, described the design of the 
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proposed self-storage building. Ms. Elton testified that the main 

entrance and loading entrance would be located on the southern 

side and that the building had been designed to reflect some of 

the same aesthetic qualities as the nearby residential 

development, meeting or exceeding the requirements of the 

Redevelopment Plan for masonry and glass on all facades. She stated 

that the proposed building height complies with the requirements 

of the Redevelopment Plan.  

26. Ms. Elton confirmed that all masonry would be genuine 

and no faux materials would be used. She testified that the 

building would comply with all bulk and design standards set forth 

in the Redevelopment Plan. She further testified that the building 

elevations would include a vertical pattern with windows and 

precast panels and that the roll-up doors to the loading area would 

be translucent so as to appear dark during the day, but also allow 

drivers to see whether another vehicle is already inside.  

27. Ms. Elton provided design testimony as to the relief 

initially requested with respect to the mounting height of the 

wall-mounted signs on the southern and western elevations, 

although the Applicants ultimately agreed to comply with the 
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maximum permitted height3. She confirmed that the wall-mounted 

signs would be externally illuminated, that all façade lighting 

would be equipped with timers, and that the lights within the 

loading area are activated when the door opens.  

28. As to safety, Ms. Elton testified that the building 

elevators would return to the first floor in the event of a power 

outage, that appropriate emergency lighting would be provided in 

the building, and that the stair towers have call boxes for 

emergency services. She confirmed that the elevators would be 

accessible for emergency medical services. In addition, Ms. Elton 

stated that the building parapet would completely screen all 

rooftop equipment from view along the street and that no equipment 

would rise above the parapet. 

29. Ms. Elton further testified that the lighting fixtures 

within the building would have individual motion sensors to 

minimize electricity use. He stated that the roof would be 

constructed of a light-reflective white membrane that does not 

absorb heat, which would help to keep the building cool, and that 

the energy efficient HVAC units on the roof would be similar to 

residential sized units.  

 
3 During the course of the public hearings, the Applicants agreed to remove 

the wall sign on the western elevation and to lower the sign on the southern 

elevation, thereby eliminating the deviation. 
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30. Finally, Ms. Elton clarified that the flood storage area 

below the building would allow floodwater to enter through vents 

on the southern, western, and northern facades, which would be 

approximately the same color as the masonry portions of the 

building. She testified that the grade would pitch below the 

building so that as floodwater rises, the louvers open to allow 

the water to enter. The water would then be held until it recedes, 

when it can exit through the same vents. Ms. Elton further 

testified that runoff from the roof would be collected in 

downspouts on the northern side of the building.  

31. After being duly qualified and accepted by the Board as 

an expert in the field of land use planning, Elizabeth McManus, 

P.P. of Kyle & McManus Associates LLC, testified in support of all 

relief initially requested by the Applicants. As set forth above, 

the Applicants agreed during the course of the hearings to 

eliminate all deviations except for the number of continuous 

parking spaces without planting islands in the vehicle storage 

facility (30 spaces proposed along the western boundary and 21 

spaces proposed along the eastern boundary, where a maximum of 12 

spaces is permitted under the Redevelopment Plan).   

32. Ms. McManus confirmed that she had visited the Property, 

reviewed the Application and associated plans and reports, the 
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Borough Master Plan, the Redevelopment Plan and other applicable 

ordinances, and had listened to the testimony of the previous 

witnesses. She noted that the proposed self-storage facility would 

only have one vehicular entrance from Prospect Place and would 

reduce the existing impervious coverage and that the relocated 

vehicle storage facility would improve the area with new pavement, 

plantings, and reduced impervious coverage. She further noted that 

the Applicants had crafted the proposal to be compliant with the 

Redevelopment Plan and nearly every other applicable regulation in 

the Borough Code with only a few exceptions.  

33. Ms. McManus concurred with prior testimony that the 

requirement for landscape islands is more appropriate for a typical 

passenger vehicle parking area than for the vehicle storage use 

that is buffered from the street frontages by landscaping. She 

testified that the plantings and street trees along the frontages 

would help to mitigate any heat island effect that might result 

from the lack of planted islands within certain areas of the 

vehicle storage lot.  

34. Ms. McManus testified that overall, the proposed 

development advances the public good by developing the Property in 

a way that complements the larger redevelopment area and is 

consistent with the intent of the Redevelopment Plan, providing an 
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appealing building, and addressing environmental concerns by 

incorporating stormwater management facilities and reducing 

impervious coverage, while introducing new landscaping. On that 

basis, Ms. McManus determined that the Application advances the 

purposes of the Municipal Land Use Law, including Purpose A 

(promoting the general welfare of the public); Purpose H (promoting 

the free flow of traffic); and Purpose I (promoting a desirable 

visual environment through creative development techniques).  

35. Ms. McManus further testified that in her opinion, the 

deviation would not cause substantial detriment to the public good 

and would not cause substantial impairment to the Zone Plan or 

Zoning Ordinance since the Application is substantially consistent 

with the applicable zoning requirements.  The basis for these 

conclusions was the surrounding areas would not be impacted in a 

negative manner as the project is reducing impervious coverage and 

providing perimeter plantings instead of between the parking 

islands. Further, the requirement is not geared towards this type 

of development and therefore would not substantially impair the 

intent and purpose of the zone plan.  Therefore, Ms. McManus opined 

that the benefits of the relief sought would substantially outweigh 

any detriments.  
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36. At the conclusion of the Applicants’ presentation, the 

Objector was provided with the opportunity to present its evidence.  

37. Monsignor Peter Smutelovic of The Church of Saint John 

the Baptist testified as a fact witness with respect to the church 

operations and the current conditions near the Property. Monsignor 

Smutelovic testified that the church, which also includes a school, 

is located approximately 60 feet from the Property and serves 

approximately 2,000 families. He stated that traffic volumes at 

the church property are highest during school dropoff and pickup 

times, on Sundays, and during large gatherings such as weddings 

and funerals. 

38. Monsignor Peter Smutelovic introduced numerous 

photographs and videos as described above showing the conditions 

at and around the church during a recent flood event, as well as 

traffic conditions near the church. The Board considered the 

objections made by the Applicants’ counsel with respect to lack of 

foundation and lack of relevance to the proposed site plan. As set 

forth above, the Board accepted the photographs into evidence but 

marked the videos for identification only.  

39. After being duly qualified and accepted by the Board as 

an expert in the fields of civil engineering and professional 

planning, Robert Costa, P.E., P.P. of Costa Engineering 
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Corporation testified that he had reviewed the Applicants’ 

submissions as well as the Redevelopment Plan.    

40.  Mr. Costa testified that in his opinion, based on a 

comparison of the concept plan that was previously provided by the 

Applicants for inclusion in the Redevelopment Plan with the 

proposed site plan, the Redevelopment Plan requires internal 

circulation and prohibits vehicles from backing out from the 

loading space within the self-storage facility onto Prospect 

Place. On that basis, Mr. Costa opined that the Application 

requires use variance relief pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)(1).  

41.  Upon the advice of its professionals, including the 

report from the Board Planner dated November 12, 2025, the Board 

concluded that the Redevelopment Plan does not in fact require 

internal circulation or prohibit loading vehicles from backing out 

onto Prospect Place. Rather, the Redevelopment Plan explicitly 

permits self-storage as principal use on the Self-Storage Parcel, 

with loading included in the permitted accessory uses. Further, 

the plain language of the Redevelopment Plan permits vehicle 

parking spaces to back out onto Prospect Place, and since the 

loading space is interior to the building and provided as an 

accommodation to customers rather than as a necessity for the 

receipt of regular deliveries, the Board interprets the loading 
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movements to be permitted just as the passenger vehicle movements 

are permitted. Finally, the language of the Redevelopment Plan 

permitting parking spaces to back out onto Prospect Place 

undermines the argument that internal circulation is required. 

Such language would be unnecessary if internal circulation were 

required. Therefore, the Board found that no relief was required 

with respect to these items.  

42.  Mr. Costa further testified that the proposed site plan 

does not provide for adequate site distance, contrary to the 

testimony provided by the Applicants’ traffic engineer. The Board 

notes that Mr. Costa was not qualified or accepted as a traffic 

engineer.  

43. In addition, Mr. Costa testified that in his opinion, 

the Applicants’ drainage calculations would not work in practice, 

in part because the pipes conveying stormwater into the Borough 

system are back pitched. In referring to his hand markups of the 

proposed site plan as described above, he stated that he believed 

the conveyance system for the roof leaders on the Self-Storage 

Parcel would not be adequate to handle anything greater than a 2-

year storm and that the increase in impervious coverage proposed 

by the Applicants is insignificant. In addition, he questioned 

whether the Applicants’ submission to NJDEP disclosed all facts 
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relevant to the issuance of the Flood Hazard Area Individual 

Permit, although he did not provide a factual basis for that 

assertion.     

44. Upon cross-examination by the Applicants’ counsel, Mr. 

Costa conceded that he had not prepared a report, impervious 

coverage analysis, drainage calculations, or traffic counts. He 

testified that he did not know the area of disturbance for Inlet 

21 as shown on the proposed site plan; did not review the summary 

of pipe capacities reflected in the Applicants’ Stormwater 

Management, Groundwater Recharge, and Water Quality Analysis; and 

did not know the capacities of the proposed on-site pipes or peak 

runoff rates into the pipes. When asked for the evidence forming 

the basis for his opinion that the conveyance pipes are back 

pitched, Mr. Costa testified that he relied entirely on his own 

markup of the proposed site plan. Mr. Costa also conceded that the 

Applicants’ submissions demonstrate reduced runoff quantities for 

all categories of storms required by the applicable regulations. 

45. In response to Mr. Costa’s testimony, Christopher P. 

Statile, P.E., the Board Engineer, stated that the cause of the 

flooding in the area surrounding the Property is the Pascack Brook 

and that the sizes of the Applicants’ stormwater pipes would make 

no difference during a flood event. He confirmed that nothing in 
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Mr. Costa’s testimony changed his conclusion that the Applicants 

have demonstrated compliance with the Stormwater Control 

Ordinance.  

CONCLUSIONS AND DETERMINATIONS 

46.  All findings of fact set forth above are made a part 

hereof as if set forth herein at length.  

47.   The Board’s jurisdiction in site plan review is 

limited to determining whether the proposed development complies 

with the applicable Ordinance requirements. Based upon the 

evidence in the record, the Board finds that the proposed site 

plan satisfies all Ordinance requirements aside from the single 

deviation ultimately requested by the Applicants. In addition, the 

Applicants have agreed to comply with the recommendations of the 

Board professionals, as set forth in the aforementioned reports 

and as expressed during the course of the public hearings.  

48.  Therefore, the Board finds the grant of Preliminary and 

Final Major Site Plan Approval is appropriate in accordance with 

the provisions of N.J.S.A. 40:55D-46 and 40:55D-50.   

49.  With respect to the deviation requested for maximum 

number of continuous parking spaces without planting islands, the 

Board finds that the Applicants have proven their entitlement to 
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relief for a deviation in accordance with N.J.S.A. 40:55D-

70(c)(2).  

50.  The Board finds that multiple purposes of the Municipal 

Land Use Law are furthered by the within Application, including 

Purposes A, H, and I as set forth above.  

51. The Board further finds that the minor deviation can be 

granted without substantial detriment to the public good or any 

neighboring properties and without substantial impairment to the 

intent and purpose of the Hillsdale Zone Plan and Zoning Ordinance, 

since it applies to a parking area that will not be utilized by 

the general public and is mitigated by a landscape buffer that 

limits its visibility from the street.  

52. Finally, the Board finds that the benefits of approving 

the Application substantially outweigh any discernable detriment. 

The Applicants propose to develop the Property in accordance with 

the Redevelopment Plan, providing for the uses specifically 

envisioned by the governing body for this area of the Borough. The 

Applicants have demonstrated compliance with every other 

applicable Borough Ordinance, including the bulk and design 

requirements of the Redevelopment Plan, the requirements of the 

Zoning Ordinance that remain applicable to the Property, the 

Subdivision and Site Plan Review Ordinance, and the Stormwater 
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Control Ordinance. Accordingly, the Applicants have met their 

burden of proof and the balancing test for the deviation is 

satisfied.   

53. As set forth above, the Board acknowledges that the 

Property is located in a Flood Hazard Area and that the Objectors, 

as well as other owners and residents in the surrounding area, are 

understandably concerned with the impacts of the proposed 

development upon the existing flooding conditions. However, flood 

hazard area concerns cannot be the basis for a denial of the 

Application because they are preempted by State law.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Joint Planning Board of 

the Borough of Hillsdale, based upon the above findings of fact 

and conclusions of law, that the within Application for 

Preliminary and Final Major Site Plan Approval with relief for a 

deviation from the requirements of the Redevelopment Plan is 

hereby granted, subject to the following conditions: 

(a) Notwithstanding the approval granted herein, the 

Applicants shall comply with all of the ordinances of the Borough 

of Hillsdale and all applicable county, state, and federal 

statutes, ordinances, rules and regulations except with respect to 

the variances granted herein.  Without limiting the foregoing, the 
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Applicants shall comply with any and all applicable requirements 

of the United States Americans with Disabilities Act. 

  (b) Except as modified or otherwise addressed during 

the public hearings, the Applicants shall comply with the 

recommendations of the Board Engineer, as set forth in the report 

dated June 10, 2025, as well as the recommendations of the Board 

Planner, as set forth in the report dated August 5, 2025.  

(c) The Applicants shall comply with the recommendations 

of all other officials having jurisdiction with respect to the use 

of the subject property, unless otherwise addressed herein or 

during the public hearing.   

(d) The Applicants shall obtain the approval (or waiver 

thereof) of all other governmental agencies having jurisdiction 

over the proposed development. 

(e) The Applicants shall comply with all of the 

stipulations made during the hearing on this Application including 

all of the stipulations set forth herein and the following: 

 (i) The Applicants shall conduct a televised 

inspection of the Borough stormwater system from its point of 

contact with the Property to the outfalls at the Pascack Brook, 

with a copy of the video to be provided to the Board Engineer. The 

Applicants shall be required to contribute a pro rata share of the 
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cost of any necessary repairs to the system in accordance with 

Part III, Article XXVIII of the Borough Code. 

(ii) The existing building on the Vehicle Storage 

Parcel shall be demolished. 

(iii) Contractors shall not be permitted to park 

vehicles loaded with soil, manure, or similar materials within the 

vehicle storage facility.  

(iv) All contractor vehicles parked within the 

vehicle storage facility shall be registered and operable. 

(v) The types of vehicles to be parked within the 

vehicle storage facility shall be consistent with the provisions 

of the Redevelopment Plan and the testimony presented to the Board 

during the public hearings.  

(vi) The Applicants shall provide the Borough with 

a plan and protocol for the evacuation of the vehicle storage 

facility during a flood event.  

(vii) The Applicants shall provide both safety 

bollards and additional plantings along the perimeter of the 

vehicle storage facility, subject to the approval of the Board 

Engineer. 

(viii) The Borough reserves the right to require 

modifications to all site lighting for a period of six (6) months 

after construction of the approved development is completed and 
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Certificates of Occupancy are issued. The Applicants shall comply 

with all recommendations by the Borough for modifications to the 

site lighting so as to minimize disturbance to surrounding property 

owners or as otherwise necessary for public safety.  

(ix) The Applicants shall work with the Board 

Engineer to determine whether the southwestern corner of the self-

storage building near the trash enclosure can be adjusted to 

improve sight distance along Prospect Place. 

(x) The sign on the western elevation of the self-

storage building shall be removed and the sign on the southern 

elevation of the self-storage building shall be lowered to a height 

that complies with the requirements of the Redevelopment Plan. 

(xi) All sign illumination shall be extinguished no 

later than 10:00 p.m. nightly.  

(xii) The Applicants shall use good faith efforts 

to explore with the Board Engineer the feasibility of a green roof 

on all or a portion of the self-storage building; however, a green 

roof shall not be construed as a required component of such 

building. 

(xiii) The Applicants should consider providing 

public access along the bank of the Pascack Brook, adjacent to the 

vehicle storage lot.   
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 (f) The Applicants shall be required to obtain all 

necessary permits and approvals from the Construction Official and 

such other municipal departments as may be necessary. 

(g) The Applicants shall post all fees and deposits as 

required by applicable ordinances of the Borough of Hillsdale which 

shall include payment to the Borough's professionals for the review 

of the within Application and the inspection of work to be 

performed incidental thereto. All inspections and escrow release 

authorizations shall be overseen by the Board Engineer in light of 

his familiarity with the Application.  

(h) The Applicants shall correct and make safe any 

dangerous or unsafe condition caused by the Applicants or those 

acting for them affecting public safety or general welfare if any 

such condition develops. 

(i) The Applicants shall be and remain liable for any 

and all damages or money loss occasioned by the Borough of 

Hillsdale or its officers or agents by any neglect, wrongdoing, 

omissions or commissions by the Applicants or their agents arising 

from the making of improvements and shall save, indemnify, hold 

harmless the Borough of Hillsdale or Board, its officers, agents, 

employees and all charges, judgments, costs or counsel fees arising 

from such damages or loss.  The Applicants agree not to commit any 

public or private nuisance by reason of dirt, dust, debris, air-
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pollution, noise pollution, gas, smoke, or other occurrences 

resulting from the construction or installation authorized by the 

approval of this plan or any building permit issued in pursuit 

thereof. 

(j) The Applicants’ failure to comply with conditions 

set forth with this Resolution shall constitute a failure of the 

conditions and may be the cause for the revocation of a Building 

Permit issued in respect of the contemplated improvement, subject 

to reasonable notice and the opportunity to cure.  

  (k) The above approval in no way sanctions or permits 

any other zoning non-conformities not specifically identified on 

the submitted Application, but which may exist on the subject 

Property.  
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 IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that this is a true and correct copy 

of a Resolution adopted by the Planning Board of the Borough of 

Hillsdale upon a roll call vote at a meeting held on December 11, 

2025.  

A copy of this Resolution shall be given to the Tax Assessor, 

Applicants, Borough Clerk, Building Department, Zoning Officer 

and Borough Engineer.  

ATTEST:      SO APPROVED: 

_________________________   _________________________ 

_______________________,   Meredith Kates, Chairwoman  

Acting Secretary 

 

BOROUGH OF HILLSDALE PLANNING BOARD 

VOTING 

BOARD MEMBER YES NO ABSENT 

Meredith Kates, Chairwoman    

Stephen Riordan, Vice Chairman    

Scott Raymond (recused)    

Michael Sheinfield (recused)    

Janetta Trochimiuk    

Ed Alter    

Daniel Friedman    

Seth Griep    

Arthur Weinberg (recused)     

 

ALTERNATE BOARD MEMBERS YES NO ABSENT 

Starke Hipp – Alter. I    

 

Voted on December 11, 2025.  


