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October 12, 2015 

 

Mr. Tom Carlson, Chair 

Planning Board, Maplewood, NJ   

Open Letter, delivered via email 

 

Dear Tom, 

 

I am writing to you with a summary of issues and thoughts which are very important regarding the PO 

site and the Planning Board’s deliberations.  These issues and concerns are the result of discussion 

amongst a number of professionals including architects, planners, and engineers, as well as local 

residents.  Please forward and share these thoughts with your board members.  I am also attaching 

relevant documents to this letter as one comprehensive pdf file. 

I have seen the agenda for Tuesday’s meeting.  It includes a public comments period at the end of the 

meeting.  As the public has continually been told by the Township Committee that their input on the 

development will be at the Planning Board stage, please include a public comments period prior to 

deliberation and voting on the Post House site plan - at each meeting which considers this issue, 

including the coming meeting on October 13, as there may be new comments related to new material at 

the last meeting and also to accommodate those who have not yet had an opportunity to comment.  

Please add this to the agenda.   

Following are my comments: 

 

 

Archeology - 

I am attaching to this letter my full comments as written for the PB which I truncated due to your 

instructions just prior to the public comments period.  In the attached document there is more 

explanation of the possible historic ruins at the site, its history, possible importance to the town, and 

other topics.  Although the HPC has chosen to take a pass on this project, both regarding adaptive re-use 

and on the possible ruins, it is my opinion and that of other architects, historians, and preservationists 

consulted that this requires serious consideration and investigation.    

------------------ 

 

Sewer-  

The Redevelopment Plan states the following on page 40: 

“The redeveloper, at the Redeveloper’s cost and expense, shall provide all necessary engineering  studies 

for, and construct or install all on and off-site municipal infrastructure improvements and capacity 

enhancements or upgrades required in connection with the provision of water, sanitary sewer, 

stormwater sewer, electric and gas service to the project, in addition to all required tie-in or connection 

fees” 

However, the sales agreement allows the developer to connect into the existing Maplewood Avenue 

sewer line with no assurance that any type of remediation will take place.  If this is the case, then 

rehabilitation will not have occurred as indicated by the Rehabilitation Study and as the basis of the 

designation of the Area in Need of Rehabilitation.  Nor will it have met the requirements of the 

Redevelopment Plan.  This could invalidate the designation and in turn any site plan approval. 
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If the sewer connections for the new development are connected directly to the Maplewood Avenue 

existing sewer main, has the projected load increase been calculated (likely 40+/- bathrooms/toilet 

rooms, 20 kitchens, and restaurant kitchens as applicable) to determine the deasibility of this 

connection? 

If the sewer bypass through the back lots is in fact created as a means of rehabilitation, a question 

arises as to whether the site engineer and/or town engineer has actually calculated the percent loss in 

head pressure uphill of the bypass (up to Durand…or to Jefferson Ave?) and its effect on the function of 

the siphon.  This head pressure is what allows the siphon below to function at the minimal level that it 

does at this time.  As such, will the resultant reduction in head pressure on the system cause even more 

problems downhill from Inwood place? 

That is, has the change in hydrostatic pressure due to the bypass been calculated to determine if, with 

the bypass at Inwood, the siphon will still function...or will it affect the operation of the siphon in such a 

way as to increase blockage and current flooding conditions into existing buildings / merchants spaces, 

or even render it non-functional? 

The bypass requires the consent and agreement of the adjacent property owners through whose 

property these sewer pipes will extend.  The designation of an Area in Need of Rehabilitation precludes 

the use of eminent domain.  So the “program of rehabilitation “for the sewers as indicated in the 

Rehabilitation Study cannot be accomplished via eminent domain.  On the other hand, since the 

majority of the area of work to rehabilitate the sewers by creating the bypass is outside of the 

Rehabilitation Area, then perhaps eminent domain could be used (and fair compensation to the 

property owns could be very costly).  But circle back to this and see that this methodology, i.e., eminent 

domain, confirms an invalidation of the original basis for the Area in Need of Rehabilitation. 

 

Finally, even if the bypass is installed the property owners between Inwood and the siphon will still 

have the same problem, a mal-functioning siphon remaining. 

 

This goes back to my prior statements (supported also by other professionals) that the Area in Need of 

Rehabilitation designation is fatally flawed.  The Rehabilitation Study, the emails amongst town 

employees, resolutions, etc.  all indicate that the designation of the Area in Need of Rehabilitation is 

based on a condition which is wholly not within the Study Area. 

 

Public Safety issue - 

The public safety issue with the Kings trucks is quite serious.  When we brought the issue to light, the 

developer tried to adjust his site plan to accommodate Kings.  But this is clearly still insufficient even 

though Kings corporate representatives have signed off on a statement (prepared for them by a 

Township attorney) approving this scenario.  This plan was created using smaller trucks than the 

typical tractor trailers used by Kings (WB-50 versus WB-65 actually used – 15’ longer). And most 

importantly, while this plan adjustment does allow Kings tractor trailers to literally access the Kings 

driveway and loading dock, it does create increased safety risks for the public. To clarify this condition 

please note the following:  

In the current condition, the Kings tractor-trailer trucks pull into Ricalton Square access lane and then 

back up across Maplewood Avenue into the Kings driveway and loading dock using a maneuvering 

radius to do so…not an easy task.  The truck driver sometimes needs to move in and out up to 6 times to 

get the truck situated in the driveway without hitting the adjacent building walls. The location of the 

entry/exit from Kings is such that when a shopper exits the store, he/she is directly facing the location 
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of any truck, whether parked in the driveway or maneuvering in or out – it is all within his/her “cone of 

vision”.  As such, s/he can clearly and easily see if there is a truck obstructing the street or sidewalk, 

whether standing or moving.   As well, the trucks do not obstruct the emergency egress path from the 

front of the store.   

In the JMF proposed site plan scenario, a person would exit Retail #2 at the north-west corner of the 

building and because of the location of the exit would immediately be facing Maplewood Avenue.  If a 

tractor-trailer truck was getting ready to back up in a radius maneuver to access Kings driveway across 

the street, it would then be situated behind the person exiting Retail #2, who would be facing the 

opposite direction. The truck maneuvering or idling would be behind the pedestrian’s “cone of vision”.  

As such, the person exiting would continue to walk and would cross the path of the truck maneuvering 

over the sidewalk, while this person would be thinking s/he was merely walking on a sidewalk (as it 

will look like a sidewalk except for the depressed/mountable curb), and thus could be hit by the truck 

from behind. This person as well would likely be in the blind spot of the truck driver.  This is especially 

dangerous for children who roam the Village after school, parents with strollers, for an elderly folks 

whose movements may be slow and hearing and/or vision reduced.   And as noted above, sometimes 

this maneuver takes many tries – and will likely be made more difficult with the Ricalton ingress moved 

12 feet to the north and narrowed from 30 feet wide to 18 feet wide.  

The methodology proposed here to accommodate the trucks is a “mountable curb”.  This is a design 

feature usually implemented to allow only for infrequent movements, such as access for a fire truck, 

ambulance, or a crane.  It is not a solution for a problem that happens every day, or in this case – 15 

times a day (Kings management has informed us that they receive 15=/- delivery trucks a day).  

If these descriptions are not clear, I would be happy to meet with you to review. 

This corner will really be the nexus of the development with pedestrians exiting retail #2, exiting the 

plinth at the front of the building, and exiting the sidewalk on the north side of the building, walking 

toward Maplewood Avenue- all filtering through this point – a conflux from many points.   

When Jerry Ryan stated at the Planning Board meeting on September 29 that the situation will not be 

any worse than the current one and "when a truck is going in or out of that aisle, get out of the way!", he 

was being unrealistic because I believe he was not comprehending the differences in the scenarios.  

Further, as one responsibility of the Planning Board is to protect the public, it would behoove the board 

to disapprove a plan that would worsen an already difficult situation.  As Jim Nathenson stated quite 

well at the last meeting – “Danger today doesn't mean we should accept it tomorrow”.   This is a serious 

public safety issue with exposure for all involved parties, the town (all involved in approvals), the 

development team, the retailers, and Kings.  

For this reason alone, the site plan should not be approved. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

Open space- 

While it seems that Mr. Edelson has opined that sidewalks and entries/plinth (assumed to only count 

the sidewalks actually on the developer’s site- most of the sidewalks are outside the property lines) 

may count as open space, what a sorry outcome if this is all that the Township achieves with this 

project.  There is no creative use of open space / public space, either at the exterior or within the 

building.   

Further, building a new plaza on Ricalton Square doesn’t achieve the intention of the Redevelopment 

Plan as it is outside the designated area. 
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Building Height- 

Mr. Edelson has opined that the issue raised by Peter Steck regarding a “d” variance for building height 

is not really a height issue but rather a setback issue.   

The reality is that there are 2 separate issues, the height and the setback, based on the wording of the 

Redevelopment Plan.  The building façade as proposed is to reach a height above the 10% change 

permitted to be approved by the Planning Board.  Where the Redevelopment Plan, page 19 paragraph B 

states - “The height of building facades along Maplewood Avenue or Ricalton Square shall not exceed 30 

feet at any one point” - the issue is height of the façade at the street line.  This primary façade height is 

the one that is being increased.   This is a “d” variance issue which must be heard by the Zoning Board of 

Adjustment.  

The last sentence in that paragraph states - “Additional height shall be permitted beyond the building 

facades along Maplewood Avenue and Ricalton Square, but that portion of the building over 30 feet in 

height shall be set back from the street line one foot for every foot in building height over 30 feet” 

referring to the height beyond the primary façade and not the primary façade itself – so that is the 

setback issue.  I believe that Peter Steck’s statement refers to the first sentence and the height issue and 

that his opinion stands. 

Further it should be noted that the setbacks have a purpose that is rooted in significant citizen concern 

regarding massing of the building.  To disregard this is disregarding public input to the project. 

------------------------------------------------------ 

 

Loading zone-  

The September 29 change presented regarding the placement of a loading zone outside of the 

designated area is counter to the Redevelopment Plan.  Further, the loading area as currently proposed 

is not screened or fenced as is also required. These changes will require an additional deviation or 

waiver from the paragraph on page 31 of the Redevelopment Plan which requires a screened  loading 

space within the site: 

“One loading space shall be provided to serve the uses in the rehabilitation area and shall be designed as a 

loading dock if serving a grocery store. The loading space should be located adjacent to recycling and 

refuse storage areas and should be located within a building and screened from view. The preferred 

location is the portion of the building closest to the New Jersey Transit railroad right-of-way, with access 

provided via Ricalton Square. If not located within a building, loading spaces shall be screened by fences, 

walls and/or landscaping. The loading space shall be designed to accommodate tractor trailer access 

without using Maplewood Avenue for vehicle maneuvering.” 

It is my understanding that the placement of a loading area in Ricalton Square injects a Principal Use in 

an adjacent property and requires a variance (as loading is not a principal use per the Maplewood 

Ordinance.  Loading is typically an Accessory Use but when there is no Principal Use to which it would 

be an Accessory, it therefore becomes a Principal Use), 200’ notification, and likely bid offering to other 

adjacent property owners.  This change would require an application to the Zoning Board of 

Adjustment for a variance. 

See 217-50 K.2. of the Maplewood Ordinance:  “All parking and loading spaces shall be located on the 

same lot as the use being served….” 

Will the addition of this proposed loading space reduce the ability of Kings trucks to make the first turn 

around Ricalton Square as they leave the area? Have these radii been documented? 

If a truck parks in this loading space and is too long (as the loading space is a minimum size for a box 

truck and such), it will obstruct the ingress lane to Ricalton Square. 
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Cutting into Ricalton open space to create more parking/loading is adding to the continued erosion of 

actual green space in the Village. 

A perpetual easement will be in effect the same as a land give-away.  Aren’t we giving away enough to 

the developer already? 

 

Additional Misc.  issues – 

**Blank/fake windows in rear façade are unsightly, poor design 

**Plinth at front of building is not within keeping of the character and progression of the Village shops 

**Setback of building an extra 8 feet in current site plan is not in keeping with the typical street wall of 

the village. 

**Roof plan – Architect Minno has stated that there will be no allocation of shafts through the building 

for potential future use by restaurants for exhaust and grease venting, for venting residential kitchens 

and bathrooms, fitness center, etc.  This means that if leased to a restaurant – the venting will be 

through the side walls/facades.  This should be avoided with proper pre-planning as it will be unsightly 

otherwise.  And residentially it appears that there will be no exterior venting or exhaust at all.  

**Slopes at rear / Barrier Free Accessibility  

**Traffic – the Redevelopment Plan requires a study of the impact of traffic flow on the Village.  While 

the developer may have met the basis of this requirement, the traffic impact should have been updated 

with the changes to the plan, including but not limited to relocation of the building, narrowing of the 

back alley, narrowing of Ricalton ingress, further reduction of parking, relocation of loading space, lack 

of truck queuing and staging areas, access for trucks, etc. 

 

See additional concerns on attached list of questions dated August 25, 2015 (some are addressed) 

 

Thank you, 

 

Inda M. Sechzer, Assoc. AIA, LEED AP 

Principal, Managing Partner 

 

Copy:   

Jim Nathenson,Vice- Chair, Planning Board 

Township Committee 

Village Keepers 

Media 

 

Attachments:  

September 29, 2015 Comments 

OPRA request and response from Township (Emails, Study, etc.) 

DCA letter to Mayor Vic Deluca 

Planning Board Questions August 25, 2015 

OPRA request – Feasibility Study 
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September 29 , 2015      

Planning Board, Maplewood NJ 

Inda M. Sechzer, Assoc AIA, LEED AP 

 

 

I have a few points to make as you begin your deliberations: 

First point - In Mr. Bratt’s report he discusses the sewer bypass through the back lot.   Apparently, 

this has not been discussed with the property owners involved.  This needs to be sorted out prior 

to your approval. What will happen if the property owners do not agree? 

This sewer bypass is the basis of this project.  As mentioned prior, the Rehabilitation Study used to 

designate the Post Office for Redevelopment is flawed, fatally flawed.   

The Area in need of rehabilitation is based on Criteria 6 of Section 14 of the Land Redevelopment 

and Housing Law, which states that “a majority of the water and sewer infrastructure IN the 

delineated is at least 50 years old AND in need of repair or substantial maintenance.” 

The study and the backup information for the study indicates that the conclusion is based upon 

the sewer lines in Maplewood Avenue, which are not in the designated study area.  The only back 

up information for this study is 2 emails indicating the problem with the sewers in the street.  

There are no further studies or engineering reports within the actual designated study area- that 

is there are no documented problems with the infrastructure of the Post Office building.  This has 

been confirmed thru OPRA and via email by Mr Desederio.  

Further, in response to the town’s submittal to DCA,  the DCA required the town to submit to the 

DCA its “program of rehabilitation”, which the town did not submit. 

If rehabilitation is what is required, and demolition is performed, then the goal is not fulfilled.  

One cannot rehabilitate something that is demolished. 

If, as is indicated, the town, not the developer, is rehabilitating the sewers in the street which is 

something the town could do at any time, then the rehabilitation designation is unnecessary,  

irrelevant, and invalid… and the transition to a redevelopment plan is invalid as well, since the 

work has nothing to do with the designated site. 

I suggest that you all go back to that document and study it and the back-up information very 

carefully. 

I mention all of this because you are making some very serious decisions here and the Area of 

Rehabilitation designation is a very shaky foundation for this project. 

_____________________ 
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Second Point - In Mr. Bratt’s report he refers to LEED and Energy Star systems.  The developer has 

submitted a LEED worksheet with anticipated points.  Regarding Energy Star, as far as is known, 

the NJ Office of Clean Energy has not been contacted for state requirements and there is not yet 

an indication as to how the developer intends to comply.  This should be done prior to your 

issuing any approvals 

The LEED worksheet anticipates 52 points, or Silver certification.   

In examining the worksheet, one can see that about 25% of those 52 total anticipated points are 

achieved simply by the location of the building and its proximity to the train…no great effort there 

- and those 12 points are more than 50% of the points achieved under the Sustainable Sites 

Category.  

A preeminent category of LEED is Air and Atmosphere.  The developer anticipates only 2 points 

out of a possible 33 in this category.  This is disappointing.  There is no anticipation of advanced 

energy systems, of on-site renewable energy systems – for example - solar panels, geothermal 

systems or the like.  A positive is that a high albedo roof is indicated, though unfortunately no 

green roof is anticipated.    Further, there is no indication of post occupancy assessment, 

measurement, and verification of the anticipated energy savings. 

Under the category of Innovation and Design Process, 6 points are indicated, but there is no 

description as to what this innovation comprises.  Shouldn’t we know what is projected? 

But I want to take this to a higher level.  This….is a document published by the National Trust for 

Historic Preservation, Preservation Green Lab, Skanska, and more partners.  It is entitled “The 

Greenest Building: Quantifying the Environmental Value of Building Re-use”.  

(http://www.preservationnation.org/information-center/sustainable-communities/green-

lab/lca/The_Greenest_Building_lowres.pdf).  This study concludes that re-use and retrofit of an 

existing building with merely base building energy upgrades will be more efficient than a new 

building with all the ”green”  bells and whistles you can find.  Much of this relates to the 

embodied energy consumed by all of the processes associated with the production of a building. 

When making a decision about whether to move forward with this development in balance with 

Maplewood’s stated goal of environmental stewardship and pride in being an award winning 

”green town”,  I recommend that you all read this study and consider these issues carefully before 

approving this new building. 

Here is a quote from the study: 

“This study finds that it takes 10 to 80 years (depending on typology) for a new building that is 

30% more efficient than an average performing existing building to overcome, through efficient 

operations, the negative climate change impacts related to the construction process.” 
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The span in findings depends on the building type and there are exceptions.  In this case, the time 

period is about the midpoint.  After the point of the “year of carbon equivalency”, the differences 

are not very significant and there is no advantage to the new construction. The new construction 

can never catch up. 

Finally regarding LEED, I would also like to point out that under the “Materials and Resources” 

category of the LEED scoring system numerous points are available for Building Re-use, both 

“maintaining existing walls, floors and roof”  and  “maintaining interior non-structural elements”.  

 These are considered positive actions by the USGBC and by those who promote sustainability.  

These are not addressed in this project. 

________________________________ 

 

To tie these ideas together, I would like to provide you with some new information about our 

town’s history and this site. 

These….are the plans for the existing building, dated 1956.  In prior township committee meetings 

I touched upon the significance of this building and site.  Since obtaining these plans, I can confirm 

now that my statements in prior meetings were more on target than even I thought at the time.  

So I will augment my previous statemetns succinctly. 

Architects use the word “palimpsest” to describe layers of use.  Palimpsest is defined by originally 

as :   “A manuscript that has been written on more than once, with the earlier writing 

incompletely scraped off or erased and often legible.” 

The word Palimsest is often used in cases where the old makes way for the new, but is never 

really gone – the history is still palpable.  Examples are warehouses re-purposed to housing, or the 

High Line in Manhattan.  I could go on with more examples.  You could list them too. But you get 

the idea.    Palimsest – it comes to us from ancient Greece - it’s a good word for the early 21
st

 

century. 

The site of the Post Office has its own palimpsest and provenance.  It is the site of the first 

Maplewood Ricalton school,, built in 1869 and is so important to our town’s history that it is 

memorialized in a painting on the walls of this most important room.  (PAINTING IN TOWN HALL) 

While that 1869 building is unfortunately gone, the site holds its importance and its story.  The 

existing PO building is a part of the history and progression of the village.  The photos of the 

celebration when that long fought for Post Office building opened in 1958 – the parades, 

speeches, and the presentation by the US Postmaster General of a flag that  hung over the Capitol 

are all a window into the inspiring post war period of eager anticipation of a promising future. 
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Here are two examples of the interesting things I have learned from these plans: 

1. There is a wall designed structurally in the rear to be knocked out for a direct tunnel connection 

under the railroad tracks to the train station.  When the building was constructed, mail was still 

delivered by train and the siting of the Post Office building adjacent to the train station (though 

across the tracks) is likely deliberate.  It is possible that the tunnel was or is there and continues 

under the train tracks to the station.   Only investigation of the concrete patches in the rear 

basement wall will reveal this. 

2. Even more importantly, indicated in the 1956 plans is a crawl space under the front portion of the 

building.  If built as drawn, there is a surprise in that crawl space. The 1956 demolition/site plan 

called for the 1869 Ricalton Schoolhouse to be demolished but instructed that the basement 

foundation walls and footings be left intact.  The plans indicate that the walls be cut down only as 

required to accommodate the new construction.   

So, If built as drawn, there is a time capsule in that crawl space – a Maplewood archeological site, 

a palimpsest in our midst.  It may have archaeological value and warrant at least an investigation 

and, if existing, exploration and excavation with care.   

The possibility of an archeological site is interesting and curious.  Did architect Alfred Pollitt do 

this merely for efficiency or perhaps consciously to leave us a heretofore little known ruin?  We 

will never know, but layered below our “Modern Post Office” may be a remnant of our history, a 

link to our past. 

Well, here we are 56 years later.  You are moving ahead intending to sell the property for 

demolition.   If you move forward with this project, you will be selling and erasing, - totally 

deleting the last vestiges of the history, provenance, and indeed the palimpsestic aspect of this 

publically owned site as documented on these walls and perhaps within the site itself 

___________________________________ 

 

As you make your decisions, you have 2 responsibilities – one is the objective confirmation that 

zoning codes, tree ordinance, accessibility codes, SID criteria, redevelopment plan, etc. have been 

followed, as deemed applicable. That is the relatively easy part. 

The more burdensome  responsibility is a subjective one – you must determine if the requested 

20 plus deviations and waivers are justified.  There are no rules to follow, just your judgement as 

to the welfare of the town and the village…and our future. 
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There are many missing pieces here, issues not negotiated, not rectified, misrepresented and not 

determined as feasible or justified.  There is a stated lack of consideration for grease and exhaust 

venting for potential restaurants.  There is a site on which a large building is being placed, while 

striving to add plazas, an alley, parking plus an unsuccessful attempt to improve the sightlines and 

access to the train tunnel. There is also the fact that the site is too small to handle the owner’s 

dumpsters and loading areas – so they are being placed on an adjoining public and/or private 

property.  Since the building is larger than the existing, the ability to fit all of this on the same site, 

while still allowing for Kings access, is an uphill battle. If the site plan is not fully workable, then 

the project cannot be viable.  And It just doesn’t fit.  All the adjustments required to shoehorn this 

project in make this a sorrowfully depressing outcome.  

Whose responsibility is it if this does not work in reality after it is built and if there are life safety 

issues?  If the alley is clogged by trucks, if there is no staging area for Kings,  and what if someone 

gets hit by a truck when exiting retail space #2 because they cannot see a truck backing around 

the corner over a pedestrian sidewalk which is an egress path  - whose liability -– the tenant? 

JMF? Minno? Kings?, the Township?  Everyone who approved this? 

While you deliberate on these subjective decisions to be made by each and every one of you, I ask 

you to seriously consider the precedent you may be setting – will the next developer ask for 30 

deviations?  I also ask you to seriously consider the unresolvable issues with this plan, consider 

sustainability, history, the building we already have and the archeology site which may be within, 

and consider the very shaky foundation of the fatally flawed Rehabilitation Study. 

 

Finally, I am again going to quote Gerry Ryan who spoke eloquently on January 1, 2000 in his State 

of the Township speech – in that speech he stated: 

“…years from now, our descendants will look to this time and wonder about us: what were we 

thinking? What were our dreams and aspirations for ourselves and for our community?” 

 

And just this week in NJ Monthly magazine, Mayor Vic DeLuca stated about our Village: 

 

“Our downtown is off the main drag and we like it like that. It's walkable and a comfortable place 

to sit and watch the world go by. Maplewood Village is easily our favorite and its charm and 

specialness should make it a winner in the Downtown Showdown.” 

 

And so it is…..Let’s keep that charm and specialness and not become Anywhere USA. 



 

Planning Board Questions 

August 31. 2015 

Page 1 of 3 

OhNo60 

August 25, 2015 

Planning Board Questions:   

1. TRAFFIC STUDY -  Does the updated traffic study assess the validity of the claim that the new drive through 

area behind the building is a boon for the town?  Does the traffic study address Kings and other delivery 

trucks and their circulation, staging, and idling through the Village and Ricalton Square? 

2. REAR DRIVE THRU  -  For the rear drive through area, is the now reduced 13’-0” width of the right of way 

adequate for both parking and standing for retail and tenant delivery trucks (“semis”, box type, etc.)?  The 

notes from the site engineer indicate that a loading zone is being created, but this is not visible on the plan 

–what is visible is the indication of signage for a loading zone only (#37, page 4).  In his presentation at the 

MVA on July 22, the site engineer stated there is a loading zone.  But when asked where it was, he said he 

didn’t know. 

-Further the site engineer also stated in his letter that no tractor trailers will come through the back alley to 

deliver, but doesn’t that depend on what the retail entities are and what their deliveries comprise?  How 

can they control that? 

-Kings carts will be taken to that rear area by shoppers parking back there and will clutter the parking lot…is 

this considered?  We do not see any location for customers to stack carts. 

-A question has arisen as to the slope of the uphill part of the rear alley / drive thru and whether the slope 

meets code.  The site plan shows an evenly rising grade but the elevations show a flat area up to the garage 

entry with a steeply sloped portion toward the north side.  i.e., contours shown at back road on engineer 

site plan sheet 6 do not match JMF elevations. This impacts the garage entry.  Further, the slopes for the 

back alley and sidewalks as shown on the elevations likely do not meet barrier free accessibility 

requirements. 

- how safe will parking back in this narrow alley be at night? 

3. KINGS - Has Kings agreed that this new site plan can work for Kings in full, including staging and egress from 

the driveway? (RIcalton ingress roadway reduced from 30’ wide to 18’ wide).  In his presentation at the 

MVA on July 22, when questioned, the site engineer stated that the egress and staging were not 

considered, only the ingress to the Kings loading dock / driveway (backing the trucks in). 

-Kings gets approximately 15 deliveries a day, so if there is no staging area (as the 30’ wide area of the 

Ricalton ingress currently provides), that means about 15 trucks of varying sizes will be blocking traffic on 

Maplewood Avenue during business hours each day. 

-Is there a town easement or right of way granted to Kings for truck maneuvering? Are we citizens ceding 

public land to Kings? 

-Tractor trailers can be 60 feet to 85 feet long.  When these trucks pull into Ricalton Ingress driveway and 

back up over the depressed curbed area at the corner of the site, they may obstruct the entrance to the 

apartment lobby (depending on length of truck).  These trucks will definitely obstruct the retail entrance #2 

as that entry is just where the truck radius turn occurs.  Is this acceptable safety-wise? Whose liability is 

this?  JMF, town, (TC, MVA, PODRS, PB???)  

-Regarding retail #2, will someone be there to keep folks from entering and exiting the store while a truck 

maneuvers?  Otherwise how will they know a truck is about to hit them as they exit the store?  If there was 

an emergency in Retail #2 while a truck is backing up, how would egress occur? 
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-This is all too close for comfort.  The question is, this may be acceptable to Kings for their truck and 

delivery concerns, but is it acceptable for the township and the new building? Is it still too hazardous and 

risky for the public? 

4. PAVING    The paving for the areas around the proposed building is indicated to be concrete with a saw-cut 

“scoring pattern”.  This is a cheap application compared with the rest of the Village where all else is real 

brick pavers (except for the cross walks in the street).  Have samples been reviewed?  Why is this 

acceptable? 

5. TREES  The site plan shows 13 trees being removed at the site, including at least 3 at Ricalton Square, which 

is not within the designated area.  Why are these being removed?  Can they be retained?  If not, why not? 

-A sawtooth oak tree next to the PO, is being removed.  It was planted in the 1960s by Richard Walter, 

Superintendent of Parks and Shade Trees.  This tree is a twin of the tree next to the Village Coffee Shop 

building.  http://www.maplewoodgardenclub.org/the-trees-of-maplewood/ 

-The saw tooth oak, also planted by the town and a twin of the one on the North side of the PO, near the 

Village Coffee Shop, is an area indicated for dumpsters (and something else indicated by a circle with a + 

inside).  How will this work with the 50+ year old sawtooth oak at the same location?  Whose dumpsters 

are these? Dumpsters for the proposed building should be within the designated area. 

-Update - While questioning the site engineer about the arrangement of these dumpsters, MVA President 

John James announced at the MVA meeting July 22  that the above mentioned saw tooth oak near the 

Village Coffee Shop dumpster area will also be removed.  This is not shown on the demo plan.  This is not 

within the area being sold to JMF.  Can a dumpster area be created somewhere without removing this tree?    

-In some cases, it is possible to temporarily relocate trees (up to certain sizes) and then re-plant on the site 

after construction.  Is this being considered for the PO site, especially for the extant healthy trees across the 

front and south sides of the building? 

-Plans show new trees being planted….renderings show tall, very mature trees, by the scale almost 30’ tall. 

Is this realistic?  What is JMF’s intention in terms of the sizes of trees actually being purchased and planted 

on site. Will JMF confirm trees or will be they the first thing to be cut from the budget? 

6. GREEN AREAS -    Ricalton Square is having its green area carved out to create new parking spaces.  This is 

not within the designated area, though it is being counted as new parking for the designated area.  The new 

parking spaces for the new building should be within the property being sold to the developer for use for 

that building. Green areas should not be removed, no matter how small. 

- The site plan indicates relocation of the drive-through mailbox….where is it and the other street mailboxes 

to be located? 

7. PARKING COUNT  - Parking calculations indicated are  all over the place – many different numbers cited.  

For the public, clarify parking including on site, off site, and “in lieu of”.  Is there a parking study that 

addresses this including the increase in retail, employees, residential visitors, and shoppers? 

-We count a loss in localized parking for the designated area.  What is this project doing to improve parking 

in the Village?  How is JMF planning to accommodate guests of new tenants, new shoppers, and new 

employees of 5 new retail entities?  How do you substantiate the offsite parking including the WC parking 

credits (these are not new spaces). And where are the parking spaces indicated as “merchant permits”?  

-The post office site has 27 spaces for employees.  It seems likely that the new retail entities will have at 

least that many employees (e.g. 5 shops with 4-7 employees plus apartment building staff).  Where is the 

increase in parking to accommodate these new employees in town? 

8. STEPBACKS - Stepbacks have been removed – therefore the building appears taller and more out of scale – 

taller than bank and theater.  Requires deviations.  How can this be substantiated? 
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9. BIKES – Is there a separate bike path or a combined bike path?  Wouldn’t a dedicated bike path be 

advantageous? 

10. PLAZA The Open Plaza shown on the site plan is actually on town land/Ricalton Square and not in the 

designated area…so how is JMF complying with the Open Space requirement of the Redev. Plan.  JMF 

indicates that it is the sidewalks and benches.  This is not a delightful or engaging use of outdoor space- 

sidewalks are sidewalks and are not plazas. 

11. DUMPSTERS   Refuse is shown in a room in the lower level garage of the proposed building…Is this for the 

entire bldg.?  Where are dumpsters?  5 stores and 20 apartments with a space less than 300 SF for trash 

and recycling - Really? 

12. ROOF PLAN – the Roof Plan indicates a mechanical equipment area.  Does this include the possibility of 

exhaust, grease vents, etc. and other possible additional equipment from equipment heavy uses such as 

retail/restaurant tenants on the First Floor and Lower Level areas.  Since Joe Forgione has indicated that he 

does not know who the tenants will be at this time, will there be pre-planned shafts, reserved spaces for 

this possibility?   Are certain tenant spaces being equipped for the likelihood of restaurant/food service (or 

other equipment heavy) use? (Restaurants typically require the most equipment.)  What impact will this 

have on the views from the street? And what impact will this have on the SF of the apartments and retail 

spaces? 

-With the “green” design of this building, why is geothermal HVAC not considered.  Aside from the huge 

energy savings, there would be a significant reduction in required rooftop equipment. 

13. SIGHT LINES -  The location of the building vis a vis the tunnel under the tracks to Dunnell Avenue still aligns 

the building directly with that tunnel, the same as the current PO building.  While the building being set 

back from the RR is a positive, it does little to improve the sight lines and views into the Village.  The same 

view is possible as is existing now – a view of the side of 164 Maplewood Avenue (Village Coffee/Sushi 

building) and a view of Madeline Moss and the Wine Shop.  The only difference is that when exiting the 

tunnel, one is closer to the building presently.  So with the new development, there is some more distance 

from the building, but really just a view of the building.  So what’s up with stating there are improved sight 

lines?  Reality is, there is no improvement. 

And with the driveway behind the building narrowed by 8 feet, it is also unlikely that there will be any views 

even of RIcalton Square. 

14. LEED scorecard of anticipated points indicates an effort will be may be made to declare the site a 

Brownfield – please explain how this may happen.  Also states there will be 5 points for 3 instances of 

"Innovation in Design".  What is this to be? 

-Again, with the “green” design of this building, why is geothermal HVAC, solar panels, and more not 

considered.  Aside from the huge energy savings, there would be a significant reduction in required rooftop 

equipment. None of this type of equipment seems to be anticipated. 

15. Attachment to JMF application to PB, item #2 –  

“The scope and scale of the project does not generate the necessary financial incentive to support the 

inclusion of affordable units.  Thus Objective 1 and 3 of the RP, regarding the preservation of the existing 

character and scale of the area, are being advanced, and the affordable housing goals of the RP will be 

satisfied at other locations with the assistance of the affordable housing contribution.” 

Does this mean that, in the developer’s opinion, affordable housing will degrade the scale and character of 

the Village? 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The following study has been prepared for the Township of Maplewood Township Committee to 
determine whether an area located within the central business district of the Township of 
Maplewood, Essex County, New Jersey qualifies as an “area in need of rehabilitation” in accordance 
with the New Jersey Local Redevelopment and Housing Law (LRHL) at N.J.S.A. 40A:12A.  The area 
under consideration is comprised of three tax lots located on the southeast side of Maplewood 
Avenue to the south of its intersection with Durand Road (heretofore referred to as the “study area”). 
 
The scope of work for the study encompassed the following: surveys of land uses, building and 
property conditions, occupancy and ownership status within the study area; review of municipal tax 
maps; review of the existing zoning ordinance and map for the Township of Maplewood; review of the 
relevant sections of the Maplewood Master Plan; evaluation of water and sewer conditions in the 
study area in conjunction with Maplewood’s Township Engineer; and review of the official tax records 
of the Township of Maplewood. 
 
The following chapter describes the existing conditions in the study area, its locational context and 
the condition of water and sewer infrastructure in the study area and vicinity.  Chapter III discusses 
the existing zoning regulations for the study area and the area’s relationship to the Township’s 
Master Plan.  Chapter IV describes the statutory criteria used to determine whether an area is in 
need of rehabilitation and then applies those criteria to the study area to determine whether it 
qualifies for rehabilitation designation.  Chapter V presents the overall conclusions regarding the 
study area’s potential for rehabilitation area status. 
 
As more fully described in the body of the report, we conclude that the study area meets the 
statutory criteria for designation as “an area in need of rehabilitation” in accordance with the LRHL. 
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II. EXISTING CONDITIONS IN THE STUDY AREA 

A. Overview and Locational Context 

The study area consists of three tax lots located on the southeast side of Maplewood Avenue to the 
south of its intersection with Durand Road.  The lots are identified as Block 13.09, Lots 180, 181 
and 185 on the Township’s official tax maps.  The boundaries of the study area are Maplewood 
Avenue, Ricalton Square and Durand Road on the northwest and northeast, the New Jersey Transit 
railroad tracks on the southeast and Block 13.09, Lot 186 on the southwest.  The study area 
encompasses a total area of approximately 0.75 acres, according to the Township’s tax records.  Its 
locational context within the Township of Maplewood is shown on Figure 1, and its setting in the 
immediate surrounding area is shown on Figure 2. 
 
The study area is located in the southeast portion of the central business district of the Township of 
Maplewood, which is known as Maplewood Village.  This area is developed in the manner of a 
traditional downtown with a fine-grain mix of land uses.  Specifically, retail and service commercial 
uses are located on the ground floor of most buildings, with residential and office uses on the upper 
floors in some locations.  Other land uses in the area include residential buildings, a movie theater, 
public facilities and parking lots.  New Jersey Transit’s Maplewood railroad station is located 
adjacent to the study area.  Passenger train service to and from New York, Hoboken, Summit, 
Gladstone, Hackettstown and intermediate points is provided from this station. 
 
While many parts of Maplewood Village are characterized by uninterrupted buildings fronting on 
Maplewood Avenue and side streets, the study area is characterized by the presence of only one 
building.  This building is currently utilized as a United States Postal Service Post Office facility, but 
the Postal Service will be vacating the premises by November 2013.  The remainder of the study 
area is devoted to surface parking lots, with some landscaping on the properties.  The paved areas in 
the study area complement the other areas of Maplewood Village by providing off-street parking for 
shoppers and other visitors.  The individual properties that make up the study area are described in 
the following section. 
 



N
0 0.25 0.5 1 Mile

S o u t h  M o u n t a i n  R e s e r v a t i o n

To w n s h i p  o f  M i l l b u r n

To w n s h i p  o f  U n i o n

C i t y  o f  N e w a r k

V i l l a g e  o f  S o u t h  O r a n g e

To w n s h i p  o f  I r v i n g t o n

SPRINGFIELD AVE

BOYD
EN A

VE

PR
O

SP
EC

T 
ST

TUSCAN RD

W
YOM

IN
G A

VE

PARKER AVE

ELMWOOD AVE

O
BE

RL
IN

 S
TREET

RI
D

G
EW

OOD RD

DUNNELL RD

HIGHLAND

BAKER

DURAN

M
APL

EW
OOD

VA
LL

EY
 S

TR
EE

T

Figure 1:
Location of Study Area

Area in Need of Rehabilitation Study
Maplewood Village Post Office Building and Property and Adjoining Areas
Township of Maplewood, New Jersey

Phillips Preiss Grygiel LLC | 2011

Study
Area 

N
J T

RAN
SIT

 R
AIL

RO
AD



Figure 2: 
Tax Map Excerpt for Study Area

Area in Need of Rehabilitation Study
Maplewood Village Post Office Building and Property and Adjoining Areas
Township of Maplewood, New Jersey

 Phillips Preiss Grygiel LLC | 2011

BA
K

E
R

         ST
R

E
E

T

DUNNELL        ROAD

MAPLEWOOD             AVENUE

D
U

R
A

N
D

 
R

O
A

D

H
IG

H
L

A
N

D
 

P
L

A
C

E

RICALTON         SQUARE
IN

W
O

O
D

PL
A

C
E

N J  T R A N S I T  R A I L R O A D

Feet
0                     50                       100

N



Area in Need of Rehabilitation Study  Township of Maplewood, New Jersey  
Maplewood Village Post Office Building and Property and Adjacent Lots May 2011 
 

5 

B. Individual Property Descriptions 

Block 13.09, Lots 180 and 181 
These parcels include the property and building currently housing the Maplewood Village Post Office.  
The two lots are grouped together on the Township’s tax records, as they are both owned by the 
Township of Maplewood.  A long, narrow portion of Lot 180 is located between Ricalton Square and 
the New Jersey Transit railroad tracks.  Block 13.09, Lot 181 is developed with a building that is 
occupied by the Post Office.  This building is generally one story in height, although a lower level is 
accessible along the southwestern side of the building due a change in grade on the site. 
 
A limited portion of the building fronting on Maplewood Avenue is utilized for the Post Office’s retail 
component.  The remainder of the building is devoted to office space as well as a quasi-industrial 
operation (mail sorting and distribution).  The large number of Postal Service trucks parked on the 
northeast side of the building adjacent to Ricalton Square is clear evidence of the nature and 
intensity of this use.  The building’s loading docks are located in this area as well.  Photographs on 
the following page illustrate existing conditions on these lots. 
 
The Township of Maplewood leases the building to another entity, which in turns leases the building 
to the United States Postal Service.  However, this lease agreement will expire in November 2013 
and the Township will not renew the lease, meaning the Post Office will be moving out of the building 
on or before the expiration of the lease. 
 

Block 13.09, Lot 185 
This parcel is a public parking lot owned by the Township of Maplewood. Its use is currently restricted 
to short-term parking, which is intended for shoppers and diners visiting Maplewood Village.  There 
are two rows of parking in this lot, which flank a two-way access aisle.  This lot is known as Village 
Parking Lot Number 2. 
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Study Area Photographs: 



Area in Need of Rehabilitation Study  Township of Maplewood, New Jersey  
Maplewood Village Post Office Building and Property and Adjacent Lots May 2011 
 

7 

C. Conditions of Water and Sewer Infrastructure 

As discussed in Chapter IV, one of the primary factors in consideration designation of an area in 
need of rehabilitation is the age and condition of water and sewer infrastructure.  Maplewood is a 
mature suburban community that experienced its most intense period of development in the 1920s.   
Its population grew from 5,283 in 1920 to 21,321 in 1930, an increase of 16,038 residents or over 
300 percent.  By comparison, Maplewood’s population in 2010 was 23,867, or a net increase of 
only 2,546 residents (or 12 percent) in the past 80 years.  Thus, much of the Township’s 
infrastructure was in place by 1930, including its water and sewer lines, according to a review of 
historic maps by the Township Engineer. 
 
Today, sanitary sewer service in Maplewood is provided by the Joint Meeting of Essex and Union 
Counties.  The major trunk sewer lines in the Township, which are owned and operated by the Joint 
Meeting, run parallel to the East Branch of the Rahway River.  There have been some backflow 
problems in these lines according to Maplewood’s Master Plan.  The Township of Maplewood owns 
and maintains the remaining sewer mains in the Township.  Due to the age of most of the lines, 
various problems have been detected which undermine the efficacy of the collection system.  As 
noted in the Township’s Master Plan, these problems include breakages by tree roots, separated 
joints, settlement of connectors, cracks and separations in the connections between the main lines 
and homes, and infiltration of groundwater and stormwater runoff in the system. 
 
More specifically within Maplewood Village, the Township Engineer has indicated that there are 
ongoing problems with the sanitary sewers in the immediate area due to a buildup of grease in the 
lines.  This issue requires constant maintenance by the Township’s Public Works Department.  The 
sewers discharge into a siphon, which goes under the stream that crosses Maplewood Avenue.  
During rain events, the siphon backs up due to a combination of the surcharge into the downstream 
trunk line owned by the Joint Meeting, and infiltration and inflow into the Township’s lines in the 
street.  These problems in the street have led to backups into the basements of a number of 
buildings along Maplewood Avenue in and adjacent to the study area. 
 
Potable water is supplied to Maplewood by New Jersey American Water (NJAW).  The Township is 
part of NJAW’s Short Hills System, which provides water to thirty municipalities in Essex, Morris, 
Passaic, Somerset and Union Counties.  The water mains are owned by NJAW, and were originally 
installed over 50 years ago.  At least as far back as 2004, the Master Plan noted that “the 
distribution system of water mains is aging and may become problematic in the future.”  No major 
efforts have been undertaken since then to address the aging water infrastructure in the study area 
and vicinity. 
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III. ZONING AND MASTER PLAN CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE STUDY AREA 

The study area is located within the Township’s RB Retail Business zone, which roughly corresponds 
with the boundaries of Maplewood Village.  The regulations of the zone are intended to promote a 
walkable mixed-use environment typically found in an established suburban central business district.  
Permitted uses in the RB district are as follows: 
 

• Retail businesses, not including thrift shops, pawn shops and check cashing establishments. 
• Financial institutions. 
• Restaurants, but not including fast-food restaurants. 
• Dwelling units over stores. 
• Offices, but not on the street level or lower. 

 
In addition, off-street parking lots, automobile service stations and houses of worship or other places 
of public assembly are permitted conditional uses in the zone.  The minimum lot area requirement in 
the RB zone is 2,500 square feet.  Consistent with a downtown setting, there are no minimum front 
yard requirements other than for lots on the perimeter of the zone.  Maximum building height and 
coverage requirements are similarly lenient, with 50-foot tall buildings permitted in accordance with 
certain standards. 
 
Maplewood’s current Master Plan was adopted in 2004.  This document emphasizes the importance 
of Maplewood Village to the Township and includes recommendations for protecting and enhancing 
this area. The Township’s Planning Board is in the process of preparing a reexamination of the 
Master Plan, which is expected to be completed and adopted by the summer of 2011. 
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IV. CONSIDERATION OF THE STATUTORY CONDITIONS FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF AN AREA IN 
NEED OF REHABILITATION AS SPECIFICALLY APPLIED TO THE STUDY AREA 

Under the regulations of the LRHL at N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-14, a delineated area may be determined to 
be in need of rehabilitation if the municipal governing body determines by resolution that: 
 

“(T)here exist in that area conditions such that (1) a significant portion of structures therein 
are in a deteriorated or substandard condition and there is a continuing pattern of vacancy, 
abandonment or underutilization of properties in the area, with a persistent arrearage of 
property tax payments thereon or (2) more than half of the housing stock in the delineated 
area is at least 50 years old, or a majority of the water and sewer infrastructure in the 
delineated area is at least 50 years old and is in need of repair or substantial maintenance; 
and (3) a program of rehabilitation, as defined in section 3 of P.L.1992, c.79 (C.40A:12A-3), 
may be expected to prevent further deterioration and promote the overall development of the 
community.” 

 
This section of the report considers whether or not the statutory criteria for “an area in need of 
rehabilitation” designation are met in the study area. 
 
As indicated in Chapter II, the majority of the water and sewer infrastructure in the study area is at 
least 50 years old.  Maplewood Village has been developed in essentially its present form since the 
early Twentieth Century, and most buildings in the area date to that time.  The Post Office building 
was constructed later (in 1958) than many of the other buildings in Maplewood Village, but is still 
over 50 years old.  Given the compact development pattern in this area, public water and sewer 
facilities were necessary to serve this area. 
 
It has also been established in Chapter II that the water and sewer infrastructure in the study area is 
in need of repair and/or substantial maintenance. This need is due to the age and condition of the 
pipes in the study area and vicinity.  There are specific problems with the sewer system in the study 
area due to grease buildup in the lines, infiltration during rain events and backups downstream from 
the study area.  These problems have not been remediated due in part to funding limitations.  A 
program of rehabilitation would be expected to prevent further deterioration of this infrastructure.  
Similarly, the water infrastructure in the study area and vicinity has issues related to its age and 
condition. These issues could be addressed through a program of rehabilitation.  Such a program of 
rehabilitation would also promote the overall development of Maplewood Village and the broader 
community. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

The foregoing study was prepared on behalf of the Township of Maplewood to determine whether an 
area located within the Township of Maplewood (i.e. Block 13.09, Lots 180, 181 and 185) qualifies 
as “an area in need of rehabilitation” in accordance with N.J.S.A. 40:12A. 
 
It is the finding of this investigation that a majority of the water and sewer infrastructure in the 
delineated study area is at least 50 years old and is in need of repair or substantial maintenance.  
Further, a program of rehabilitation may be expected to prevent further deterioration of this 
infrastructure and would promote the overall development of Maplewood Village and the broader 
community. 
 
Therefore the study area meets the statutory criteria for designation as “an area in need of 
rehabilitation” in accordance with the New Jersey Local Redevelopment and Housing Law. 
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