
TOWNSHIP OF FRANKLIN
Planning Board

Agenda
Wednesday, January 7, 2026

 

 Robert Thomas
Councilman Ram Anbarasan
Robert LaCorte
Michael Orsini
Theodore Chase

 Nomination/selection of Chairperson
 
Michael Orsini - approved

 Nomination/selection of Vice Chairperson
 
 
Charles Brown - approved

 Board Attorney interviews
 PB Counsel_Clarkin&Vignuolo.pdf
 PB Counsel_ZBA Counsel_Bernstein.pdf

 Appointment of Board Attorney
 
Law Firm of Clarkin and Vignuolo - approved

 Witness Oath – Director of Planning, Mark Healey
  
Witness Oath - Township Engineer, Darren Mazzei

 
CALL TO ORDER

SUNSHINE LAW

 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

OATH OF OFFICE

ROLL CALL

REORGANIZATION

MINUTES 

1

https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3822700/PB_Counsel_Clarkin_Vignuolo.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823985/PB_Counsel_ZBA_Counsel_Bernstein.pdf


 Regular Meeting - December 03, 2025
 
 
APPROVED

 PLANNING BOARD - 12-03-25.rtf

 Appointment of Minor Subdivision Committee
 
 
Meher Rafiq, Robert Thomas, Michael Orsini - approved

 Baldwas Realty LLC / PLN-22-00009
 
 
APPROVED

 Extension of time 12.03.25.pdf

 DAVIDSON PROPERTIES, LLC / PLN-23-00007

Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan, Conditional Use Approval, w/C Variances in which applicant
seeks to construct a 35,510sqft warehouse at the rear of the existing building at 230 Davidson
Avenue,  Somerset;  Block  468.01    Lot  20.01 in zone B-I

 

DL       01/31/2026

https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/planning-board/application-
material/davidson-properties-llc-pln-23-00007/-fsiteid-1#!/

 

           CARRIED from NOVEMBER 05, 2025 –  notification needed

 
 
APPROVED

 Engineer (DM) report 12.31.25 ng.pdf
 EC report #3 12.16.25 ng.docx
 Police report 12.09.25 ok.pdf

RESOLUTION

DISCUSSION

PUBLIC COMMENTS

 HEARING

2

https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823984/PLANNING_BOARD_-_12-03-25.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823587/Extension_of_time___12.03.25.pdf
https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/planning-board/application-material/davidson-properties-llc-pln-23-00007/-fsiteid-1#!/
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823647/Engineer__DM__report__12.31.25____ng.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823648/EC_report__3__12.16.25__ng.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823649/Police_report__12.09.25__ok.pdf


 Planner report #4 10.28.25 (rec'd 11.13).pdf
 Health Department report #4 11.10.25 ng.docx
 Fire Prevention report #3 08.25.25 ng.pdf
 FTSA report #3 07.21.25 ng.pdf

 ODIN DHUN, LLC / PLN-24-00007

Preliminary & Final Major Subdivision w/C Variances in which applicant seeks approval
for the construction of a 16-lot subdivision consisting of 14 buildable lots for single-family
homes at 295 Cedar Grove Lane;  Block  508.02    Lot  12  in zone R-40 

 
DL           01/07/2026                                                                                                             
               

https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/planning-
board/application-material/odin-dhun-llc-pln-24-00007/-fsiteid-1#!/

 
 
CARRIED TO JANUARY 22, 2026 - with no further notification needed

 

 Engineer #4 (DM) 12.31.25 ng.pdf
 Health Department 12.18.25 ok.docx
 Fire Prevention #3 12.15.25 ok w-comm.pdf
 Police report #2 03.03.25 ok.pdf
 EC report #2 02.04.25 ng.docx
 Planner report #3 12.23.25 ng.pdf
 FTSA Ex Dir report 12.03.25.pdf
 FTSA report #4 12.10.25 ok w-comm.pdf
 SCPB Odin Dhun.pdf

COMMITTEE REPORTS

WORK SESSION / NEW BUSINESS

ADJOURNMENT
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823650/Planner_report__4___10.28.25___rec_d_11.13_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823651/Health_Department_report___4___11.10.25___ng.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823652/Fire_Prevention_report__3__08.25.25__ng.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3823653/FTSA_report__3__07.21.25__ng.pdf
https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/planning-board/application-material/odin-dhun-llc-pln-24-00007/-fsiteid-1#!/
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3824000/Engineer_report__4___DM___12.31.25___ng.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3824001/Health_Department___12.18.25____ok.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3824002/Fire_Prevention__3____12.15.25____ok_w-comm.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3824003/Police_report___2___03.03.25___ok.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3824004/EC_report__2__02.04.25__ng.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3824005/Planner_report__3__12.23.25____ng.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3824083/FTSA_Ex_Dir_report__12.03.25.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3824084/FTSA_report____4___12.10.25__ok_w-comm.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3827759/SCPB_Odin_Dhun.pdf


4



5



6



7



8



9



10



11



12



13



14



15



16



17



18



19



20



21



22



23



24



25



26



27



28



29



30



31



32



33



TOWNSHIP OF FRANKLIN
PLANNING BOARD

COUNTY OF SOMERSET, NEW JERSEY

REGULAR MEETING
December 3, 2025

                                                                                                                                                                               
The regular meeting of the Township of Franklin Planning Board was held at the Board 
of Education Building, located at 475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ, and was called to 
order by Chairman Orsini, at 7:30 p.m. The Sunshine Law was read, the Pledge of 
Allegiance said, and the roll was taken as follows:

PRESENT: Theodore Chase, Robert LaCorte, Shaw Keller, Jennifer Rangnow, 
Meher Rafiq, Robert Thomas, and Chairman Orsini

ABSENT: Councilman Anbarasan, Charles Brown, and Marc Dancy

ALSO PRESENT: Mr. Peter Vignuolo, Board Attorney, Mark Healey, Planning 
Director, and Christine Woodbury, Planning & Zoning Secretary

MINUTES:

 Regular Meeting – October 15, 2025

Chairman Orsini made a motion to approve the Minutes, as submitted.  Mr. Thomas 
seconded the motion, and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Dr. Chase, Mr. Keller, Ms. Rangnow, Mr. Thomas,and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST”: None

RESOLUTIONS:

 Hamilton Street Management, LLC / PLN-24-00002

Chairman Orsini made a motion to approve the Minutes, as submitted.  Mr. Keller 
seconded the motion, and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Dr. Chase, Mr. Keller, Ms. Rangnow, Mr. Thomas, and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST”: None
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 500 Atrium, LLC / PLN-23-00005

Chairman Orsini made a motion to approve the Resolution, as submitted.  Mr. Keller 
seconded the motion, and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Dr. Chase, Mr. Keller, Ms. Rangnow, Mr. Thomas, and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: None

DISCUSSIONS:

 Planning Board By-Laws

Mr. Healey explained that they were discussing changes to the By-Laws, really 
memorializing discussions that had been had, both with the Planning Board and Zoning 
Board and encouraging applicants to do certain things.  He went on to state that they 
thought they should make it more official by incorporating into the By-Laws of both the 
Zoning Board and the Planning Board.

Mr. Healey indicated that the first change was the use of technology as they had been 
trying to encourage applicants that when they appear before the Board to come 
prepared with a laptop to project it to the screens in the Council Chambers.  He added 
that not only did it help the Planning Board in the review of the application, it also helped 
the public that were in attendance to view the application as well as the public that might 
be watching either live or on the subsequent You Tube videos.  He then told the Board 
that they were making it abundantly clear that those applicants who are represented by 
professionals, which he said was basically everyone that came before the Planning 
Board, needed to be prepared to project their plans and exhibits to the screens.  Mr. 
Healey also stated that it, frankly, gave the Chairman the discretion to send them away 
if they do not.  He then told the Board that they would be putting in their correspondence 
that staff sends to applicants making them abundantly aware of that requirement.

Mr. Healey mentioned the other change to the By-Laws, again consistent with policy, 
was trying to encourage applicants to provide a written narrative explaining exactly how 
they have changed the plans when they re-submit and there have been staff reports 
that were generated.  He added that they did not want applicants to just re-submit the 
plans, but to be very specific as to how the plans were changed and then also to 
comment about how they changed their plans.  Additionally, if they had gone before the 
Board and they were asked to look at X, Y, & Z, for example, they were now being 
asked to put it in writing as to how they revised the plans and direct the Board where to 
look for those changes.

Dr. Chase then asked if an applicant did not follow the requirements, what would 
happen, and Mr. Healey indicated that they would not be heard.  A discussion ensued 
among the Board members.
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Chairman Orsini made a motion to approve both changes to the By-Laws, as submitted.  
Ms. Rangnow seconded the motion, and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Dr. Chase, Mr. LaCorte, Mr. Keller, Ms. Rangnow, Ms. Rafiq, Mr. Thomas, 
and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: None

 2026 Calendar

The Chairman spoke with Ms. Woodbury regarding the proposed 2026 calendar, with 
Ms. Woodbury stating that she checked with all Board members to make sure that there 
were no religious holidays that might fall on scheduled meeting nights, and she 
indicated that there were no conflicts with any of the dates scheduled for the year.  The 
Chairman did indicate that there might be some changes throughout the year related to 
the scheduling of applications, etc.

Chairman Orsini made a motion to approve the 2026 Calendar, as submitted.  Mr. 
Thomas seconded the motion, and all were in favor.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Chairman Orsini then made a motion to open the meeting to the public for any general 
planning comments.  The motion was seconded, and all were in favor.  Seeing no public 
coming forward, Chairman Orsini made a motion to close the meeting to the public, the
motion was seconded, and all were in favor.  

Mr. Healey then asked to quickly go over the Master Plan.  He stated that, as the Board 
knows, as issues/topics have come up over time, they have updated the Master Plan 
over the years.  He added that most recently they prepared a draft Master Plan for the 
Business & Industry (B-I) Zone that the Planning Board may be hearing at some time in 
the future.  He then stated that they have updated items like the historic element of the 
Master Plan, the Farmland Preservation plan, the Environmental Resource Inventory, 
and most recently, the Planning Board adopted an amendment to the Trails and 
Pathways plan last year.  

That being said, Mr. Healey indicated that they still had an obligation every 10 years to 
do a comprehensive re-examination of the Master Plan.  He added that that was very 
quickly coming due in the first quarter of 2026.  He then told the Board members what 
was involved in the re-examination, including the fact that the Board had to look at the 
Master Plan and identify any out-of-date elements that could be brought up to date and 
see if there were things that changed that would change the planning policies and 
recommendations over the years to come up with a document that identified those 
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things that were still current and up-to-date and maybe some elements that need to be 
updated.  Mr. Healey then told the Board that the Open Space Commission may be 
looking at making some recommendations to update the Open Space plan from 2013, 
for example.  

Mr. Healey then informed the Board that they had to put together a document and adopt 
a Master Plan Re-Examination by early February, 2026 and subsequently work on the 
re-examination.  He then indicated that he would be preparing a draft of it in the next 
few months and would also be reaching out to the different committees such as Historic, 
Ag Preservation, Environmental, Open Space, etc., to obtain some feedback from those 
committees on where they think they stood on those elements of the Master Plan.  The 
Chairman opened a discussion with the Board regarding the process of the re-
examination.

Mr. Thomas then mentioned that he had just read that the Environmental Commission 
was asking Council to set up a storm water management utility and wanted to know if 
that would be included in the Master Plan and the Planning Board included.  Mr. 
Thomas heard that they possibly wanted to charge people a fee based up run-off from 
their property.

Mr. Healey responded by saying that he did not know the impact that may or may not 
have on a Master Plan.  Chairman Orsini indicated that it was his understanding that 
they had to set up a feasibility assessment to set up such a utility and until that was 
done, he didn’t think the Planning Board had an immediate role in that.  A discussion 
ensued among the Board.

Dr. Chase brought up the fact that the State was now requiring some elements of the 
Master Plan.  Mr. Healey stated that there is a requirement now that if you update your 
land use element of the Master Plan, you also have to have a sustainability element and 
one of the things they would have to look at.  A discussion ensued.

HEARINGS:

 ODIN DHUN, LLC / PLN-24-00007

Preliminary & Final Major Subdivision w/C Variances in which applicant seeks approval 
for the construction of a 16-lot subdivision consisting of 14 buildable lots for single-
family homes at 295 Cedar Grove Lane, Somerset; Block 508.02, Lot 12, in an R-40 
Zone - CARRIED TO JANUARY 7, 2026 – with no further notification required.

Chairman Orsini indicated that the applicant did not need to notice for the hearing, and 
Ms. Woodbury, Board Secretary, agreed, but stated that if they cancel for January 7, 
2026, they WOULD have to re-notice and wanted to put that on the record.
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 NPH REAL ESTATE, LLC /  PLN-24-00005

Mr. Matt Flynn, Esq., Attorney, appeared before the Board on behalf of the Applicant, 
NPH Real Estate, LLC.  Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan w/”C” Variances in which 
the Applicant sought to construct a 24,670 sq. ft. shopping center at 390 Davidson 
Avenue, Somerset; Block 502.01, Lot 57.01, in the Business & Industry (B-I) & Retail 
Development Overlay (RDO) – CARRIED FROM NOVEMBER 5, 2025.

Mr. Flynn explained that the site was at the corner of Davidson Avenue and New 
Brunswick Road and that they were previously before the Board on May 21, 2025 and 
September 3, 2025 and presented some testimony from their engineer and responded 
to certain comments as they related to a two (2)-building site layout, landscaping, etc.  
Among other things, they agreed to carry the Application to that evening to better 
respond to those concerns to present a revised plan that encapsulated some of the 
Board’s suggestions and comments. He added that they had met with the Township 
staff multiple times to craft an application that addressed, not just concerns of the 
Board, but also made the Application consistent with other retail and office mixed uses 
across the Township which he believed was the intent of Mr. Healey’s review memo and 
attaching some pictures of existing sites and how they worked.  He added that the 
Applicant hoped to convince the Board that the two (2)-building layout worked because 
he did intend to occupy the second floor of one of the mixed-use buildings for his 
accounting firm and the two-(2) building design did remain a feasible design for the 
project.  Mr. Flynn also explained that with some of the other changes that were made, 
they were hoping that they addressed some of the Board’s overarching concerns such 
as better landscaping/buffering, additional screening, having the building and parking 
set further back from New Brunswick Road, pedestrian access and improved circulation 
with site circulation and driveway access having been made safer.  Mr. Flynn then noted 
that the pedestrian amenities had been updated to be more consistent with what the 
Township ordinance intended and an overall improvement on the scope of the project.  
Mr. Flynn then told the Board that the Application now included many additional 
plantings along both street frontages to address the concerns of the Board to make sure 
that the Application was appropriately landscaped.  

Mr. Sri Kotawala, Engineer, 54 Oakland Mills Road, Manalapan, NJ, came forward and 
was sworn in.  He continued to be sworn in from the last hearing.  He showed an exhibit 
that was on the screen but also handed out copies for the Board’s edification.  The 
exhibit he was displaying on the screen, entered into the record as Exhibit A-3, was a 
2020 NJB aerial photograph of the site at the corner of New Brunswick Road and 
Davidson Avenue.  He then showed the next slide showing the newly revised and 
colorized plan and entered it into the record as Exhibit A-4. Mr. Kotawala then stated 
that the site was 2.5 acres and that they were providing access on both streets.  He 
then added that both buildings had more of a rectangular shape and their intent was 
based on meetings with Township staff to provide more green area and more screening 
along New Brunswick Road.  He told the Board that they removed a two (2)-sided 
parking lot along New Brunswick Road to create green space where they were planting 
and screening the buildings from the roadway.  
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Because of the changes that were made to the layout, Mr. Kotawala explainted that they 
had to create a three (3) storm water management system instead of two (2) before.  He 
testified that they submitted their new plans and heard from the Township Engineer, Mr. 
Darren Mazzei, that they needed to move the proposed detention basin below the 
parking lot rather than having a green area because that would not allow them to plant 
shade trees on top of the underground storm water management system.  He noted that 
that change was not shown on the exhibit that they were showing that day but indicated 
that they can make that subsurface change to allow them to plant shade trees so the 
roots could go deeper and sustain the trees in the long term.  

Mr. Healey then clarified that what was being shown that evening was different from 
what was presented at the previous hearing because they basically had parking in the 
area that he was pointing to with his cursor and that the buffer area, the landscape area, 
was roughly half the width of what was proposed today.  He then stated that by 
reconfiguring the building layout, they basically increased the buffering/potential 
landscaping along New Brunswick Road by doubling that area.  Mr. Kotawala agreed
with that description.  Additionally, he indicated that they moved the storm water 
management system from under where the landscape area was to place it underneath 
the drive aisle to allow for not only a wider buffer area, but also more landscaping along 
New Brunswick Road. Mr. Kotawala also added that it allowed for a larger green area 
in front of the entrance to the office building on the site.  

As far as the parking goes, Mr. Kotawala indicated that the requirement was 89 parking 
spaces, and they were able to provide 83 parking spaces where they were taking four 
(4) spaces for ADA parking spaces.  He stated that they were short of parking spaces 
by six (6) and were seeking a parking variance for that shortfall.  He then added that 
they were also asking for a drive aisle width variance where 26 ft. was required and they 
were providing 25 ft.  He then spoke about the loading area and was usually based 
upon the retail uses, and they would typically have instant drop off and take off so there 
would not be any overnight parking of trucks.  Specifically, he stated that the types of 
tenants that they would be looking for would not require a designated loading area.

Mr. Kotawala then testified that the reason that they wanted to keep the two (2) 
buildings separate, as part of the design, was to separate the office component on the 
larger building.  He also stated that it was the intent of the Applicant to fill that larger 
building predominantly with office tenants.  

Mr. Kotawala then discussed the lighting for the site, noting that it was typically what 
was required, and the height of the poles were not more than 16 ft., so they were trying 
to see that the lights did not spread.  He added that once construction had commenced,
that they would ensure compliance with all applicable lighting codes, whether from the 
Township ordinance or the State.

Mr. Kotawala then testified that they were in receipt of the Board Engineer’s most recent 
review memorandum and that there was nothing in that memorandum that they could 
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not comply with as a condition of approval.  He added that it was the same with Mr. 
Healey’s most recent review memorandum as well, but that they had additional 
testimony to put on the record related to that. He added that they would work to the 
satisfaction of Mr. Healey on preservation of trees within the landscape areas.  

Chairman Orsini opened a discussion related to the preservation of trees and to place 
the amenity area in a place that people would actually use it within the interior of the 
site, allowing for a wider landscape buffer along New Brunswick Road.  Mr. Kotawala 
confirmed the location of the amenity area with the use of the cursor.  

Mr. Kotawala then addressed the variance for the signage, noting that originally they 
had 20 ft. signs set 10 ft. back that required a variance.  He added that at the 
suggestion of Mr. Healey, they decreased the sign heights to 10 ft. each instead of 20 ft. 
allowed because we had 20 ft. from the property line along New Brunswick Road.  He 
confirmed that they still needed a variance for the setback, but the signs were now half 
the size.  

Mr. Kotawala then showed a colorized rendering of the site shown from New Brunswick 
Road and entered it into the record as Exhibit A-5.  He added that the rendering of the 
sign was entered into the record as Exhibit A-6.  They then spoke of the visibility of the 
sign.

Mr. Healey indicated that what he was seeing was a sign that incorporated the features 
of not just the overall design, but also the materials of the buildings.  Mr. Kotawala 
agreed with Mr. Healey’s description.  He added that they would accept, as a condition 
of approval, that the signs/buildings would look as depicted on the exhibits.  

Chairman Orsini then opened a discussion related to what they were looking at in terms 
of screening, etc. and was what the Board was hoping to see.  The Chairman then 
asked if the lighting would use LED illumination, and Mr. Kotawala answered in the 
affirmative.  He then asked if there would be dimmunition of overall light on the site at a 
certain time of night.  Mr. Flynn stated that they did not anticipate that there would be 
late night operations, so they would start to diminish the lighting at 10:00 p.m., and Mr. 
Kotawala indicated that they would provide larger back shields to diminish the light
spillage.  A discussion ensued.

Mr. Healey then went through his most recent report, noting that the Board had been 
looking for some more landscaping along the northerly property line to shield the 
residents to the north.  Mr. Kotawala indicated that they added the evergreen screening 
there in that location.  Mr. Flynn indicated that they did not have a blown up landscaping 
plan exhibit; however, the entire landscaping plan was included as part of the site plan 
submission.

Mr. Kotawala then described the changes that were made to the plan to address the
landscaping plan.  He noted that half of the parking was covered with evergreen trees 
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and the rest was planted with shade trees, noting the details of species and numbers of 
trees to include 32 evergreen trees and two (2) deciduous trees along the northerly lot 
line.  

Mr. Healey then asked about the paver area to the northeast of the two-(2)-story 
building and he stated it seemed that some of it was wasted, unnecessary impervious 
surface.  Mr. Kotawala indicated that he could convert some of that paver area to green 
space, with flower beds, etc., and would show that on the plans.  Mr. Healey stated that 
they still had to do the Chapter 222 calculations for tree replacement.  A discussion 
ensued, and Mr. Flynn indicated that the rear of the site was a regulated area and, 
therefore, they were not touching that part of the site.

Mr. David H. Feldman, Architect, 1670 Route 34 North, Wall Township, NJ., came 
forward and was sworn in.  The Board accepted his qualifications.  Mr. Feldman then 
described the proposed field of building materials and then discussed some of the 
architecture-related comments in Mr. Healey’s report.  He stated that the proposed 
drawing of the two (2) buildings was prepared in his office, under his supervision.  He 
then indicated that the office building was comprised of just under 20,000 sq. ft., with 
equal space per floor.  He stated that the building would be utilized mostly as office 
space, and that the building materials would be a mixture of glass, stucco, and faux 
wood.  He stated that he brought some material samples with him if the Board would 
like to see them and the colors being used.  Mr. Feldman then testified that he believed 
that they not only met but exceeded the design standards by breaking up the boxiness 
of the structure by varying the height of the roof line, the walls, the type of material that 
was used as well as the different colors.  In addition, they emphasized the main 
entrance to the building, which was at a 45-degree angle, as compared to the rest of the 
building with the landscaped, green area that the engineer testified to.  

Mr. Feldman then stated that they also addressed some of the concerns of the rear of 
the building.  He stated that in the previous submission, they did not have the same 
glazing and fenestration that they were currently depicting on the 10/14/2025 
submission.  He then showed the floor plan of the office use building.  A discussion 
ensued among the Board.  They then spoke about the rooftop equipment on the two (2)-
story building as being centered on the rooftop, which prohibits anyone seeing the 
equipment from grade level.  He added that he did not believe they needed any 
screening, if it became apparently where it was a visual nuisance, Mr. Feldman agreed 
to provide screening.

He then drew the Board’s attention to the retail space, which was a one(1)-story 
structure, just under 5,000 sq. ft.  He stated that he felt that the screening of 
mechanicals on this smaller building was more of a concern, so they were going to 
place the mechanicals in the center of the roof and screen them as well.

Dr. Chase brought up the exit door from the second story on the larger building, and Mr. 
Feldman indicated that it was an oversight in not showing that, but that a doorway would 
be provided in the secondary stair coming down, per code.
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Mr. Feldman entered into the record as Exhibit A-7, which was a view of the building 
from New Brunswick Road.

Ms. Elizabeth Dolan, Traffic Engineer, Dolan & Dean Consulting Engineers, 181 West 
High Street, Somerville, NJ, came forward and was sworn in.  The Board accepted her 
qualifications.  Ms. Dolan indicated that her office prepared a Traffic Report in support of 
the application.  She then gave an overview of the conclusions of the study that was 
prepared in February, 2024, and that the plan had evolved over time.  She enumerated 
the change in size of the two (2) buildings since then.  She stated that the report 
analyzed 57 morning peak hour trips for a total of inbound and outbound as well as 90 
evening peak hour trips, total inbound and outbound.  She then stated that when they 
adjust for the new building areas and the fact that they were now at the 12th edition of 
the trip generation manual, the morning peak hour trips increased by 13 and the 
evening peak hour trips increased by 6, not enough to materially change the results of 
the analysis.  Ms. Dolan then stated that their study looked at a full movement driveway 
on New Brunswick Road, so they did a lot of homework in anticipation of intensifying, it 
showed that driveways would operate at acceptable levels of service, understanding 
that peak hours were the combination of the highest volumes combined with the highest 
street volumes.  He noted that during other hours, the driveways would operate similarly 
to how they were projected to operate during peak hours or better.  She then noted that 
there were no changes to the intersection levels of service with the addition of site traffic 
so there would be no negative impact associated, with the site development..  She did 
add, however, with the retail component, traffic already on the streets and diverted into 
the site in the form of a pass by trip.

Ms. Dolan then discussed the shortage of parking on the site, but pointed out that the 
required number of spaces required, based upon the Institute of Traffic Engineers 
manual, 6th edition, would be 73, 35 for the office space and 38 for the retail space.  She 
noted that that number was below the proposed parking supply and thought the 
variance could be granted based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) data 
and the slight deviation from the Township’s ordinance.  She also noted that 24 ft. drive 
aisles were the recommendation from the ITE, so she also felt that the variance could 
be granted from the deviation from supplying the 26 ft. drive aisle requirement per the 
Township.  Ms .Dolan then indicated that she felt that the site could be circulated by 
incoming vehicles, pedestrians, etc.

Chairman Orsini brought up comment #11 in Mr. Mazzei’s Engineering report 
addressing the crosswalk, noting that he indicated that an ADA curb ramp should be 
added for Davidson Avenue crossing and crossing should be aligned.  Mr. Flynn 
indicated that their engineer already stated that they would comply with all the Township 
Engineer’s comments and would only require a minor change to grade.

Dr. Chase asked for a second charging station, and finally found it over by Davidson 
Road, but noted that the label on the plan was upside down which made it hard to find 
on the plan.  Mr. Flynn indicated that they would fix that on the plans.
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Mr. Healey then asked for clarification regarding the driveway out onto Davidson 
Avenue and wanted to confirm that it had now been changed to a right out only utilizing 
a curbed island directing cars to the right.  Ms. Dolan agreed with that assessment.  Mr. 
Healey stated that the plans depicted certain signage and it also showed a right turn 
arrow, so he asked for Ms. Dolan to tell the Board what signage was proposed and was 
the arrow illustrative or would it be actually painted on the pavement.  Ms. Dolan stated 
that the arrow and the word “only” would be painted on the pavement and there would 
be a “no left turn” sign.

Mr. Creigh Rahenkamp, Planner, came forward and was sworn in.  The Board accepted 
his qualifications.  Mr. Rahenkamp indicated that they were seeking C-2 variances since 
they were balancing benefits against detriments.  He added that the primary benefit 
here was creating the space to allow the additional landscaping and additional amenity 
area the Board was looking for.  Related to the cartway width described to the Board, 
the 24 ft. width works and from a planning perspective, the reason we see in 
commercial ordinances going up to the 26 ft. width because there tends to be some 
chaos in larger shopping centers, with pedestrians walking down long aisles to get to 
stores with shopping carts, goods.  He then added that none of that was occurring here 
at the scale of the retail that you see here.  Mr. Rahenkamp indicated that all of the 
pedestrians were essentially crossing the aisle and not walking along the aisle in which 
that extra couple of feet was there to protect the pedestrians.  He then indicated that 
Ms. Dolan testified to the Board, and from a planning perspective, he stated he agreed 
that it would fit the circumstances of the particular site.  

Related to parking, Mr. Rahenkamp indicated that the Board had heard that the ITE 
standards currently would require less parking than the Applicant was providing.  Also, 
from an operational point of view what Mr. Rahenkamp would add to that was that they 
already knew who the office tenant was, which meant that the owner had the 
opportunity to carefully curate who he brings in as his retail tenants.  He added that he 
knew what his parking budget was, and so he was going to have to allocate it carefully 
as he brings in tenants and choices were going to have to be made to make sure that it 
works.  He did mention that they didn’t have anything in the immediate walkable area  
that if someone could not find a parking space at the site, they would go park there and 
come to the site, so it was going to be a self-enforcing parking limitation.  He did 
mention that he felt that they had plenty of parking and didn’t think that there was going 
to be a problem.

Regarding the proposed sign shown in Exhibits A-5 and A-6, that if the signs were 
moved back another 10 ft., it would be hidden by the landscaping and the Applicant was 
going to want the additional height.  Mr. Rahenkamp stated that he felt that it was a 
reasonable design compromise to bring the sign closer to the property line, which gave 
motorists the opportunity to pick up the sign, read it, and to make a determination to turn 
or not turn.  He then added that they would be serving a communication purpose at the 
site and supporting overall circulation safety.  He stated that the 10 ft. taller sign worked 
as effectively as a deeper setback sign and aesthetically he thought better for the site 
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as the Board had determined.  For those reasons, Mr. Rahenkamp stated that the 
benefits for the variances outweigh any detriments as he didn’t see any measurable 
detriments that would weigh against the proposal.  Mr. Rahenkamp then told the Board 
that he felt that the benefits substantially outweighed any benefits.  

Chairman Orsini made a motion to open the meeting to the public and the motion was 
seconded. All were in favor.

Ms. Carla Bisser, 1107 Conrad Way, Somerset Run, Somerset, NJ, came forward and 
was sworn in.  She noted that there were many people living in the Somerset Run 
community who walk to the existing strip malls nearby that included handicapped 
people with their walkers and those who do not drive who cannot see and do their 
shopping with some kind of a cart to Shop Rite.  She then just expressed the fact that 
seniors also use their errands as a way to get their exercise in and just wanted to 
express her concern for the safety of those navigating to get to the site.  A discussion 
ensued.  Mr. Flynn discussed the elements that they included for pedestrian’s safe 
access throughout the site, particularly because there would be retail establishments 
that residents of Somerset Run might want to avail themselves of.

Mr. Thomas suggested that once the sidewalks go in for the subject site, if approved, 
Somerset Run residents may utilize the cross walk from their side of New Brunswick 
Road at the traffic light there to get to Shop Rite.  He added that unfortunately when 
Somerset Woods was approved, a sidewalk was not made a condition of approval, so 
there was no way for anyone to navigate that section safely.  Mr. Thomas suggested 
that the residents bombard the Township Council to take money out of the sidewalk 
fund in order to build a sidewalk there.  A discussion ensued.  The Chairman also stated 
that they would reach out to Council as well regarding that issue.

Seeing no one further coming forward, Chairman Orsini made a motion to close the 
meeting to the public.  The motion was seconded, and all were in favor.

Mr. Flynn then gave his closing statements.

Ms. Rafiq asked about what was being done with the mature trees along Davidson 
Avenue.  Mr. Flynn stated that the Applicant’s engineer would work with Mr. Healey to 
preserve those trees to the greatest extent possible.

Chairman Orsini made a motion to be compliant with all staff reports, remaining redress 
of staff reports to include the three (3) variances, one (1) for the sign with a 10 ft. 
setback, one (1) for the aisle width, and one (1) for the number of parking spaces.  
Additionally, to include the Chapter 222 calculations as a condition of approval, the 
10:00 p.m. cut-off that was testified to for lighting and other outside agency reports, and 
the allowance for 25 ft. aisle widths.  Mr. LaCorte seconded the motion, and the roll was 
called as follows:
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FOR: Dr. Chase, Mr. LaCorte, Mr. Keller, Ms. Rangnow, Ms. Rafiq, Mr. Thomas, 
and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST”: None

COMMITTEE REPORTS:

There were no committee reports to discuss.

WORK SESSION / NEW BUSINESS:

No work session or new business conducted.

EXECUTIVE SESSION:

The Board did not enter into Executive Session.

ADJOURNMENT:

A motion was made by Chairman Orsini to adjourn the meeting at 9:00 p.m., and was 
seconded.  All were in favor.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathleen Murphy, Recording Secretary
December 30,2025
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 MEMO TO: Township of Franklin 

Planning Board 
 
FROM:  Darren Mazzei, PE, CME 

Township Engineer’s Office  
 
DATE:  December 31, 2025 
 
RE:  Davidson Properties, LLC 

Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan  
Report #5 
Engineering 
Block 468.01, Lot 20.01 
230 Davidson Avenue  
Franklin, New Jersey 
Our File: MFRP0468.15 
Application # PLN-23-00007 
 

As per your request, this office has reviewed the following documents relative to the above referenced 
preliminary and final site plan application: 
 

• Preliminary and Final Major Site Plan, as prepared by Bohler Engineering NJ, LLC, 
dated January 20, 2023, with a latest revision date of December 15, 2025; 
 

• ALTA/NSPS Land Title Survey, as prepared by Brunswick Surveying Incorporated, 
dated January 13, 2023, with a latest revision date of January 6, 2023; 

 
• Floor Plan and Cross Section Architectural Plan, as prepared by Cerminara Architect., 

dated January 20, 2023, with a latest revision date of October 10, 2025; 
 

• Stormwater Management Report, as prepared by Bohler Engineering NJ, LLC, dated 
October 2023, with a latest revision date of October 2025; 

 
• Stormwater Management Facilities Operations & Maintenance Manual, as 

prepared by Bohler Engineering NJ, LLC, dated January 2023, with a latest revision 
date of March 2025; 

 
• Environmental Impact Statement, as prepared by Bohler Engineering NJ, LLC, dated 

January 2023, with a latest revision date of October 2025; 
 

• Traffic & Parking Study, as prepared by Dolan & Dean Consulting Engineering, LLC, 
dated October 21, 2025, with no revisions; 

 
• Application Forms. 

 
The following comments are offered with regard to same: 
 

A.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 

The site is located at 230 Davidson Avenue, approximately 80’ northeast of its intersection 
with Franklin Square Drive. The property is approximately 4.88 acres and is located in the B-I 
(Business and Industry) zone. The site plan indicates that an Existing 9,133 square foot 
Light Manufacturing Building and an Existing 9,888 square foot Light Manufacturing Building 
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are located on the site and will remain. The applicant is proposing to install a 37,461 square 
foot Warehouse Building (35,511 square feet of Warehouse space and 1,950 square feet of 
Office space), 5 loading docks, 70 passenger vehicle parking spaces, 9 trailer parking 
spaces and one drive-in ramp. The applicant is proposing the following site improvements 
including but not limited to a hot mix asphalt parking lot with access from Davidson Avenue, 
truck loading and parking, concrete curb, sidewalk, utilities, grading, lighting and 
landscaping. 
 
We defer the review of the zoning related issues to the Board Planner except where they 
may pertain to engineering issues. 
 

B.  GENERAL SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
 

1. Official street address shall be obtained from the Franklin Township 911 Coordinator. 
 

2. An Engineering Cost Estimate will be required once final plans are signed-off on by the Board. 
Upon approval, Applicant shall provide appropriate bonds and Engineering inspection fees and 
attend a pre-construction meeting, prior to any site work. 

 
3. Note: A preconstruction meeting will not be scheduled until the developer/ site contractor provides 

a Fire Safety During Construction Plan Demonstrating Compliance with Chapter 33 of the 
International Fire Code. Should the Board act favorably on this application a copy of the 
Township’s, ‘Steps to a Construction Project’ will be provided. 

 
4. All fees shall be paid by the Applicant at the time of adoption of a resolution of site plan approval 

for the cost of making upgrades and modifications to the geographic information system (GIS) 
(§112-329). 
 

5. At the time the final plans are submitted for signature of the municipal officials, the Applicant shall 
submit CAD-generated data files, prepared by a New Jersey licensed land surveyor, directly 
translatable into an identical image of the plan per the requirements of Ordinance §112-329. 

 
6. Copies of any easements, exceptions, deviations, or liens on the property should be presented to 

the Board. 
 

7. In accordance with Ordinance §112-104.A, the length of the loading berth shall be at least 48 
feet or shall be a length such that the horizontal distance from the front of a dock for back-in 
parking to the limiting boundary of the loading and unloading area shall not be less than twice the 
overall length of the longest vehicle expected to use the facility. The Applicant’s engineer 
indicated a Tractor Trailer WB-50, which has a length of 55 feet, is proposed for use at the 
facility; therefore, the length of the loading berth shall be 110 feet. The Applicant is proposing a 
length of 130 feet; therefore, same appears to comply with the ordinance. 

 
The applicant should provide testimony indicating they will restrict the site to a WB-50 
vehicle.  Should the Board act favorably on this application this office recommends 
restricting the largest size vehicle at the site to a WB-50 truck as a condition of approval.     
 

8. A variance is required for the Minimum Total Side Yards. A Minimum Total of Two Side Yards of 
50’ is required in the B-I Zone; the applicant is proposing a total 44.65’. 

 
9. In accordance with Ordinance §112-102.G, no parking area, drive aisle, or driveway shall be 

located closer than 5’ from a side or rear yard. A variance is required for allowing a portion of the 
Drive Aisle side yard setback is at 2.1’. 

 
10. Interior driveways shall be at least 26 feet wide for two-way traffic movements when ninety-

degree angle parking is proposed in accordance with Ordinance §112-88. The applicant is 
proposing a 24-foot wide driveway aisle. A variance is required. 
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11. In accordance with Ordinance §112-33.6.F, the Applicant provides safe interconnection of 
sidewalks between parking areas and building entrances within the site and extending to the 
street. This office defers to the Board regarding whether sidewalk should be added along 
Davidson Avenue. The Applicant is requesting a design waiver for same. 

 
12. In accordance with Ordinance §112 – Schedule 4, the applicant has calculated 64 parking spaces 

are required and 70 parking spaces are proposed. This office defers review of the parking 
requirement to the Board Planner. 

 
13. Based on the 70 total parking spaces, three (3) barrier free parking stalls are required, one (1) of 

which is required to be van accessible. The applicant is proposing four (4) barrier free parking 
stalls, two (2) of which are van accessible spaces; therefore, the ADA parking demand is met. 

 
14. The site plan complies with recently passed and signed S-3223 (P.L. 2021, c. 171) which the 

Governor signed into law on July 9, 2021, regarding the provision of EVSE and Make-Ready 
parking spaces. Two (2) EVSE parking spaces are required, and the applicant is proposing two 
(2) EVSE parking spaces. The EVSE demand has been addressed. 

 
15. This office defers to the Fire Prevention Officer as to the appropriate number of Fire Hydrants, Fire 

Department Connection, and their location. We defer to the Fire Prevention Officer regarding the 
need of ‘No Parking’ fire lane signage and striping.  

 
16. The proposed Traffic Impact Statement dated January 17, 2023, notes that the traffic engineer 

prepared peak hour and daily trip generation estimates utilizing the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers - Land Use 150 – Warehousing. Should the Board act favorably on the application, 
once a tenant is selected should revising the land use to a High-Cube Facility be required this 
office recommends as a condition of approval that the applicant come back before the Board for 
the change of use prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

 
17. The applicant is proposing to install improvements, including but not limited to sidewalk, retaining 

walls and drainage structures/pipe, within an existing easement for PSE&G. The applicant shall 
supply documentation that they have the rights to install these improvements within the 
easement. 

 
18. Provide a cross section detail of the proposed retaining wall showing critical items such as guide 

rails and/or fencing, storm sewer structures and light posts. There is approximately two (2’) feet 
of space between the wall and back of curb. It is unclear if all the improvements required in this 
grass strip are constructable. This office recommends the applicant’s engineer review the layout 
with the project structural engineer for constructability. The applicant’s engineer provided a detail 
was provided on sheet no. C-908; however, the detail does not provide any dimensioning or 
foundations. Additional information is required. 

 
C. GRADING AND UTILITY COMMENTS 
 
1. The service line water valve between the water main and the meter pit should be removed. 

 
2. Address the attached redlined markup from the Township Water Department. 

 
3. The applicant should schedule a meeting with this office, the Fire Prevention Director and the 

Township Water Department, to review the proposed water connections and layout. 
 

4. The Applicant provided in table format for water mains/ sewer main/ utility crossings (including 
lateral crossings) with corresponding clearances to reflect the avoidance of conflicts with other 
underground utilities, as required. This will be reviewed further once the utility layout has been 
finalized. 
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D. LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING COMMENTS 
 
1. Applicant provided a tree conservation and replacement plan to satisfy the requirements of 

Ordinance §222-Trees. According to the Applicant’s engineer’s calculations 352 replacement 
trees are required and the Applicant is proposing 177 replacement trees. The applicant’s 
engineer indicated that the applicant will provide a payment in lieu of planting the remaining 175. 
This office defers to the Township Planner as to the adequacy of the tree replacement plan. 
 

E. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT 
 
General 
 
1. The Applicant proposes constructing one (1) bioretention basin and seven (7) porous 

pavement areas to address stormwater quantity management, water quality, and 
recharge. 
 

2. The reference project has been reviewed in accordance with the Stormwater Management 
Rules NJAC 7:8 as amended on July 17, 2023. 

 
3. The property in question is located within the Delaware and Raritan Canal Commission Review 

zone and is subject to DRCC regulations. A copy of the DRCC approval or a letter of no interest 
must be provided to this office. 

 
4. It appears the proposed development will disturb portions of the wetlands areas; therefore, an 

NJDEP Freshwater Wetlands permit must be obtained for the proposed disturbance. A copy 
of the permit must be provided to this office. 

 
5. The proposed development proposes more than 1 acre of land disturbance and must obtain a 

General Permit for Construction Activities from the NJDEP. A copy of the permit must be 
provided to this office. 

 
6. An executed Major Development Stormwater Summary (Attachment D of the Tier A MS4 

NJPDES Permit) has been submitted to this office for review and approval.  The Municipality and 
County need to be revised to the correct Municipality and County. 

 
7. Provide a Stormwater Maintenance Agreement for the stormwater system to ensure future 

maintenance. A sample agreement is available from the Engineering Department. 
 
Stormwater 
 
8. The porous pavement details must be revised as noted below:  

 
a. The 100-yr storm shown on the porous pavement detail for PP-1C does not match the 

stormwater report.  Documentation coordination is required.  
b. The 2-yr, 10-yr and 100-yr  storms shown on the porous pavement detail for PP-1F do not 

match the stormwater report.  Documentation coordination is required.  
 
9. The stormwater management report has been revised to provide an analysis of the 

downstream information along both Davidson Avenue and Atrium Drive.  The existing 
pipe and structure information should be provided on the site plan for both roads so the 
downstream analysis can be reviewed in conjunction with the Stormwater Drainage 
Report. 
 

10. Per this office’s recommendation the applicant evaluated tying the drainage discharge line into 
the Atrium Drive stormwater management system. The engineer’s response letter indicates that 
an easement has been secured from the adjacent property owners. A copy of the recorded 
easement agreement should be submitted for the Township’s review and inclusion in the project 
file. 
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New Stormwater Comments Based on the Stormwater Management Redesign #2 
 

11. The proposed Bioretention Basin 2F berm qualifies as a Class IV dam and in accordance with 
N.J.A.C. 7:20, a New Jersey licensed professional engineer must design the Class IV dam to 
meet all technical requirements in N.J.A.C. 7:20. The Applicant's engineer should provide a 
certification that the basin complies with all applicable N.J.A.C. 7:20 requirements.  The 
certification should be signed and sealed. 

 
12. Provide notes for all drainage structures on the Drainage Plan, sheet no. C-502, including but not 

limited to rim/grate elevations, invert in/out and pipe sizes, for further review.  
 

13. Coordination between the site plan, drainage report and construction details is required for the 
Outlet Control Structures for PP-1C, PP-1D and PP-1F. 

 
14. There is insufficient pipe capacity for the 100-yr storm for pipe runs 1 to end, 2 to 1, 3 to 2 and 4 

to 3 for POA 1. 
 
15. There is insufficient pipe capacity for the 100-yr storm for pipe runs 1 to end, 2 to 1 and 3 to 2 for 

POA 2. 
 
F. MISCELLANOUS 
 

1. Revise/Add the following details based on Franklin Township standard details: 
 

a. All sanitary sewer details shall be submitted directly to the Franklin Township 
Sewerage Authority for review and approval – Comment Only. 
 

The Applicant is required to obtain either approvals or letter of no interest from the following 
agencies:  

 
Outside Agencies: 
• Delaware Raritan Canal Commission 
• Somerset County Planning Board – Approved, 02/27/2023. 
• Somerset-Union Soil Conservation District – Approved, 02/21/2023. 
• New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

 
Township Departments: 
• Franklin Township Fire Department 
• Franklin Township Police Department 
• Franklin Township Sewerage Authority 
• Somerset County Health Department 

 
Resubmittal of Application Materials.  As required by the Planning Board By-laws, resubmittal of 
application materials (e.g., plans, reports, etc.) made in response to Board and/or staff reviews 
and/or comments, shall be accompanied by a written description of the changes made 
compared to the prior submission.  In the case of staff reports, this shall be accomplished by 
providing a response to each of the review comments with a description of the plan changes 
and where the plan changes can be found (e.g., sheet or page number). If the application 
materials have not been revised in response to any such comment, the reason for the non-
change shall be provided.  The number of copies of this written description should be 
commensurate with the number of revised plans and shall be provided in digital form (in .pdf 
format). The Engineering Department reserves the right to make additional comments based 
upon the submission of revised plans or testimony presented to the Board. 

 
Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact this office. 
 
DM/dm 
cc:   Planning Board Secretary 
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memo  
 

 

TO: Christine Woodbury – Secretary to Franklin Township Planning and Zoning Boards  

FROM: Tara Kenyon, AICP/PP – Sustainability Coordinator, Franklin Township  

DATE: December 16, 2025  

RE: Comments from Franklin Township Environmental Commission  

Davidson Properties, LLC     

230 Davidson Avenue, Somerset   

(Block 468.01 – Lot 20.01) 

File #: PLN-23-00007 (Resubmittal – October 2025) 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

At its regularly scheduled meeting of December 15, 2025, the Franklin Township Environmental Commission (“EC’) 

reviewed the resubmission for the above-referenced project. The following comments are reiterated from and/or in 

addition to our previous report dated July 16, 2025:  

 

 The EC continues to recommend that the applicant investigate the feasibility for solar panels on the roof, a green 

roof, cool roof technology, or at minimum, a “make solar ready” roof. This large roof area can serve as an area for 

energy generation, or to cool temperatures in the building and around the site. 

 

 The EC continues to recommend that as many trees as feasible be preserved onsite. The majority of the 

replacement trees should be planted onsite or in the immediate area to provide/replace the much-needed tree 

canopy, habitat, and environmental benefits (heat management, air quality, soil protection). Any trees replaced 

onsite should be replaced with tree species that are native to New Jersey. 

 

 The EC understands that the proposed structure has been moved to accommodate some buffering area near the 

property line. Buffering is recommended, regardless of the adjacent land uses, to ensure that tree canopy and/or 

greenery in the area is established.  

 

 The EC requests that the applicant provide a list of amendments made to plans and supporting documents with all 
future resubmissions. This will assist the EC’s Site Plan Committee in its required review.  
 
 

Please contact me with any questions at Tara.Kenyon@franklinnj.gov or 848-203.1857. Thank you!  
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FRANKLIN TOWNSHIP POLICE 

TRAFFIC SAFETY BUREAU 
 

 
 
 
TO:  F.T. Zoning Board 
 
FROM: Ofc. Ryan Ellington 
 
DATE:  December 9th, 2025 
 
SUBJECT: PLN-23-00007        Davidson Properties, LLC 
 
  230 Davidson Ave, Somerset  NJ 
 
BLOCK:   468.01    LOT:  20.01     
 
 
I have reviewed the above captioned subject plans and have no comments at this time. 
 
This office reserves the right to make additional comments based on future submissions 
and/or testimony before the Board. 
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Franklin Township 
Somerset County, New Jersey 

 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING 
Planning – Zoning – Affordable Housing 

Planning Board – Zoning Board of Adjustment 
 

 
Municipal Building 
475 DeMott Lane 

Somerset, NJ 08873 
732.873.2500 

Fax: 732.873.0844 
www.franklintwpnj.org 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Planning Board 

 
FROM: Mark Healey, PP/ AICP 

Director of Planning/ Senior Zoning Officer 
 
DATE: October 28, 2025 
 
RE: Davidson Properties LLC - Preliminary and Final Major Site Plan, Conditional Use 

Approval, with “c” Variances – 230 Davidson Avenue; Block 468.01 Lot 20.01 (PLN-
23-00007)1  

 

 

As requested, I have reviewed the following documents relative to the above referenced 

preliminary and final site plan application: 

• 39-sheet set of site plans, prepared by Bohler Engineering dated 1/20/23, revised 10/21/25 

• 3-sheet set of architectural plans, prepared by Cerminara Architect revised 12/19/23 and 

10/10/25 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

 

The 4.88-acre site is located on the easterly side of Davidson Avenue several hundred feet south 

of its intersection with Atrium Drive in the Township’s Business and Industry (B-I) zone. The rear 

of the site adjoins Atrium Drive. The site contains an existing building which is identified on the 

site plan as follows: 

 

• 2-story office building totaling 8,258 square feet 

• 1-story 9,425 light manufacturing   

 

 
1 Applicants represented by attorneys, engineers and/or architects (or other such professionals) are 
required to use the video display system available in Council Chambers to project hearing exhibits. Use of 
the video display systems greatly improves visibility of these exhibits for the Board, the public and the 
Township’s video broadcast of the hearing. In order to use the video display system, please bring a 
computing device capable of utilizing a HDMI connection. A cable is provided, however adapters are not, 
so please make sure you have the required adaptors to connect to HDMI if necessary. 
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The front portion of the site contains the existing building and associated parking areas. The rear 

portion of the site is undeveloped, forested and contains two wetlands areas. 

 

Surrounding properties consist of light industrial, office and warehouse uses. The site is not 

located within 500-feet of a residential zoning district.2 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

The applicant seeks approval for the proposed development which consists of: 

 

• Construction of a 37,460 square foot addition (35,510 square foot warehouse/ 1,950 

square foot of office) to the rear of the existing building (which is proposed to remain)  

• The proposed warehouse proposes 5 loading docks in the rear of the proposed warehouse 

and 1 drive-in ramp. 

• A 9-space “trailer parking” area is proposed to the rear of the proposed warehouse.  

• A total of 703 car parking spaces are proposed  

• The existing freestanding sign (which currently extends into the right-of-way of Davidson 

Avenue) would be relocated to a compliant location on the site 

• Other site modifications include construction of associated site grading, landscaping, 

lighting, and utility modifications. 

 

The proposal requires the following approvals from the Township Planning Board: 

 

• Preliminary and Final Site Plan 

• Conditional Use Approval 

• “C” Variances:4 

o Total Side Yard Setback: 50 feet min. – 44.65 feet proposed 

o Drive Aisle Side Setback: 5 feet min. – 2.1 feet proposed (portion of northerly property 

line) 

o Width of Parking Lot Drive Aisle: 26 feet min. – 24 feet proposed 

o Parking Lot Setback: 5 feet required – 2.1 feet proposed (EV space) 

o Loading Zone Width: 147 feet min. required – 130 feet proposed 

 

  

 
2 A complete application was submitted prior to the effective date of Ordinance #4391-22 which eliminated 
warehouses as a permitted use in the B-I zone. Therefore, Ordinance #4391-22 does not apply to this 
application. However, a complete application was submitted after the effective date of #4371-22 (which 
made warehouses a conditional permitted use in the B-I) zone. Compliance with that ordinance addressed 
elsewhere in this memorandum. 
3 Since each of the two EV parking spaces are permitted to count as 2 spaces, the provided parking for 
zoning compliance purposes is 72 spaces. 
4 “Exhibit A” of the Variance Application Form identifies a variance from the 50-foot buffer where adjoining 
a residential zone. Since this site does not abut a residential zone no such variance is required. Further, it 
is noted that the application has since been amended to eliminate need for an impervious surface variance. 
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REVIEW COMMENTS5 

 

1.  Conditional Use Approval Required. A complete site plan application was submitted after 

the effective date of #4371-22 (which made warehouses a conditional permitted use in the 

B-I) zone but prior to Ordinance #4391-22 (which eliminated warehouses as a permitted use 

in the B-I zone). Thus, Ordinance #4391-22 does not apply and the application requires 

conditional use approval from the Planning Board.  

 

At the hearing the applicant should provide testimony addressing compliance addressing 

compliance with the applicable conditional use standards of §112-50 as well as the general 

conditional use requirements of §112-34. 

 

2.  Required Parking.  Approximately 1,700 square feet of the office use in the first floor of the 

existing building is identified as light manufacturing use on the site plan (including the 

parking calculations).  The plans, including the calculation of required parking, must be 

revised accordingly.  Further, the floor plans should be revised to differentiate the areas by 

use and square footage. The site and architectural plans remain inconsistent. Revised 

architectural plans have not been provided.   

 

3.  Drive Aisle Side Setback. As indicated above, the site plan requires a variance from the 5-

foot drive aisle side setback (2.1 feet proposed along a portion of the northerly property line). 

I recommend that the application be revised to comply. 

 

4.  Total Side Yard Setback: As indicated above, the site plan requires a variance from the total 

side yard setback requirement. The total of the two side yards must equal a minimum of 50 

50 feet where the total of the two proposed side yards total 44.65 feet.  

 

It is noted that while the site is relatively narrow compared to its depth the site indeed meets 

the minimum lot width requirement (150 feet required – 156.6 feet existing/ proposed). Thus, 

no hardship (c-1) uniquely affecting this site would appear to exist.  Further, it is unclear how 

such a non-compliant setback would represent a better zoning alternative (c-2) than a 

compliant proposal. I recommend that the application be revised to comply. 

 

5.  Design of Business and Industry Uses (§112-33.6). 

 

o  §112-33.6.A – The applicant should provide testimony (and appropriate exhibits) 

addressing this section (that the front yard be attractively landscaped) to the Board’s 

satisfaction.  

 

 
5 It is requested that subsequent plan submittals be accompanied by a written description of the changes 
made compared to the prior submission.  Preferably, this would be accomplished by providing a response 
to each of the review comments with a description of the plan changes and where the plan changes can be 
found (e.g., sheet number).  If the plans have not been revised in response to a comment, the reason 
should be provided.  The number of copies of this written description should be commensurate with the 
number of revised plans. 
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o  §112-33.6.B – The applicant should provide testimony (and appropriate exhibits) 

addressing this section (which encourages planting of trees within the interior of the 

site in the form of landscape islands). 

 

o  §112-33.6.C – In my opinion the site plan is consistent with this section with respect 

to the 5 loading docks for the proposed warehouse in that the loading dock is located 

in a manner than minimizes their view from adjoining roadways. 

 

o  §112-33.6.D – The applicant should provide testimony (and appropriate exhibits) 

addressing this section (which indicates that the side(s) of the building facing and 

visible from adjoining roadway(s) should be designed and finished in an attractive 

manner and should present architecturally as the front of the building). 

 

o  §112-33.6.E – The applicant should provide testimony (and appropriate exhibits) 

addressing this section (which addresses screening of mechanical equipment). 

 

o  §112-33.6.F and G - The applicant should provide testimony regarding this standard 

which indicates that development applications should appropriately take into 

consideration nonautomotive modes of transportation and appropriate accommodate 

for ride hailing services, bus and/or shuttle.6 

 

Should the Board wish to discuss the provision of sidewalks, I have prepared figure 4 

at the end of this memorandum which identifies the locations of nearby development 

applications (along with an indication whether each was previously approved or is 

pending (i.e., not yet been heard). With respect to the 4 previously approved, 1 (IDIL 

– located roughly opposite the subject site on Davidson Avenue) was required to 

provide sidewalks while the other 3 were not. 

 

o  §112-33.6.H – This section requires compliance with applicable Township and State 

laws pertaining to idling of gasoline and diesel fueled motor vehicles, including but 

limited to “no idling” signs. The applicant should provide testimony addressing this 

section and proposed necessary site plan changes to address compliance.  Such 

signage should be added in the loading area (not just the car parking area) and a detail 

of the sign needs to be added to the plans. No idling signs have been added to the 

plans however they don’t appear to be placed consistent with the Environmental 

Commission recommendation. 

 

o  §112-33.6.I – The applicant should provide testimony regarding this section (which 

requires that all newly constructed warehouses shall be solar-ready per the 

requirements of C.52:27D-123.19 Solar-ready building, warehouses.7 

 

 
6 A note on the plan cites non-compliance with this design standard as a part of “List of Variances”.  Non-
compliance would constitute a waiver from a design standard. 
7 A note on the plan cites non-compliance with this design standard as a part of “List of Variances”.  Non-
compliance would constitute a waiver from a design standard. 
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6.  Tree Preservation/ Replacement.  I offer the following comments with respect to Chapter 

222, Trees: 

 

a. The calculations on the plan result in a tree replacement requirement of 352 386 trees 

while 168 trees of qualifying size are proposed leaving a deficit of 184 218 trees.   

 

b. Site plan sheets are still inconsistent with one another in terms of tree preservation.  

Many site plan sheets show preservation of numerous trees a relatively large area trees 

in the rear of the site that are neither: outside the limit of disturbance (LOD) or protected 

by tree protection fencing.  The plans and/or tree replacement calculations need to be 

revised accordingly. 

 

c. The vast majority of the proposed trees are located to the rear of the site with many of 

them seemingly proposed in between existing trees to remain.  How would the long-term 

viability of these trees be assured?  For example is irrigation proposed?  Is this planting 

even feasible as the existing canopy in the rear appears rather dense? 

 

7.  Additional Site Plan Comments. 

 

a.  The site plan complies with Schedule 6 which requires 1 tree for every 2,000 square feet 

of paved area (37 trees required – 168 trees of qualifying size proposed). 

 

b.  I defer to other staff with respect to the requested variances from parking aisle drive 

width and loading area depth. 

 

c.  The development would be subject to collection of an affordable housing development 

fee equal to 2.5% of any increase in equalized assessed value. 
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Figure 1: Site Location 

 
 

Figure 2: Site and Surrounding Area 
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Figure 3: Site and Surrounding Area 

 
 
Figure 4: Nearby Applications 
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Memorandum 

To:      Planning/Zoning Department 

From:  Rashida Boima, REHS, MPH-Consumer Health Program Coordinator  

Date:   November 10, 2025 

Re:      PLN-23-00007-Davidson Properties, LLC-230 Davidson Ave.   

 Block: 468.01, Lot: 20.01 

The following information must be submitted to the Health Department prior to final 
approval: 

 Specify where any trash and/or recycling dumpsters will be located.  
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August 25, 2025 
 

To: Planning Board 
 
From: John Hauss, Director 
 Fire Prevention 
 
 
Re: Docket # PLN 23-00007 
 Davidson Properties, LLC 
 230 Davidson Avenue 
 Block: 468.01 Lot: 20.01 
 
 
Fire Prevention has the following comments on the revised plans. 
 

 
1.  The location of the Fire Department Connection (FDC) must be approved 

and shown on the plans. The FDC must be within 50-feet of a fire hydrant. 
 

2. The fire truck turning template does not comply with the Township ladder 
truck. The applicant should contact Fire Prevention.  

 
3. We reserve the right to make additional comments based upon the 

submission of revised plans or testimony presented to the Board. 
 

Franklin Township 
In Somerset County 
 

OFFICE OF FIRE PREVENTION 
Municipal Building 

475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ 08873-6704 
 

Phone: 732-873-2500 Ext. 6303      Fax: 732-873-0804 

69



70



71



72



 
 MEMO TO: Township of Franklin 

Planning Board 
 
FROM:  Darren Mazzei, PE, CME 

Township Engineer’s Office  
 
DATE:  December 31, 2025 
 
RE:  Odin Dhun, LLC 

 Preliminary & Final Major Subdivision & Site Plan  
 Report #3 
 Engineering  
 Block 508.02, Lot 12 
 295 Cedar Grove Lane 
 Franklin, New Jersey 
 Our File: MFRP0508.02 
 Application # PLN-24-00007 

 
As per your request, this office has reviewed the following documents relative to the above referenced preliminary 
and final site plan application: 
 

• Preliminary/Final Site Plan & Major Subdivision, as prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, dated 
March 12, 2024, with a latest revision date of November 25, 2025; 

 
• Final Map, as prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, dated September 18, 2024, with a latest revision 

date of November 25, 2025; 
 

• Boundary & Topographic Survey, as prepared by Control Layouts, Inc., dated January 9, 2023, with no 
revisions; 

 
• Architectural Concept, as prepared by PJR Design & Associates, dated October 7, 2025, with no revisions; 

 
• Stormwater Management Report, as prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, dated March 12, 2024, 

with a latest revision date of December 18, 2024; 
 

• Operation & Maintenance Manual, as prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, dated March 12, 2024, 
with a latest revision date of December 18, 2024; 

 
• Traffic Impact Analysis, as prepared by Dolan & Dean Consulting Engineers, LLC, dated January 29, 2024, 

with no revisions; 
 

• Environmental Assessment, as prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, March 12, 2024, with a latest 
revision date of December 18, 2024; 

 
• Fire Truck Movement Plan, as prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, dated December 18, 2024, with 

a latest revision date of November 25, 2025; 
 

• Garbage Truck Movement Plan, as prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, dated December 18, 
2024, with a latest revision date of November 25, 2025; 

 
• Passenger Vehicle Movement Plan, as prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, dated December 18, 

2024, with a latest revision date of November 25, 2025; 
 

• SU-30 Truck Movement Plan, as prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, dated December 18, 2024, 
with a latest revision date of November 25, 2025; 

 
• Inventory of Trees at 295 Cedar Grove Lane, Somerset, NJ; 
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• Application Forms. 
 

The following comments are offered with regard to same: 
 
A.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 

 
The site is located on the western side of Cedar Grove Lane (C.R. 619) approximately 715 feet north of 
its intersection with Como Drive.  The property is 16.54 acres and is located in the R-40 residential zone.  
The site currently contains an existing dwelling, gravel driveway and onsite gravel areas, remains of two 
(2) buildings and a shed, two (2) garages and a combination of woods and lawn areas.  The applicant is 
proposing to subdivide the property and create sixteen (16) lots for fourteen (14) dwellings, one (1) lot for 
the infiltration basin and the remaining lot is proposed for the access roadway.  The applicant is 
proposing the following site improvements, one (1) infiltration basin, various porous pavement and 
porous paver driveway sections with 4 x cultec recharger system, various stormwater biofiltration 
systems to address NJDEP stormwater management rules, a 1,510-foot long roadway with a cul-de-sac 
bulb, curbing, sidewalk, utilities, grading, landscaping and lighting. 
 
We defer the review of the zoning related issues to the Board Planner except where they may pertain to 
engineering issues. 
 

B.  GENERAL SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
 

1. Official street addresses shall be obtained from the Franklin Township 911 Coordinator.   
 

2. An Engineering Cost Estimate will be required once final plans are signed-off on by the Board. Upon 
approval, applicant shall provide appropriate bonds and Engineering inspection fees and attend a pre-
construction meeting, prior to any site work. 

 
3. Note: A preconstruction meeting will not be scheduled until the developer/ site contractor provides a Fire 

Safety During Construction Plan Demonstrating Compliance with Chapter 33 of the International Fire 
Code.  Should the Board act favorably on this application a copy of the Township's, 'Steps to a 
Construction Project' will be provided. 

 
4. All fees shall be paid by the applicant at the time of adoption of a resolution of site plan approval for the 

cost of making upgrades and modifications to the Tax Maps and geographic information system (GIS) 
(§112-329). 

 
5. At the time the final plans are submitted for signature of the municipal officials, the applicant shall submit 

CAD-generated data files, prepared by a New Jersey licensed land surveyor, directly translatable into an 
identical image of the plan per the requirements of Ordinance §112-329. 

 
6. Note: An As-Built Plan prepared by a licensed Land Surveyor is to be submitted to the Township prior to any 

Certificate of Occupancy inspection or the release of performance bonds. Same should be noted on the site 
plan. 

 
7. Copies of any easements, exceptions, deviations, or liens on the property should be presented to the 

Board. 
 
8. A variance is required for the minimum lot frontage.  A minimum frontage of 200 feet is required for 

corner lots in the R-40 zone. Variances are required for proposed lot nos. 12.01 and 12.15; the frontages 
are 133' and 167', respectively.   

 
9. In accordance with R.S.I.S. standards, 2.5 parking spaces are required for each single 4 bedroom family 

home.  RSIS does not provide a calculation for a three-car driveway and driveway combination; however, 
the three car driveway satisfies the parking demand.  The parking demand has been met.   

 
10. The conceptual architectural plans propose a basement under a raised patio area.  The site plan should be 

revised to reflect same (the proposed stair access to the basement shown on the site plan triggers additional 
questions.  This office recommends the below grade basement under the patio be counted toward the lot 
coverage calculation.  This office defers to the Board Planner regarding whether a variance is required for same.  
Plan coordination is required.   
 

11. The porous paver driveways will require the driveway be deed restricted to ensure future maintenance by the 
homeowner.  Due to the size of the communal drainage facilities that will be maintained by the Homeowner’s 
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Association, this office recommends that the maintenance responsibilities of the driveways be handled by the 
HOA instead of the individual homeowners.  Testimony should be provided by to the Board. 

 
12. The applicant should clarify how the proposed entry gate would operate without a guard house.  It is unclear 

how emergency services, trash removal, guests or mail deliveries will be accommodated.  This level of security 
is typically provided for larger private gated communities where the roadway is not public.  There is a note for 
proposed telephone entry system for visitors/deliveries.  It is unrealistic that dial-in access will be required for 
trash removal/deliveries such as Amazon and FedEx.  Access exiting the development to the County right-
of-way sidewalk cannot be blocked by the gate/decorative wall in case of an emergency. 

 
13. A sidewalk access easement should be provided for the sidewalk proposed along Lot 12.01 near Cedar Grove 

Lane (C.R. 619). 
 
14. Please note, the proposed swales, drainage structures and easements along property lines will make it difficult 

for future homeowners to install boundary fencing along their property lines.  The applicant’s engineer noted that 
Lots 12.10 through 12.14 will contain utility easements that may restrict fencing.  10’ Wide Utility Easements are 
proposed over Lots 12.01 through 12.14, which would restrict interior fencing along all property lines.    
Testimony should be provided to the Board regarding the limitations for future homeowners. 

 
15. Turning templates have been provided demonstrating that a garbage truck can utilize the ‘U-turn’ from the far 

(northern) visitor lane only.  It should be noted that if the gate is not operational it is possible that any residential 
queue due to gate non-operation will block the queue.   

 
16. Somerset County will be resurfacing Cedar Grove Lane in the Spring of 2026.   
 
C. GRADING AND UTILITY COMMENTS 

 
1. The Franklin Township Sewerage Authority has indicated that while a capacity analysis and formal 

approval from the Authority has not been issued, the Authority does not have an objection with the 
applicant’s subdivision application being heard by the Franklin Township Planning Board prior to 
exploring the connection to either the Amwell Street Pump Station or Wilson Road Pump Station. 
 
Should the Board act favorably, this office recommends that the FTSA approval (along with all other 
outside agency approvals) be obtained prior to the Township and its representatives executing the Final 
Map. 

 
2. The following revisions are required for the roadway cross sections:   
 

• Delineate all proposed utilities including the proposed water main. 
 
3. The applicant should address the following general grading comments: 

 
• A minimum lawn slope of 2% is required.  Various swales and lawn areas do not meet this requirement.  

A more extensive review of the lawn/swale slopes will be performed after the project is redesigned to 
meet this standard.   

• Front and back of sidewalk elevations should be noted at 50' intervals, demonstrating ADA compliance; 
• Spot elevations should be provided at the bottom of curb, top of depressed curb, back of apron and back 

of sidewalk crossing (demonstrating the cross slope does not exceed 2%) at each driveway; 
• The low point along the centerline of the roadway at station 9+20 appears incorrect on the Grading Plan. 

 
The grading will be reviewed further in its entirety when the above has been addressed. 

 
4. Water main easement needed for all properties (blanket).   

 
D. LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING COMMENTS 
 
1. Applicant provided tree replacement calculations on sheet nos. 21 and 22 to satisfy the requirements of 

Ordinance §222- Trees.  The applicant has indicated that 2,074 replacement trees are required.  1,109 
Trees are proposed by the applicant with the remaining 965 tree deficiency to be satisfied with a 
contribution to the Township Tree Fund.  This office defers to the Township Planner as to the adequacy 
of the tree replacement plan.  
 

2. The applicant is proposing to clear the entire lot with the exception of maintaining a 15’ wide buffer 
around the perimeter of the subdivision.  The applicant's professionals should re-evaluate the clearing 
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limits to attempt to save as any many trees as possible.  The Board Planner has recommended the 
applicant consider subdividing the property under Article XXX, Natural Resources Preservation Cluster 
Option.  Please find a conceptual exhibit of a potential cluster layout at the end of this memo. 

 
3. The applicant provided a Tree Inventory of the PIQ.  At a minimum, the site landscaping plan and 

grading plan sheets should be revised to incorporate the trees identified in the inventory within the 15’ 
wide buffer around the property so the buffering and grading in these locations can be further evaluated.  
It is unclear how the proposed perimeter fencing will be installed within the existing landscape/tree buffer. 
 

E. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT COMMENTS 
 

1. The following sections of the EIS should be revised, as noted: 
a. Section 3.2: Why is this vague statement in this section? The writer should clearly state whether there is or 

is not a potential for soil contamination from this development.  All information required by the 
Township Ordinance must be provided in the EIS Report; 

 
F. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
 
General 

 
1. The reference project has been reviewed in accordance with the Stormwater Management Rules NJAC 7:8 as 

amended on July 17, 2023, Residential Site Improvement Standards and Franklin Township Ordinances. 
 

2. The property in question is located within the Delaware and Raritan Canal Commission Review zone and is 
subject to DRCC regulations. A copy of the DRCC approval or letter of no interest must be provided to this 
office. 

 
3. The project proposes more than 5,000 SF disturbance and, in accordance with NJ PL Chapter 251, must obtain 

a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Certification from the Somerset-Union Soil Conservation District. A copy of 
the certification must be provided to this office. 

 
4. The proposed development proposes more than 1 acre of land disturbance and must obtain a General Permit 

for Construction Activities from the NJDEP. A copy of the permit must be provided to this office. 
 
5. Revise the executed Major Development Stormwater Summary (Attachment D of the Tier A MS4 NJPDES 

Permit) to address comment no. 8.  The summary will be further reviewed upon receipt of the updated 
summary. 
 

6. Provide a Stormwater Maintenance Agreement for the stormwater system to ensure future maintenance. A 
sample agreement is available from the Engineering Department. 

 
Stormwater 

 
7. The drainage report must add a section explaining the BMPs used to comply with various aspects (green 

infrastructure, water quality, water quantity, and recharge) of stormwater management rules. Based on the 
additional information provided. The project proposes one large-scale infiltration basin to control 
stormwater runoff quantity. It includes five (5) aquaponics stormwater manufactured treatment devices 
(MTDs) for water quality improvement, along with six (6) porous paver areas, six (6) small-scale 
subsurface infiltration basins, and four (4) dry wells to meet the groundwater recharge. 
 

8. From very vague information in appendices, we deduce that the project proposes a large-scale infiltration basin 
for water quantity, four (4) dry wells, 16,000 SF of porous pavement for recharge, and five (5) Aquaponics 
stormwater MTDs to address water quality.  Porous pavers combined with Cultec Recharge chambers 
beneath cannot be permitted as a standard porous pavement Best Management Practice (BMP) 
according to NJAC 7:8-5.2 Table 5-1 or the NJ BMP Manual Chapter 9.6. However, this system can be 
viewed as a combination of two standard BMPs: porous pavers provide pretreatment and direct 
stormwater to a subsurface infiltration basin. Therefore, the terminology for BMPs in the drainage 
report, plans, and Attachment D should be revised accordingly. 

 
O&M Manual 

 
9. The O&MM should be revised to include a Location Map showing the location of all BMPs. The location map 

is missing from Appendix A.  Please refer to the link below for an NJDEP template:  
 

https://www.nj.gov/dep/stormwater/maintenance_guidance.htm 
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10. The O&MM should be revised to include a summary of design parameters for the infiltration basin, porous 

pavement, dry wells, and MTD devices.  The same information should be added for subsurface infiltration 
basins.  Please refer to the link below for the NJDEP template:  
 
https://www.nj.gov/dep/stormwater/maintenance_guidance.htm 
 

11. In accordance with NJ RSIS regulations, NJAC 7:8-5.8(c), the maintenance of stormwater BMPs cannot be 
assigned or transferred to the owner or tenant of an individual property in a residential development.  O&MM 
should be updated to include this requirement.  The O&MM does not have this statement. 
 

12. The O&M manual should be updated to include maintenance items for pervious pavers and dry wells. Remove 
all references to Bioretention Basin and add subsurface infiltration basins as specified in comments #7 
and #8. 

 
13. The O&MM must be updated to include a schedule of regular inspections for all BMPS in one summary table 

form. It appears that the inspection and maintenance logs only pertain to bioretention basins. Specific 
inspection and maintenance tasks for all BMPs must be included. 

 
14. The O&MM should be revised to include a summary of design parameters for the MTD water quality devices.  

The information should include design configuration (online/offline), flow treated, and flow bypassed, and total 
suspended solids removal rate. 

 
15. In accordance with NJAC 7:8-5.8(b), the maintenance plan must contain cost estimates for specific 

maintenance tasks, including the cost of sediment, debris, or trash removal. O&MM should be updated to 
include this requirement.  Please remove costs for the bioretention basins and add costs for the 
infiltration basins, subsurface infiltration basins, and dry wells. 

 
G. MAJOR SUBDIVISION PLAN REVIEW  

 
Should the Board act favorably on this application then the Major Subdivision Plan Review will be further 
reviewed.  
 

1. The Final Map review is as follows:  
 
• A large amount of text is obscured by either shading or hatching. Either block out the area around them or 

remove them from the shaded/hatched areas. The text becomes illegible after copying. 
• Provide a half-width dimension from the centerline of Cedar Grove Road to the right-of-way. 
• Label proposed Lot 12.15 as being owned by the H.O.A. 
• Lot numbering is incorrect on the second page. 
• Impervious coverage calculations are not shown for proposed Lot 12.08 on the second page. 
• Move the Township Clerk signature blocks to the edge of the sheet so that the signatures may be sealed. 
• Correct the Board signature block to be the Planning Board, not the Zoning Board. 
• Front setback along Cedar Grove Lane should be 55’. 
• Add approved street name. 
• A note shall be added to the Final Map that the Homeowners Association is responsible for the 

maintenance of the roadway, lighting, and drainage structures along the private road as well as all 
communal drainage infrastructure. 

• Deeds with metes & bounds descriptions attached shall be supplied for all proposed easements including a 
utility easement within the private road right-of-way. 

 
2. Subdivision Plan shall be signed by a NJ Licensed Land Surveyor. 
 
3. Proposed lot numbering is acceptable. 
 
4. An easement to the benefit of all utility providers shall be created across the entirety of Road' A', assuming the 

roadway is "private." 
 
5. Obtain an approved street name from the Township 911 Coordinator for Road 'A'. 
 
6. Add the total right-of-way dimensions along the curves around the proposed cul-de-sac. 
 
7. Hatched area on Lot 12.15 is presumed to be a sidewalk easement. If so, it should be labeled as such and also 

be shown on the Final Map. 
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H. MISCELLANOUS 
 
1. Revise/Add the following details based on Franklin Township standard details: 

 
a. Revise the 6' High Decorative Wall Detail to delineate the required footing for the wall; 
b. Construction Detail for the storm sewer piping that crossing the Proposed Decorative Wall; 
c. All sanitary sewer details shall be submitted directly to the Franklin Township Sewerage Authority for 

review and approval – Comment Only 
 

The Applicant is required to obtain either approvals or letter of no interest from the following agencies: 
 
Outside Agencies: 
• Delaware Raritan Canal Commission  
• Somerset County Planning Board 
• Somerset-Union Soil Conservation District  

 
Township Departments: 

• Franklin Township Fire Department – Approved, 12/15/2025. 
• Franklin Township Police Department  
• Franklin Township Sewerage Authority  
• Somerset County Health Department – No objection, 12/18/2025. 

 
Resubmittal of Application Materials.  As required by the Planning Board By-laws, resubmittal of application 
materials (e.g., plans, reports, etc.) made in response to Board and/or staff reviews and/or comments, shall be 
accompanied by a written description of the changes made compared to the prior submission.  In the case of 
staff reports, this shall be accomplished by providing a response to each of the review comments with a 
description of the plan changes and where the plan changes can be found (e.g., sheet or page number). If the 
application materials have not been revised in response to any such comment, the reason for the non-change 
shall be provided.  The number of copies of this written description should be commensurate with the number 
of revised plans and shall be provided in digital form (in .pdf format). The Engineering Department reserves 
the right to make additional comments based upon the submission of revised plans or testimony presented to 
the Board. 

 
Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact this office. 

 
DM/dm 
cc: Planning Board Secretary 
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Memorandum 

To:      Planning/Zoning Department 

From:  Rashida Boima, REHS, MPH-Consumer Health Program Coordinator  

Date:   December 18, 2025 

Re:      PLN-24-00007-Odin Dhun, LLC-295 Cedar Grove Lane.   

 Block: 508.02, Lot: 12 

 
The Health Department has no objection to this application.   
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December 15, 2025 
 

To: Planning Board 
 
From: John Hauss, Director 
 Fire Prevention 
 
 
Re: Docket # PLN 24-00007 
 Odin Dhun, LLC 
 295 Cedar Grove Lane 
 Block: 508.02 Lot: 12 
 
 
The revised plans satisfactorily address our previous comments. 
 
Note: The applicant should note that what appears to be “optional walls” on the 
basement architectural plans cannot be used as additional sleeping rooms without 
approved emergency escape windows. 
 
We reserve the right to make additional comments based upon the submission of 
revised plans or testimony presented to the Board. 
 

Franklin Township 
In Somerset County 
 

OFFICE OF FIRE PREVENTION 
Municipal Building 

475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ 08873-6704 
 

Phone: 732-873-2500 Ext. 6303      Fax: 732-873-0804 
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FRANKLIN TOWNSHIP POLICE 
TRAFFIC SAFETY BUREAU 

 
 
 
 
TO:  F.T. Zoning Board 
 
FROM: Ofc. Ryan J. Ellington 
 
DATE:  March 3rd, 2025 
 
SUBJECT: PLN-24-00007      Odin Dhun, LLC 
 

  295 Cedar Grove La., Somerset NJ 

 
BLOCK:   508.02   LOT(S):  12  
 
 
I have reviewed the above captioned plans dated May 01, 2024 and have no comments 
at this time. 
 
 
This office reserves the right to make additional comments based on future submissions 
and/or testimony before the Board. 
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memo  
TO: Christine Woodbury – Secretary to Franklin Township Planning and Zoning Boards  

FROM: Tara Kenyon, AICP/PP – Sustainability Coordinator, Franklin Township  

DATE: February 4, 2025 

RE: Comments from Franklin Township Environmental Commission  

Odin Dhun, LLC      

295 Cedar Grove Lane, Somerset    

(Block 508.02 – Lot 12) 

File #: PLN-24-00007 (Resubmittal)  

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

At its regularly scheduled meeting of February 3, 2025, the Franklin Township Environmental Commission (“EC’) 

reviewed plans and documents for the above-referenced project. The following comments are submitted for 

consideration by the Franklin Township Planning Board:  

 As part of this resubmittal, the applicant has significantly reduced the number of trees onsite to be removed (2,436 

originally proposed – 2,184 trees currently proposed to be removed). This new proposal requires 2,074 trees to be 

replaced, of which the applicant is planting 1,109 onsite. This calculation leaves a deficit of 965 trees to be planted, 

which will be satisfied via the required monetary contribution to the Shade Tree Fund. The EC is pleased to find 

that the number of trees to be removed and the deficit in actual plantings of required trees is significantly less than 

what was originally proposed.  

 

 Additional planting of native vegetation and trees appropriate for stormwater management in and around the 

bioretention basin is recommended. The Rain Garden Manual of New Jersey, developed by the New Jersey Native 

Plants Society and Rutgers Water Resources Program, provides valuable information on suitable native plants and 

tree species.  

https://npsnj.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/rain-garden-manual.pdf  

 

 The EC continues to recommend that the applicant investigate the feasibility for solar panels on the individual 
roofs, a green roof, cool roof technology, or at minimum, a “make solar ready” roof.  

 
 The EC again requests that the applicant provide a list of amendments made to plans and supporting documents 

with all future resubmissions. This will assist the EC’s Site Plan Committee in its required review. 
 

Please contact me with any questions at Tara.Kenyon@franklinnj.gov or 848-203.1857. Thank you!  
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Franklin Township 
Somerset County, New Jersey 

 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING 

Planning – Zoning – Affordable Housing 

Planning Board – Zoning Board of Adjustment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Municipal Building 

475 DeMott Lane 
Somerset, NJ 08873 

732.873.2500 

Fax: 732.873.0844 

www.franklintwpnj.org 
 

 

TO: Planning Board 

FROM: Mark Healey, PP/ AICP 

Director of Planning/ Senior Zoning Officer 

DATE: December 23, 2025 

 
RE: Odin Dhun, LLC – Preliminary and Final Major Subdivision with “c” Variances – 295 

Cedar Grove Lane – Block 508.02 Lot 12 (PLN-24-00007)1  
 

 
As requested, I have reviewed the following plans relative to the above-referenced application: 

• 37-sheet set subdivision plans, prepared by Menlo Engineering Associates, revised 11/2525 

• 8-sheet architectural plan set prepared by PJR Design & Associates, dated 10/2/25 

• Letter from Menlo Engineering dated 12/1/25 (“12/1/25 Menlo response letter”) 

• Letter from SavATree Consulting Group dated 12/17/25 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

 
The 16.54-acre site is located on the south-bound (westerly) side of Cedar Grove Lane (CR 619) 

roughly ¼-mile north of its intersection with Amwell Road (CR 514). The site contains a single-family 

home and associated improvements in the front portion of the site while the rear portion of the site is 

undeveloped. Presumably in association with prior farming activity, behind the existing residence, the 

Existing Condition Plan (sheet 3 and 4) reflects the remnants of two large buildings, a series of 

garages and sheds, a large gravel area and a gravel driveway. The site currently consists of a mixture 

of forested areas and open fields. The site is located in the R-40 (Residential) zoning district which 

permits single-family residential dwellings on 40,000 square foot (roughly 1-acre) lots.  According to 

the submitted Environmental Assessment no wetlands or other environmental features regulated by 

the NJDEP exist on the site. 

 

 
1 As per Board bylaws, applicants represented by attorneys, engineers and/or architects (or other such 
professionals) are expected to use the video display system available in Council Chambers to project hearing 
exhibits. Use of the video display systems greatly improves visibility of these exhibits for the Board, the public 
and the Township’s video broadcast of the hearing. In order to use the video display system, please bring a 
computing device capable of utilizing a HDMI connection. A cable is provided, however adapters are not so please 
make sure you have the required adaptors to connect to HDMI if necessary. 

MEMORANDUM 
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The site is located in the middle of a large portion of the town zoned R-40. To the west and north of 

the site are two large predominantly undeveloped lots. The east of the site (on opposite side of Cedar 

Grove Lane) are single-family homes along Cedar Grove Lane and a 32-lot major subdivision (which 

utilized the cluster provisions of the R-40 zone) which is currently under construction. To the south of 

the site are additional single-family homes along Cedar Grove Lane and Como Drive. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
The applicant seeks Preliminary and Final Major Subdivision approval for the construction of a 16-lot 

subdivision consisting of 14 building lots (each would contain a single-family detached home), a 15th 

lot which would contain a proposed stormwater basin and a 16th lot which would contain a proposed 

roadway. 

 
The 14 proposed building lots would be accessed by a proposed, roughly 1,500-foot long, cul-de-sac 

roadway. A large stormwater basin is shown in a proposed 1.62-acre lot located along the site’s Cedar 

Grove Lane. The development would be served by public water connected to an existing main in Cedar 

Grove Lane and would be served by public sewer with a proposed connection to the sewer line in the 

32-lot subdivision currently under-construction on the opposite side of Cedar Grove Lane. The 

entrance of the proposed cul-de-sac roadway is proposed in a boulevard-type design with a center 

island separating the IN and OUT lanes. The roadway entrance is proposed to be gated with the gate 

proposed roughly 100-feet back from the traveled way of Cedar Grove Lane. 

 
A variance is required for the minimum lot frontage. A minimum frontage of 200 feet in the R-40 zone 

where frontages of 133 feet (lot 12.01 – a building lot) and 167 feet (lot 12.15 – the stormwater basin 

lot) are proposed along Cedar Grove Lane.  The plans also identify an impervious surface variance 

(82.4%) for lot 12.16 (i.e., the right-of-way for the proposed private roadway). 

 

REVIEW COMMENTS2 
 

My prior review of this application was via memorandum dated 1/23/25.   The status of the comments 

in that review, based upon review of the updated materials, is identified in bold highlighted text at 

the end of each comment: 

1. NRPC (R-40) Cluster Option. The plan reflects site disturbance encompassing the vast majority 

of the site with the exception of a narrow 15-foot area along a portion of the site perimeter. 

 
I continue to recommend that the applicant consider subdividing the property under Article XXX, 

Natural Resources Preservation Cluster Option. While the number of potential building lots 

(14) would remain unchanged, this article allows significant flexibility in the layout of the 

proposed subdivision (including a significant reduction in the minimum lot size) so as to result in 

a significant reduction in the amount of land disturbance (the article requires a preservation equal 

to 40% of the development site). 

 

 
2 As per Board bylaws, subsequent plan submittals shall be accompanied by a written description of the changes 
made compared to the prior submission. Preferably, this would be accomplished by providing a response to each 
of the review comments with a description of the plan changes and where the plan changes can be found (e.g., 
sheet number). If the plans have not been revised in response to a comment, the reason should be provided. The 
number of copies of this written description should be commensurate with the number of revised plans. 
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Such a cluster subdivision has potential to preserve a large portion of the forested area of the 

rear of the site as well as to preserve more trees along the perimeter of the site (which could 

also serve to significantly reduce the tree replacement fee addressed in comment #2). By 

reducing the disturbance area and lot sizes, the reduced length of the cul-de-sac roadway would 

reduce road, stormwater and utility extension (water/ sewer) costs to the developer. Further, 

such modification (including the reduction in the length of the roadway) would reduce stormwater 

runoff and facilitate meeting applicable stormwater requirements. 

 
Figure 4 at the end of this memoranda shows a number of R-40 subdivisions that have been 

constructed under the NRPC provisions. As one can see, there are several such developments in 

close proximity to the subject site within the very same R-40 zone. The most recent one is the 

32-lot subdivision that is currently under construction on the opposite side of Cedar Grove Lane. 

In that application, 11.9 acres of the 40-acre site will be preserved under the responsibility of the 

Homeowners Association. 

 
Figure 4 shows the developed portions of each of these subdivisions in purple, while the 

adjoining open space areas created by each of these subdivisions is shown in green and 

identified with an asterisk (*). 

 
While the subject site does not meet the 40-acre site requirement, in my opinion variance from 

the site size requirement could be easily justified under the C-2 criteria if use of Article XXX 

results in a significant reduction in site disturbance and tree removal.  Not satisfied.  

Subdivision layout unchanged.   

2. Tree Preservation/ Replacement. 

a. As indicated above and as reflected on the plans and the tree removal calculations located 

thereon, the applicant proposes to remove the vast majority of the trees on the site. 

 
Such a design is inconsistent with the Purpose of Chapter 222, Trees: 

 
This article shall apply throughout the entire area of Franklin Township, so as to preserve 
trees and woodlands from unjustifiable destruction; to preserve soil from erosion and 
sedimentation; and to protect the use and transfer of topsoil, all for the general well-being 
of the residents of Franklin Township and neighboring downstream areas. 

 

Further, it is inconsistent with the priorities set forth in Section 222-5.3 which sets forth as a 

first priority the preservation of as many trees as practicable on the site. Section 222-5.3.A 

states in part “Consistent with the intent of this chapter, applicants shall make all reasonable 

attempts to maximize tree preservation.” Section 222-5.3 further makes it clear that payment-

in-lieu is the option of last resort should preservation and/or on-site replacement prove to be 

“impractical.” 

 
The fact that the application would remove the vast majority of the trees on site is clear 

evidence that there has been very little effort to address the intent of Chapter 222. As a 

result, the tree replacement requirement has been calculated on the plans to be 2,074.3 The 

  

 
3 Elsewhere in this memorandum I offer comments on the tree removal and replacement calculations which may 
cause this number to change somewhat. 
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landscaping plan proposes 1,018 trees of qualifying size leaving a tree replacement deficit 

of 1,056. With a per-tree replacement value of $300/tree, the required tree replacement fee 

would be $316,800 (however see comment below). This amount would need to be paid in 

full prior to filing of the subdivision plat. 

 
In light of the above and consistent with the recommendation addressed above in comment 

#1, it is strongly recommended that the applicant consider an alternative subdivision design 

that would result in the preservation of a large portion of the forested area of the rear of the 

site as well as to preserve trees along the perimeter of the site.  Not satisfied.   

 

I offer the comments below upon review of the new submittals:  

o Some adjustments to the plan result in a minor reduction in the tree replacement 

deficient (per plan calculations – 2,074 required; 1,109 proposed; 965 deficient 

resulting in a tree replacement fee of $289,500).  

 

o The applicant has retained a tree export who submitted a report dated 12/17/25 

which identified the location and condition of +16-inch trees and which evaluated 

the nature of 5 different wooded areas on the site.   

 
o In order to fully and properly evaluate this the results of the tree exports report 

needs to be property reflected on the subdivision plans including the location of 

the +16-inch trees (with an associated chart referencing their species, size and 

condition).   

 

o If the applicant continues to pursue a non-cluster layout, then consistent with the 

intent of Chapter 222, I would strongly recommend that the applicant make 

necessary modifications to the plans (e.g., limit of disturbance, grading and 

placement of stormwater facilities) to increase tree preservation.  Upon review of 

the tree expert report (specifically the location of larger trees with a “fair” 

condition or better), there would appear to be opportunities to preserve a fair 

number of such trees around the site perimeter, within the “green” area and in 

the tree line running between the “purple” and “blue” areas”. It would seem a fair 

number of such trees could be preserved with relatively minor plan modifications. 

 

o The tree preservation plan needs to be properly coordinated with the limit of 

disturbance reflected on the erosion control plan.  Currently the 15-foot wide tree 

preservation area proposed around portions of the site perimeter is located 

entirely within the limit of disturbance/ erosion fencing with no indication of how 

the supposed tree preservation would be implemented/ assured in the field during 

construction).  

 

o The tree replacement calculations should be updated as necessary to reflect the 

results of the tree export’s report. 

 

o With respect to proposed tree replacement plan - I would suggest that any 

approval require that plans submitted for permit approval reflect the planting of 

the trees depicted for each lot on the subdivision plans.  I would defer to the Board 

attorney as to whether any additional measures (beyond a condition in the Board 97



subdivision resolution) should be employed to ensure this.  I would also 

recommend that the resolution specify that any proposed deviation would require 

approval by the Board (as a relief of condition). 

b. I offer the comments on the tree removal/ replacement: 

• Sheets 21 and 22 contain conflicting notes as to whether invasive trees are included in 

the tree count (they should be as Chapter 222 does not exclude them from the 

calculations). The applicant needs to correct the correct the conflicting notes and revise 

the calculations as may be necessary. Not satisfied.  The 12/1/25 Menlo letter 

indicates that the “plans WILL be revised for consistency regarding invasive 

trees” (emphasis added).  Absent clarification of this matter, the final tree 

replacement value cannot be determined. 

 

• The plan should be revised per Section 222-5.B(5) which indicates: “All trees with a DBH 

of 16 inches or greater, significant and historic trees shall be specifically identified by 

location on the map and listed on a separate schedule showing species and common 

name and size. All efforts shall be made to preserve such trees, including, if necessary, 

relocation of infrastructure, roadways and buildings.”  Partially satisfied.   The 

applicant has retained a tree export who submitted a report dated 12/17/25 which 

identified the locations of such trees and which evaluated their condition.   See 

comment under #2.a., above.  

3. Building (Lot) and Impervious) Coverage. While it is understood that the homes reflected on the 

subdivision plan are conceptual in nature (and that homes submitted for permit would likely 

differ), the scale of the homes reflected on the subdivision plan (and in the representative 

architecturals) actually exceed the permitted 10% building (lot) coverage of the zone. The plans 

show a 1,000 square foot “patio enclosure” (which I understand would be roofed) which would 

result in a building (lot) coverage at 12.5%. 

Further, I continue to recommend that the homes be reduced in size sufficient to allow future 

homeowners to make standard improvements to their properties (e.g., storage sheds, etc.) 

without the need for a variance. Building homes right up to the maximum permitted building 

coverage would preclude future homeowners from adding any of the additional accessory 

structures that homeowners typically add to their properties over time (including typical 

residential storage sheds, gazebos, etc.). The proposed homes should be sized to 

accommodate for future homeowner improvements (without requiring the homeowners to 

seek/obtain a variance from the ZBA). Seeking a variance is costly and time-consuming and not 

guaranteed. 

 
The same recommendation is offered with respect to the 20% impervious surface limitation of 

the zone. As a result of the large size of the home, covered patio and the driveway each of the 

proposed lots is proposed nearly at the 20% impervious surface limit which could preclude 

homeowners from making typical improvements to their properties such as larger patios, 

driveways, pools, etc..  Not satisfied.   

 

It is clear (by virtue of whats submitted on the plans and the indicated coverage figures) that 

the applicant intends to build out to the permitted lot and impervious coverage limitations.  

Thus, my comment remains regarding the significant limitations this will place on future 

improvements by homeowners.   
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I recommend that the Board discuss whether there should be some means of informing 

future homeowners of these restrictions (e.g., notice in the deed). 

4. Ownership/ Maintenance Responsibility of Common Features. The applicant’s engineer has 

indicated that a Homeowners Association (HOA) would be formed and would be responsible for 

all of the common elements. These include: 

• The proposed cul-de-sac roadway including street lighting as well as the center island and 

entrance gate; 

• The proposed stormwater system including the proposed “sand bottom large-scale 

infiltration” basin and the drainage lines, inlets, swales, and a number of smaller basins as 

well as associated grading. 

• On-site and off-site utilities 

• Fencing including along around the basin, along the frontage, and around the entire site 

perimeter, as well as a 6-foot high decorative wall along the site frontage. 

• A "15-foot residential use landscape buffer" around the rear and both sides of the site 

perimeter within which landscape screening and fencing is proposed. 

I offer the following: 

• The applicant should clarify in testimony that the HOA would be responsible for all of the 

items outlined above 

• Certain of the proposed features (which presumably would be the HOA’s responsibility to 

maintain) cross over various lots and presumably should be within easements in the HOA’s 

favor but are not. This includes the 15-foot landscape buffer, the 6-foot high decorative wall. 

• I defer to the Board Attorney as to whether a Developer’s Agreement addressing this matter 

wou appropriate/ necessary. 

 The 12/1/25 Menlo letter indicates that the HOA will be responsible for such items. 

5. Easements, I re-iterate the comment made by the Township Engineer in his initial review: “Please 

note, the proposed swales, drainage structures and easements along property lines will make it 

difficult for future homeowners to install boundary fencing along their property lines.” Future 

homeowners will not be permitted to place any improvements including fencing, sheds in such 

areas. From our experience this will be a frequent issue/ frustration for homeowners. The 

applicant should investigate design changes to avoid this to the degree practicable. I defer to the 

Board engineer as impacts of any such fencing would appear to be limited to the on-site 

stormwater management system. 

6. Additional Review Comments. 

b. I continue to recommend that a sidewalk (with a crosswalk across the proposed roadway) 

be provided along the entirety of the site’s Cedar Grove Lane frontage.  Satisfied. 

Sidewalk and crosswalk provided.  A sidewalk easement in favor of the HOA should 

be proposed on lot 12.01. 

c. I offer the following comments on the “Final Map”: 99



• The lot numbering on the zoning table doesn’t match the rest of the plans Satisfied. 

• It references variance conditions on several lots for impervious coverage. Not 
satisfied.  The zoning table on this plan need not identify compliance with setback 
and coverage figures.   For example, it references a variance condition for 
impervious coverage for lot 12.01.    

• It doesn’t reference the proposed sidewalk easement. Satisfied. 

d. As indicated in my initial review, the architectural plans propose a second “service” 

kitchen. It is noted that the definition of “single-family detached dwelling” specifically 

excludes the provision of a second kitchen in a residence. It is not within the Planning 

Board’s jurisdiction to grant the “waiver” mentioned in the engineer’s response letter. The 

service kitchen needs to be removed from the plan and any plans submitted for permit 

review with a second kitchen will be denied by the Zoning Department.  One of the plans 

still depict a second kitchen. 

e. While I defer to the Township Engineer and Fire Prevention on such matters, I offer the 

following with respect to the entrance design (at a minimum this should be address in 

testimony): 

• Without a manned gatehouse how will the gate be operated/ opened? 

• There is roughly 100-feet of queuing space between the gate and the traveled way of 

Cedar Grove Lane – is that sufficient queuing space considering the expected amount 

of traffic and, particularly, the means of gate operation/ opening? 

• How will guests and deliveries (mail, UPS/ Fed Ex, food deliveries, etc) be allowed 

entry past the gate? The same question is offered with respect to trash pick-up and 

emergency services. 

• What happens if someone isn’t granted access – is there enough room in the 

proposed opening to turn around and exit (particularly for trucks)?  I defer to the 

Township Engineer and Fire Prevention. 

f. While I defer to the Township Engineer, I question the long-term viability of porous 

pavement in the residential driveways if same is intended to address stormwater 

requirements. Are individual homeowners going to be responsible for the long-term 

maintenance of these systems? Long-term how will homeowners be notified of their 

responsibilities, educated on maintenance procedures and how will such maintenance 

possibly be enforced?  The 12/1/25 Menlo letter indicates that the “HOA will 

responsible for maintaining the porous pavement in the driveways”.  It is unclear 

how this would be accomplished.  The applicant should address in testimony.  

g. The residential development would be subject to collection of an affordable housing 

development fee equal to 1.5% of equalized assessed value. Ordinance requirement - 

comment remains. 

h. A note of caution to the developer: maximum permitted building height is 35 feet.  

This is measured from the average finished grade along the front of the house 

(each front if a corner lot) to the peak of the roof.   I have not done any 

measurements but the proposed houses appear quite tall.  This will be reviewed 

carefully during permit review. 
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Figure 1: Site Location 
 

 

 
 

Figure 2: Site and Surrounding Area 
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Figure 3: Site and Surrounding Area 

 

Figure 4: Cluster Subdivisions under the R-40 (NRPC) cluster option 
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