GARY R. GRIFFITH, ESQUIRE
GRIFFITH and CARLUCCI, P.C.

761 Asbury Avenue - Suite 201

Ocean City, New Jersey 08226

(609) 399-6900

Attorneys for the Ocean City Planning Board

OCEAN CITY PLANNING BOARD

RESOLUTION

BACKGROUND OF RESOLUTION

1. Consistent with the legal requirements of N.J.S. 40A: 12A-1 et seq., the
“Local Redevelopment and Housing Law”, the Governing Body of the City of Ocean
City adopted Resolution 25-62-544 on December 4, 2025, a true copy of which is
annexed hereto as Exhibit A and expressly made a part hereof [“City Resolution™]
authorizing the Ocean City Planning Board to make an investigation and
recommendations N.J.S. 40A: 12A-14 to determine whether the premises known
generally as Block 600.05, Lots 1&?2 located at 600 Boardwalk [the “Property”] should
be recommended as an area in need of rehabilitation area according to the criteria set
forth in N.J.S. 40A: 12A-14. The Property is owned by 600 Boardwalk LLC [the
“LLC”].

2. The Ocean City Planning Board considered the City Resolution and in order
to fulfill the directions set forth in the City Resolution, a public hearing was conducted
on January 7, 2026 [the “Public Hearing”] at which time the Ocean City Planning Board

considered, among other things, the Memorandum dated December 23, 2025 [the



“Memorandum”] prepared by the planner for the Ocean City Planning Board, Randall E.
Scheule, P.P. & A.I.C.P. [the “Planner”] in fulfilling its duties under New Jersey law,
and specifically as such duties relate to an area in need of rehabilitation analysis. A true
copy of the Memorandum is attached hereto as Exhibit B and expressly made a part
hereof.

WITNESSETH

NOW, THEREFORE, the Ocean City Planning Board based upon submissions
by the LLC, the exhibits marked and received into evidence, and the testimony presented
makes the following findings of fact:

1. Paragraphs 1 and 2 set forth above in the Background of Resolution are
incorporated by this reference as if specifically set forth herein at length; and, all notices
required by law have been given.

2. Keith Davis, Esquire represented the Owner at the time of Public Hearing.

Mr. Davis provided an opening statement and introduced the witnesses to testify on
behalf of the Owner. The following witnesses were sworn in: Matt Mowrer, P.E., Jody
Arena, Tiffany Morrissey, A.I.C.P. & P.P., and Will Morey.

3. Matt Mowrer, P.E. was the first witness to testify on behalf of the Owner at
the Public Hearing. Mr. Mowrer is a professional engineer employed by O’Donnell &
Naccarato Structural Engineers. He testified concerning the structural integrity at the
Property known generally as Wonderland Pier. He testified that a significant portion of
the structure is in a deteriorated, substandard condition. He further testified that the
elevated concrete section is in poor to extremely poor condition. He also testified that he

last inspected the Property on December 31, 2025. He incorporated page 14 of the



Rehabilitation Designation prepared by Tiffany A. Morrissey [the “Morrissey Report™]
in his testimony. During his testimony, Mr. Mowrer referred to and presented a
photographic log consisting of 9 photographs showing the Property in its current state
[the “Photographic Log”]. The Photographic Log was marked A-1 at the time of the
Public Hearing and received into evidence by the Ocean City Planning Board. Ocean
City Planning Board Members Vanderschuere, Halliday, Loeper, and Adams and the
Planner raised questions at the conclusion of Mr. Mowrer’s testimony about the
condition of the Wonderland Pier.

Jody Arena was the next witness to testify on behalf of the Owner. Mr. Arena is
the CEO of Caritas Construction. He opined that in current market conditions, it would
cost approximately 5 Million Dollars to repair the Property. During his testimony the
Caritas Construction Report was marked into evidence as a portion of A-2. Ocean City
Planning Board Member Barnes inquired as to the business relationship between Caritas
Construction and the Owner.

Will Morey was the next witness to testify on behalf of the Owner. Mr. Morey is
a second-generation partner of Morey’s Piers (located in Wildwood, NJ), a business
started in 1969. He testified that operations in the amusement business were very
challenging from start-up through and including operations. During his testimony a
report submitted by Rides 4U was entered into evidence as part of A-2. Ocean City
Planning Board Member Loeper inquired about state inspections for rides.

The final witness to testify on behalf of the Owner was Tiffany A. Morrissey,
A.L.C.P. & P.P. Ms. Morrissey prepared the Morrissey Report dated as of March 11,

2025. She testified concerning the substandard condition of the Property and a pattern of



vacancy for the Property. She testified that portions of the Property were vulnerable to
collapse and that the cost of removal and replacement would exceed 4 Million Dollars.
She further testified that the Property was under-utilized and she opined that the Owner
satisfied the necessary criteria to establish an area in need of rehabilitation. The
Morrissey Report is attached hereto as Exhibit C and expressly made a part hereof.

At the conclusion of Ms. Morrissey’s testimony, Ocean City Planning Board
Member Barnes reported his disagreement with the land use perspective offered by Ms.
Morrissey in the Morrissey Report.

4. The Planner presented a summary of the Memorandum and geographically
described the proposed rehabilitation area. He testified that his purpose was to provide
the Ocean City Planning Board with information to enable the Ocean City Planning
Board Members to make an informed response to the City Resolution. He reviewed the
statutory criteria to establish a rehabilitation area.

5. During the presentation on behalf of the Owner and the Planner’s
presentation, there were significant discussions and questions raised by Ocean City
Planning Board members about the proposed rehabilitation area concerning the
condition of the Property and its under-utilization.

6. Upon conclusion of the Planner’s presentation, the meeting was then opened
to the public. There was considerable public comment. The following individuals

offered comments:

1. Helen Struckmann—21 Asbury Avenue; In Opposition/General Comments.
2. Bob Duffy—5 Walnut Road; In Opposition/General Comments.

3. Peter Muhic—309 9" Street; In Opposition/General Comments.

4. Donna Saber—In Opposition.



5. Kimberly Sehim—374B Asbury Avenue; In Opposition/General Comments.
6. Deborah Berdel—612 Ocean Avenue; In Opposition.
7. Mark Benevento—807 East 8" Street; In Favor.

8. Eustace Mita—2501 Seaport Drive, Chester, PA; In Favor/Answered
Questions.

9. James Ford—2009 Simpson Avenue; In Favor/General Comments.
10. Paul Ryan—510 23" Street; In Favor.

11. Mark Grimes—109 34" Street; In Favor.

12. Bill McGinnity—104 Asbury Avenue; In Favor.

13. Liz Nicoletti—4061 Asbury Avenue; In Favor.

14. Barbara Petrillo—605 Ocean Avenue; General Comments.

15. Patrick Gill—852 Plaza Place; In Opposition/General Comments.
16. Charles Jurman—3812 Plaza Place; In Opposition/General Comments.
17. Effie Russell—807 7 Street; In Opposition.

18. Jacob Gutenkunst—809 East 7" Street; In Opposition.

19. Chuck Bangle—816 East 9" Street; In Favor.

20. Marie Crawford—835 Pelham Place; In Opposition.

21. Dave Hayes—641 Battersea Road; In Opposition.

22. Caitlyn Quirk—956 Asbury Avenue; In Favor.

23. Marie Hayes—641 Battersea Road; In Opposition.

24. James Turteltaub—98 Main Street, Madison, attorney for Ocean City 2050;
In Opposition.

25. Mark Raab—12 West Aberdeen Road; In Favor.

26. Patrick McMahon—130 West Atlantic Boulevard; In Favor.

27. Sam Shurgott—Wildwood; General Comments.

28. Bill Westerman—710 Bridge Road; In Favor.

29. Bill Nicoletti—4061 Asbury Avenue; In Favor.

30. Wayne Wagner Jr.—808 Boardwalk; In Favor.

31. Bernadette Bechta —53 Spruce Road; In Favor/General Comments.

32. Jim Tweed—1512 Wesley Avenue; In Opposition/General Comments.
33. George Bauer—5133 Central Avenue; In Favor/General Comments.
34. David Breeden—114 Victoria Lane; In Opposition/General Comments.
35. Lisa Tifft—14 Asbury Road; In Opposition/General Comments.



7. Keith Davis, Esquire proceeded with closing on behalf of the LLC.

8. After Mr. Davis’ closing on behalf of the LLC, there was significant Ocean City
Planning Board discussion and deliberation: Barnes (Redevelopment), Loeper
(Additional Information), Vanderschuere (Engineering), Adams (Engineering), Allegretto

(Costs).

9. A Resolution was offered upon a motion, to be considered in the affirmative to
designate the Property as an area in need of rehabilitation, made by Ocean City Planning
Board Member Birch and seconded by Ocean City Planning Board Member Bekier on
January 7, 2026 [the “Birch Motion”]. The vote on the Birch Motion was four (4) in
favor of and four (4) against with Ocean City Planning Board Members Allegretto,
Adams, Bekier, and Birch voting in the affirmative, and Barnes, Halliday,
Vanderschuere, and Loeper voting in the negative.

As a result of the tie vote, the Ocean City Planning Board does not find that the
Property is an area in need of rehabilitation and makes no recommendation concerning
the Property to the Governing Body of the City of Ocean City.

OCEAN CITY PLANNING BOARD

JOHN LOEPER,
CHAIRPERSON

Dated: February 4, 2026



CERTIFICATION

I, JAIME M. FELKER, Secretary to the Ocean City Planning Board, do hereby
certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly adopted at the meeting of the Ocean City
Planning Board held on January 7, 2026 and memorialized herein pursuant to N.J.S.
40:55D-10 g. (2) on February 4, 2026. This Resolution has been filed in the Office of the

Ocean City Planning Board and is available for inspection upon request.

JAIME M. FELKER,
Secretary, Ocean City Planning Board
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Memorandum

To:  City of Ocean City
Planning Board Members

From: Randall Scheule, PP/AICP
Planning Board Planner

Date: December 23, 2025

RE: 600 Boardwalls, LLC
Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2

Introduction.

On December 4, 2025, City Council adopted Resolution 25-62-%44. Resolution 25-62-544
(attached) was transmitted by the City Clerk to the Planning Board Secretary on
December 5, 2025. The primary objective of Resolution 25-625:44 follows:

The Ocean City Planning Board be and is hereby requested to review the Property,
its condition, and its impact on neighboring properties and the city in general and
make a recommendation to City Council in accordance with NJSA 40A:12A-14
with respect to whether itis in the best interest of the citizens of the City or Ocean
City to declare the Property?! to be an area in need of rehabilitation.

Via City Council Resolution 25-62-544 the City seeks to determine whether an area in
need of rehabilitation and a rehabilitation program for the Property, “may be expected to
prevent further deterioration and promote overall development of the community.”

Resolution 25-62-544 also indicates that, “. . referral of the attached Resolution to the
Planning Board would in no way serve as an endorsement or approval of any specific use
or project, nor would it confer development rights; rather, the referral would be the first
step in a public process to consider the best way to revitalize the Property.”

1'The “Property” referred to herein is Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2.

I
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwallk, LLC
Area in Need of Relabilitation Determination

Referral of Resolution 25-62-644 to the Planning Board represents the initial step in the
redevelopment process as described below.

NJSA 40A:12A-14a. Prior to adoption of the resolution, the governing body shall
submit it to the municipal planning board for its review. Within 45 days of its
receipt of the proposed resolution, the municipal planning board shall submit its
recommendations regarding the proposed resolution, including any modifications
which it may recommend, to the governing body for its consideration.

Thereafter, or after the expiration of the 45 days if the municipal planning board
does not submit recommendations, the governing body may adopt the resolution,
with or without modification, The resolution shall not become effective without
the approval of the commissioner pursuant to section 6 of P.L.1992, ¢.79
(C40A:12A-6), if otherwise required pursuant to that section.

The following documents have been submitted on behalf of the property owner, and
provide the basis for the comments in this report.

o Transmittal to Terry Crowley, Jr. from Keith Davis, August 13, 2025

o Rehabilitation Designation Boardwalk and Sixth Street, Tiffany Mortissey,
August 11, 2025

o Survey of Premises, The Hyland Group, March 17, 2021

o Condition of Specified Amusement Rides, Rides-4-U, undated

o Re-construction Cost Estimate, Caritas Construction, April 16, 2025
o Investigation, O'Donnell & Naccarato, March 24, 2025

The Local Redevelopment and Housing Law (NJSA 40A:12A-1, et seq).

Local Redevelopment and Housing Law (LRHL) terms defined.

o "Redevelopment" means clearance, replanning, development and
redevelopment; the conservation and rehabilitation of any structure or
improvement, the construction and provision for construction of residential,
commercial, industrial, public or other structures and the grant or dedication
of spaces as may be appropriate or necessary in the interest of the general
welfare for streets, parks, playgrounds, or other public purposes, including

e
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwallk, LLC
Avrea in Need of Rehabilitation Determination

recreational and other facilities incidental or appurtenant thereto, in
accordance with a redevelopment plan.

o "Redevelopment plan" means a plan adopted by the governing body of a
municipality for the redevelopment or rehabilitation of all or any part of a
redevelopment area, or an area in need of rehabilitation, which plan shall be
sufficiently complete to indicate its relationship to definite municipal
objectives as to appropriate land uses, public transportation and utilities,
recreational and municipal facilities, and other public improvements; and to
indicate proposed land uses and building requirements in the redevelopment
area or area in need of rehabilitation, or both.

o "Rehabilitation" means an undertaking, by means of extensive repair,
reconstruction or renovation of existing structures, with or without the
introduction of new construction or the enlargement of existing structures, in
any area that has been determined to be in need of rehabilitation or
redevelopment, to eliminate substandard structural or housing conditions and
arrest the deterioration of that area.

o "Rehabilitation area" or "area in need of rehabilitation" means any area
determined to be in need of rehabilitation pursuant to section 14 of P.1..1992,
.79 (C.A40A:12A-14).

NISA 40A:12A-14 specifies that, a delineated area may be determined to be in need of
rehabilitation if the governing body of the municipality determines by resolution that a
program of “rehabilitation”, as defined in section 3 of P.1..1992, c.79 (C.40A:12A-3), may
be expected to prevent further deterioration and promote the overall development of the
community; and that there existin that area any of the following conditions such that:

(1) a significant portion of structures therein are in a deteriorated or substandard
condition;

(2) more than half of the housing stock in the delineated area is at least 50 years
old;

(3) there is a pattern of vacancy, abandonment or underutilization of properties in
the area;

(4) there is a persistent arrearage of property tax payments on properties in the
area;

(5) environmental contamination is discouraging improvements and investment
in properties in the area; or
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwallk, LLC
Avrea in Need of Rehabilitation Detlermination

(6) a majority of the water and sewer infrastructure in the delineated area is at least
50 years old and is in need of repair or substantial maintenance.

A brief summary of the 2-step process for designating an "Area in Need of
Rehabilitation" and “Implementing a Redevelopment Plan” is included at the end of
this memorandum.

Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

Wonderland Pier is located on the Boardwalk between E. Sixth Street and Plaza Place.
The Master Plan notes that the Boardwalk provides a focal point for the resort character
of the City, and seeks “to preserve this portion of the oceanfront area of the City for
resort commercial and commercial recreation uses.”?

The Ocean City Zoning Map indicates the subject site is located within the On-
Boardwalk Zone. According to the Purpose statement (§25-205-5.1), “The On-
Boardwalk Zone established in §25-201.2 of this Ordinance is intended to reserve a
portion of the Atlantic Ocean frontage exclusively for resort commercial and
commercial recreational use adjacent to the Boardwalk from 6th Street to 14th Street.”
Permitted use categories include retail stores, entertainment, amusements and
restaurants.

As depicted on the Zoning Map, a portion of the subject property is located within the
Special Improvement District (SID), a designated area where property owners pay a
special assessment to fund enhanced services, promotions, and beautification, managed
by a District Management Corporation (DMC) for economic vitality and tourism, with
funding covering events like fireworks, block parties, and beautification projects.

The Zoning Map depicts the location of the Wonderland site and nearby properties
relative to the zoning district and SID designations.

21988 Ocean City Master Plan, Eaﬁe 7-10.
PAGE4




Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwalk, LLC
Area in Need of Rehabilitation Determination

Zoning Map

The Property - Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2.

The August13, 2025 transmittal indicates the site is presently improved with structures
and improvements associated with the former Gillian's Wonderland Pier (the "Pier"),
and that the Pier ceased operations on October 13, 2024. The transmittal also describes
four (4) small businesses operating in the remnants of the pier building, including
Ocean City Pizza Company, Dead End Bakehouse, Wonderland Pier Arcade, and OC
Bikes and Rentals.

The following exhibit depicts the location of the Property on the Ocean City Tax Map.

PAGES




Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwalk, LLC
Area in Need of Relabilitation Determination

Tax Map
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Current tax assessment information for the two parcels is depicted in the following

table.
Year Land Value($)
Block | Lot Address Beﬂ D e
L BECEpUeN Land Improvement Total
1
gopis | 7L | L e 1953 135’ x 285’ 2,693,300 400,700 3,094,000
Avenue
00-640
600.05 2 < NA 220" x 295 11,097,900 1,614,900 12,712,800
Boardwalk
Total - - - - - - 15,806,800
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwalk, LLC
Area in Need of Rehabilitation Determination

Summary and Conclusion.

Resolution 25-62-444 requests that the Planning Board, “review the Property, its
condition, and its impact on neighboring properties and the city in general and make a
recommendation to City Council in accordance with NJSA 40A:12A-14 with respect to
whether it is in the best interest of the citizens of the City or Ocean City to declare the
Property® to be an area in need of rehabilitation.”

The “Rehabilitation Designation Boardwalk and Sixth Street” (Rehab Report) contends
that “substantial credible evidence exists to support a determination that the properties
in the Study Area meet one or more of the criteria outlines in Section 14 of the Local
Redevelopment and Housing Law (NJSA 40A:12A-14) to be declared an area in need of
rehabilitation,” and that the following LRHL criteria are satisfied.

NJSA 40A:12A-14(1) - a significant portion of structures therein are in a
deteriorated or substandard condition;

NJSA 40A:12A-14(3) - there is a pattern of vacancy, abandonment or
underutilization of properties in the area;

The following citation from the Rehab Report is provided in support of a rehabilitation
area designation.

o “...in this instance the impacts of the weather and environmnet have resulted
in conditions which are contributing to the overall deterioration of the property
which has suffered from deferred or nonexistent maintennce.”4

The following excerpts are from the O'Donnell & Naccarato investigation which
focused on the 64,000 SF elevated concrete structure (accounting for approximately
50% of the total project site) adjacent to the Boardwalk.

o “Our review of the existing structure determined the concrete framing
generally appeared to be in Poor to Extremely Poor condition.”5

3 The “Property” referred to herein is Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2.
4 Rehabilitation Designation Boardwalk and Sixth Street, Tiffany Morrissey, August 11, 2025, page 17.
5 Investigation, O'Donnell & Naccarato, March 24, 2025, page 2.
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwalk, LL.C
Area in Need of Rehabilitation Determination

o “Itis our assessment that a signicant portion of the structure is in a deteriorated
and substandard condition. The amount of deterioration and lack of adequate
shoring render the elevated pier not safe for occupancy”®

The Rides-4-U report identifies amusement components in need of repair and
estimates the cumulative cost to repair the Carousel, Ferris Wheel and Log Flume Ride
at $4M - $6.5M.

Additionally, the Re-construction Cost Estimate prepared by Caritas Construction
cites a total cost of $3,899,769 to repair the pier foundation and piling.

Due to their subjective nature, consideration of the two above-cited LRHL criterion often
involves a degree of professional judgment and interpretation. At NJSA 40A:12A-14(1),
the phrase "a significant portion of structures therein are in a deteriorated or substandard
condition" typically requires a visual and structural assessment to determine whether the
criteria is safisfied.

Criterion 1 requires that a "significant portion" of the structures in the area be in a
"deteriorated or substandard condition". While the law does not define a specific
numerical percentage for "significant," 50% is widely accepted by planners and courts as
meeting this threshold.

Although the cost of repairs is not a direct statutory criterion for designating an Area in
Need of Rehabilitation, these costs relative to the value of the property may lend support
to the argument that the area is in need of municipal intervention to prevent further
decline. The total estimated cost for repair of the three rides and reconstruction of the pier
foundation and piling is $10.4M, wherein the property is valued at $15.8M.

Similarly, determining a "pattern of vacancy, abandonment or underutilization of

roperties" (NJSA 40A:12A-14(3) requires analyzing usage over time and making a
Prop 4 g, tsag &
judgment call on what constitutes a "pattern" or "underutilization".

The Rehab Report documents the historic use of the property as an amusement pier and
its subsequent deterioration beginning in 1965. The Rehab Report also notes that the
amusement pier closed October 13, 2024, that approximately 20% of the Property was

6 Ibid., page 3.
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwalk, LLC
Area in Need of Rehabilitation Determination

open for business in the Summer 2025, and that many of the amusement features have
been removed from the site.

The information cited herein documents the deteriorated condition of the Property. The
engineering investigation concludes that the concrete framing is in Poor to Extremely
Poor condition, and that a significant portion of the structure is not safe for occupancy.
Cost estimates to repair three of the primary amusement rides and reconstruct the
foundation and piling represent 66 percent of the site’s assessed value.

An Area in Need of Rehabilitation designation and implementation of a rehabilitation
program, may be expected to prevent further deterioration and encourage improvement
and reinvestment at the Property.

The Planning Board shall submit its recommendations regarding the proposed resolution

(page 11), including any modifications which it may recommend, to City Council for its
consideration no later than January 19, 2026.
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwalk, LLC
Area in Need of Rehabilitation Determination

CITY OF OCEAN CITY
CAPE MAY COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

RESOLUTION

No. 25-62-544

REFERRING A PROPOSED RESOLUTION DECLARING BLOCK 600.05, LOTS 1 & 2,
LOCATED AT 600 BOARDWALK, TO BE AN AREA IN NEED OF REHABILITATION TO
THE OCEAN CITY PLANNING BOARD

WHEREAS, Block 600.05, Lots | & 2 (hereinafter, “the Property”) is located at 600 Boardwalk
and is in the On-Boardwalk; and,

WHEREAS, the current owner of the Property has requested that City Council declare the Property
to be an area in need of rehabilitation pursuant to the New Jersey Local Housing and Redevelopment Law
(N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-1, ef seq.); and,

WHEREAS, th; request of the current owner is accompanied by a Rehabilitation Designation
Report regarding the Property, a copy of which is attached hereto; and,

VWHEREAS, N..J.S.A. 40A:12A-14 authorizes the govemning body of any municipality, by
Resolution, to determine whether, pursuant to the criteria set forth therein, an area within the municipality
is in need of rehabilitation and that a program of rehabilitation, as defined in N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-3, may be
expected to prevent further deterioration and promote overall development of the community; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-14(a), the governing body must refer the proposed
Resolution, a copy of which is attached hereto, to the Planning Board for the Board’s recommendation
regarding the proposed declaration as an area in need of rehabilitation; and,

WHEREAS, referral of the attached Resolution to the Planning Board would in no way serve as
an endorsement or approval of any specific use or project, nor would it confer development rights; rather,
the referral would be the first step in a public process to consider the best way to revitalize of the Property.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Ocean City,
County of Cape May, New Jersey as follows:

The Ocean City Planning Board be and is hereby requested to review the Property, its
condition, and its impact on neighboring properties and the city in general and make a
recommendation to City Council in accordance with N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-14 with

respect to whether it is in the best interests of the citizens of the City of Ocean City to
declare the Property to be an area in need of rwatim

Terry Crowley, Jr. [
Council President

THEREBY CERTIFY THAT the foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of
Ocean City, New Jersey at a Council Meeting held on Thursday, December 4, 2025, with the voting record as indicated
below.

NAME MOTION | SECOND AYE NAY ABSENT | ABSTAINED \f ) 5, R ] s

T N dmne G Nodied
rowie!

Hmze: B \// Melissa G. Rasner, City Clerk

Levehuk ’ v,

Madden 4 . V4

Poleint v (V4 P

Winslow v

i
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwalk, LLC
Area in Need of Rehabilitation Determination

CITY OF OCEAN CITY
CAPE MAY COUNTY, NEW JERSEY
RESOLUTION

DESIGNATING BLOCK 600,05, LOTS 1 & 2, LOCATED AT 600 BOARDWALK, TO BE AN
AREA IN NEED OF REHABILITATION
WHEREAS, N.JS.A. 40A:12A-14 authorizes the governing body of any municipality, by
Resalution, to determine whether, pursuant to the criteria set forth therein, an area within the municipality
is in need of rehabilitation and that a program of rehabilitation, as defined in N.LS.A. 40A:12A-3, may be
expected to prevent further deterioration and promote overall development of the community; and,
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.LS.A. 10A:12A H(n), the governing body referred this Reaolution to
the Planning Board and has received the Planning Board’s recommendation regarding the proposed
declaration as an area in need of rehabilitation.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Occan City,

County of Cape May, New Jersey as follows:

1. Block 600.03, Lots 1 & 2, located at 600 Boardwalk, meets one or miore of the requirements of
N.LS.A.40A:12A-14 to be designated an Area in Need of Rehabilitation, including the
following:

A, Assignificant portion of the structures at the Property are in a deteriorated or
substandard condition; and,

B. There is a pattern of underutilization of the Property since the former use was
discontinued; and,

2. A program of rehabilitation, as defined in N.1LS.A. 40A:12A-3, may be expected to prevent
further deterioration and promote overall development of the community; and,

3. Block 61K.05, Lots 1 & 2, located at 600 Boardwalk is hereby designated as an Area in Need

of Rehabilitation pursuant to N.LS.A. 40A:12A-14.

Terry Crowley
Council President
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwallk, LLC
Area in Need of Rehabilitation Determination

The Redevelopment Process.

The Local Redevelopment and Housing Law (LRHL) process follows a highly
standardized sequence of steps for designating an "Area in Need of Redevelopment" and
“Implementing a Redevelopment Plan.” This process is divided into two phases:
the Designation Phase and the Planning & Implementtation Phase.

Phase 1: Designation Process

The process for designating an Area in Need of Rehabilitation is simplified compared to
redevelopment and follows these specific steps under N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-14:

1. Governing Body Initiation
The municipal governing body prepares a proposed resolution and
a supporting report (study) identifying why the area meets at least one of the
six statutory criteria.

2. Planning Board Referral
The governing body refers the resolution and report to the Planning Board for
review.

3. Planning Board Review (45-Day Window)

The Planning Board has45 daysto submit recommendations and any
suggested modifications back to the governing body.

Note: A formal public hearing isnotstrictly required by statute for
rehabilitation (unlike redevelopment), though many towns hold one for
transparency.

4. Final Adoption
The governing body adopts the resolution, with or without the Planning
Board's suggested modifications.

5. State Notification
The municipal clerk must transmit a copy of the final resolution and the
Planning Board’s recommendations to the Commissioner of the Department of
Community Affairs (DCA) for review.

Phase 2: Planning & Implementation

Once an area is designated, the municipality must create a roadmap for its
transformation.
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Block 600.05, Lots 1 and 2 - 600 Boardwalk, LLC
Area in Need of Rehabilitation Determination

o Redevelopment Plan: The Planning Board or Governing Body prepares a
detailed Redevelopment Plan that outlines land uses, building requirements,
and infrastructure needs.

o Plan Adoption: The Governing Body adopts the Redevelopment Plan by
ordinance, which can override existing local zoning.

» Redeveloper Selection: The municipality (or a designated Redevelopment
Entity) selects a redeveloper and enters into a Redeveloper’s Agreement,
which specifies rights, responsibilities, and timelines.

« Financial Tools: The municipality may offer fiscal incentives such as long-term
tax exemptions or Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILOTSs).

Key Differences from Redevelopment

e No Eminent Domain: This designation does notgrant the power of
condemnation.

o No Long-Term Tax Exemptions: While it allows for 5-year tax abatements, it
does not permit long-term PILOT agreements.

o Simpler Procedure: It skips the mandatory preliminary investigation, formal
public hearing notice, and 45-day legal challenge window required for
"Redevelopment" areas.

PAGE13







