BOROUGH OF CAPE MAY POINT
Planning Board
Final Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, January 20, 2026 at 6:30 pm
HELD VIA ZOOM VIDEO/AUDIO CONFERENCE & AT THE CAPE MAY POINT FIRE
COMPANY

Pledge of Allegiance
Opening
In compliance with the Open Public Meetings Act, adequate notice of this session has been provided by

publication in the Cape May Star and Wave Newspaper and continuous posting of the scheduled meeting dates
on the official Municipal Bulletin Board at 215 Lighthouse Avenue, Borough of Cape May Point, New Jersey.

Roll Call
Present: Mr. Remy, Mr. Brown, Mr. Rusnak, Comm. Geiger, Dr. Farrell, Ms. MacKenzie, Mr. Wallace,
Ms. Hobdy, Mayor VanHeeswyk, Mr. Murphy, Ms. Shufelt
Absent: Ms. Shaw

Also Present: Mr. Nathan Van Embden, Esq., Attorney, Mrs. Kate Dunn, Secretary

Mr. Brown gave a brief introduction. He stated that this is a combined Planning and Zoning Board

that operates in accordance with the MLUL and the chartering authority of Borough governance. Cape May
Point is a small community with a variety of opinions and respect for each other. Together, the volunteer members,
Borough Officials and professional staff within the board conduct board business and welcome applicants
following the operational processes that fair governance asks. And we welcome public input.

Minutes

Mrs. Dunn asked if there were any further comments on the revised draft minutes for November 17, 2025 that
were circulated to the board members from the board secretary prior to this meeting. No other corrections were
noted. As a result, the minutes from November 17, 2025 were approved, as amended, on a motion from Mr.
Wallace and a second from Mr. Remy. All present were in favor.

Business
1. Completion of CCRHVA Report

a. Mr. Brown stated that there's been a team working on the Climate Change Related Hazard
Vulnerability Assessment, CCRHVA. This is the CCRHVA final report. As a reminder, there
are 7 items that the New Jersey statute requires all municipalities to address when they're
performing a CCRHVA, and a CCRHVA is supposed to be performed before they update their
land use plan element of their master plan.

b. Mr. Brown gave a quick summary since the last update in August. The team completed meetings
in April through September and then worked offline until the final meeting in December. They
leveraged key documents, and guidance that is provided by others about how to do a CCRHVA.
The Team gathered public input by displaying posters, inviting email comments, and having a
question-and-answer session. Then a brief description of those outputs was included in the Fall
Cape May Point Taxpayers Association newsletter. The assessment project team got together

Page 1 of 7
FINAL COPY



after September and created a few other elements that were on that state-mandated list, like a
hazard impact statement, a build-out analysis, policy statements, and a statement of what the
specific impacts would be to the master plan. Now they have a final draft form of the CCRHVA.
The team also reached out to Michael Sullivan, the Borough’s Planner, to help them incorporate
the CCRHVA into the Land Use Element of the Master Plan.

Mr. Brown stated that the Board has received a copy of the 17-page CCHRVA report which the
team views is ready to be incorporated into the master planning, but the Planning Board has an
opportunity to comment on that report.

Mr. Brown gave an overview of what is in the report. He stated that there is a prioritized
mitigation action list in the plan. Earlier in the plan, you can see some of the assessment of how
the hazards, like shoreline erosion, particularly wildfires, saltwater intrusion, flooding, and
severe weather, would impact Cape May Point.

Ms. Hobdy commented about fire pits and questioned whether that needs to be addressed more
specifically in the report. Mr. Brown responded that he thinks in this case, when we pull up the
wildfires page, it has the map from the state website, so he thinks the focus here was on wildfires
as related to increasing risk from climate change. Now, having said that, wildfires can initiate or
ignite from a lot of different sources and fire pits could be one of them. The natural way is
typically lightning strikes, and so he thinks this write-up focuses on the severity of storms and
whether they are likely to go up or down. Also, while this group did not specifically call out the
catalyst of fire pits, it is somewhat comforting to know that the Commissioners did just recently
take action within the past 18 months related to fire pits and while the action plan here rates
wildfires as a medium risk, the fact that, fire pits might be a contributing factor, could be
something that the master planning people might engage in and try and amplify if they so
choose.

No other comments were made. Mr. Rusnak made a motion to include this report for
consideration into a future master planning team. Mr. Wallace seconded that motion. All present
voted Aye (VanHeeswyk, Geiger, Brown, Farrell, MacKenzie, Murphy, Remy, Rusnak,
Wallace).

2. Lot Coverage Awareness Proposal: Light Trespass

a.

FINAL COPY

Ms. MacKenzie stated that back in May of 2024, the Environmental Commission recommended
to the commissioners that they enact a light trespass ordinance for Cape May Point. The
recommendation was based on several considerations, one being that bright lights are a form of
trespassing onto neighbors' properties, and that reduced lights at night benefit the environment
directly, and through the reduction of electricity. At that time, the EC also recommended that a
lighting plan be included whenever a landscaping plan is required. The Planning Board was
asked by the mayor to review the EC recommendation.

Ms. MacKenzie stated that as part of that review, they took a look at several different things.
They looked at the master plan and the master plan reexamination. They also looked at the City
of Cape May's light trespass Ordinance and at the community education materials that were
created by Dark Sky International because they do a lot of work on promoting dark skies.

Ms. MacKenzie stated that what they found in their review were a few things related to lighting.
In the 2007 Master Plan, in 3-12, the policy, it reads, in order to fulfill the land use-related
conservation goals for Cape May Point, provisions to manage development should be
established, including guidelines related to exterior lighting on individual properties. The
guideline recommendation says changes to the ordinance should recognize the following policy
guidelines; exterior lighting, particularly spotlighting on facades and planting areas, does not
conform to the character of the community and is often harmful to fauna. As a result, exterior
lighting on private property should be limited to pathways and driveways for safety purposes.
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In the Reexamination in 2017, it was also mentioned that in 4.2, under the preservation of
residential character, where it's called out, adopting design guidelines and standards, such as
exterior lighting limits.

Ms. MacKenzie stated that they also took a look at the Cape May Light Trespass Ordinance.
Basically, what the ordinance does is it lays out a set of rules that restrict outdoor lighting in
residential zones to prevent light from shining onto neighborhood properties and that's what they
call light trespass. Their ordinance also requires that outdoor lights be fully shielded, directed
downward, and to not exceed specific brightness levels or lumens. It also mandates that all
outdoor lights be turned off by 11pm, unless controlled by a motion sensor that turns them off
within 10 minutes of activation.

Ms. MacKenzie also noted that they spoke with the Borough’s Zoning Officer and he believes
Cape May’s Ordinance is hard to enforce and really hasn't had a lot of impact. She thinks it's an
interesting ordinance because it's a safe harbor that basically says, if you comply with these
kinds of lights, you're okay, which helps the inspection of it, but it will require somebody to
complain and someone has to then go out and look at them. It requires special equipment to
actually see if it’s considered light trespassing. The ordinance in City of Cape May does not
include a lighting plan when a landscape plan is required, which is a piece that the
Environmental Commission recommended, but that is not included in the Cape May City
Ordinance.

Ms. MacKenzie stated that the other piece of information that they looked at was the Dark Sky
International Light Pollution Map. Cape May Point’s radiance level is significantly lower so it
does not appear that we have a great deal of high radiance or light pollution based on the data
from the dark skies.

Ms. MacKenzie stated that what the LCA Subcommittee (constituted as MacKenzie, Remy and
Wallace) is recommending is that Cape May Point does not enact a lighting ordinance. Instead,
we recommend the following actions. The first recommendation from the LCA Subcommittee is
that Cape May Point add guidance to the landscape plan for whenever it is triggered, that all
lighting plans should be in alignment with the five lighting principles for responsible outdoor
lighting that are established by Dark Sky. This was one of the recommendations from the
Environmental Commission. They are also recommending, the language of “should”, which is
leaving this as a recommendation versus saying “shall”, which would make it an obligation.
They are also recommending that the Borough commit to making all lighting in public areas and
the public right-of-way consistent with the five lighting principles of responsible outdoor lighting
and that these principles be placed on the Cape May Point government website for reference.
Lastly, they are recommending that the Environmental Commission develop an outreach
campaign with perhaps an FAQ on lighting issues, trespass, and dark sky, that can be included in
the developer's package and that these materials can also be included in taxpayers' newsletters,
and other communications.

Comm. Geiger asked about the uplighting issue. Ms. MacKenzie replied that uplighting is
included in the Dark Sky five principles.

Mayor VanHeeswyk asked about mandating shielded lighting on new construction. Ms.
MacKenzie stated that the team talked a lot about it but the team felt since there isn’t a
significant issue with light trespass, that a recommendation and education would suffice at this
time. Mr. Wallace added that lighting isn't like a renovation or something. People can put
lighting anytime. It doesn't have that one moment when it can be caught so it seemed like it was
a broader issue and it was better to take an education kind of an awareness approach. Mr. Remy
added that he also thinks what they are trying to do is make it so that others realize the problems
that tend to occur and that's why they thought if we made it more of an educational point others
would then fall in line with the recommendations, and it wouldn't be something that you're
pushing down their throats, and you may get a better response.
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j.  Several members of the Board expressed that they like the idea of the recommendation. Ms.
Hobdy expressed how important it is to educate people about this topic. Comm Geiger added that
she is in the process of working on some recommendations for renters that include turning off
outdoor lighting. Comm Geiger also recommended bringing in a speaker who is a dark sky
maven to have him speak about light.

k. Mr. Brown had a few comments and stated that education on this topic is definitely worthwhile.
He thinks this is all consistent with the Master Plan. The only thing that gives him a little bit of
pause is the word “should”. He’s okay supporting it being there, although he likes code to be
either actionable or it's not. He thinks the education that draws on the dark skies’ philosophy is
terrific grounding and is in support of that. It's just the idea of trying to teach through code that
isn't required and that is something that he watches out for.

1. Mr. Wallace stated that the team thought a lot about this topic and there's two different points
here. One point is that “shall” does trigger enforcement and anyone whoever did another lighting
plan then the shall would not apply to them. He stated that seems arbitrary to him to pick one
particular moment, although it is a key moment. The second point is on the language, so
rather than not have it at all, how do you send this message that we want people to do this, even
if we don't want to force them to do it? The “should” is a way to get at that point without making
it an enforcement issue. Language matters and developers or people who are doing things
looking at the code will read the “should”. The team thought the “should” sends a message and
people read the code at that point.

m. Mayor VanHeeswyk stated that she’s actually seeing a slight difference between dark sky and
trespass, and she’s seeing a difference of landscape lighting and lighting that's put on the house.
Some houses have spotlights under the eaves and some houses don't direct them down. She
thinks in terms of having it in our code saying shall have shielded lights if they're putting them
on the house, and that would be a zoning ordinance. Everything else that has been said, she
agrees with.

n. Mayor VanHeeswyk made a motion to elevate the proposal to the Commissioner’s for
consideration. Mr. Rusnak seconded the motion. The proposal was approved to be elevated to
the Commissioner’s with 9 Aye votes. (VanHeeswyk, Geiger, Brown, Farrell, MacKenzie,
Murphy, Remy, Rusnak, Wallace).

3. Lot Coverage Awareness Proposal: Flat Roofs

a. Mr. Brown stated that after there were some recent constructions that appeared to have
rectangular-style flat roofs, the LCA received suggestions from several parties to look into the
code that Cape May Point has related to flat roofs. The recommended changes to the Zoning
Code here are anchored in three main areas. The three main ideas are to ensure that a large
portion of the top roof are not flat thus, preventing a whole house deck, to ensure that top roofs
have a pitch that aids in stormwater management, and if a portion of the roof is allowed as a
deck, define a maximum percentage area allowed and counted toward FAR, to minimize noise
that comes with roof decks.

b. Mr. Brown stated that the proposed code to be added to the existing code would state “No
residential structure should be constructed with a roof having a pitch less than 3 inches in 12 for
at least 80% of the roof area which means 80% of the roof area has to be pitched.

c. Mr. Rusnak wanted to be sure that the reason that we're doing this is not to dictate architectural
style that is in someone's preference. He thinks we have to be very careful of that. He also thinks,
to his understanding, the building code requires drainage on any flat roof so he doesn’t
understand the stormwater runoff point. He thinks the stormwater runoff point is moot because
of the pitch of the roof. If you flatten that, you would actually have more area on a pitched roof
to capture rainwater than you would on a flat roof. He does agree that it should be counted
toward FAR (floor area ratio).
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k.

Comm. Geiger had similar comments to Mr. Rusnak. Her question is what are we trying to do?
She thinks it’s a slippery slope and there are a lot of people that like the design of a flat roof.

She also stated that there are a lot of buildings around Cape May Point that have a downstairs
that is either a screened-in porch or an actual living space, and then there's a flat roof. Would
this be ok and how do you define roof? Mr. Brown responded that that would be a deck and it
would contribute to FAR. He also stated that if the Commissioners were to adopt the proposed
change, anyone going forward would have to meet the proposal. However, anything that already
exists would be able to remain as is.

There was further discussion about having a deck on the ground floor versus a roof top deck. Mr.
Brown noted that noise travels differently from an open roof and he also has had people talking
to the Board about people having event spaces in their back yard who are concerned about noise.
Mayor VanHeeswyk believes that noise is an issue and noise really travels in the evening.

Mr. Brown stated that the Subcommittee didn’t think about the lower roof decks as Comm.
Geiger mentioned and the 80% number would be confusing to interpret.

Mr. Wallace stated that we have Cape May Point as it exists today, and then we have somehow
how it's going to exist 20, 30 years from now. His sense is that the flat roofs have some
advantages, and so that an increasing percentage of houses will be flat roofs in the future and that
has implications on what the streetscape looks like. He doesn’t feel strongly about this issue
particularly, but he does think it is something that will increasingly be the case, that more and
more houses will be flat roofs, and it will it will change how things look.

Comm Geiger thinks that there's a lot of people here that love the older style, and cottages that
they want to preserve and then there's a younger generation who likes a different look. She
remarked that her son likes the more rectangular style of recent constructions. She thinks it's kind
of hard to push taste on people. The other thing is, is the only thing you can look at is height
because you gain quite a bit of height to use as living space with a flat roof.

There was some more discussion on stormwater management from flat roofs. Mr. Brown stated
that directional run-off is what the Subcommittee was concerned with. Ms. Shufelt didn’t feel
that stormwater to be a valid reason for not allowing flat roofs. She thinks flat roofs give a
variety of style in the Borough.

After further discussion, Mr. Wallace made a motion to table the proposal. Ms. MacKenzie
seconded the motion. All present voted Aye.

4. Master Planning Preparations

a.
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Mr. Brown gave some historical context and a proposal. By New Jersey statute, municipal
master plans are a responsibility of the planning board. The last time Cape May Point created a
new Master Plan was in 2007, and it performed a master plan reexamination in 2017. What the
reexamination does is it basically says that the 2007 Master Plan is largely still relevant, and the
reexamination just highlights areas where it deserves to be further modified. The reexaminations
tend to be smaller than the master plan itself and by New Jersey statute, Cape May Point would
be obligated to perform either another reexamination or create a new master plan within 10
years, and that would be by producing it, and finishing it, and getting it accepted by 2027.

Mr. Brown stated that Cape May Point continues to evolve but has not changed in major ways
since 2017.0ther communities who have big open spaces that are then developing them, either
with factories or warehouses or housing or highways have major changes ahead of them. Cape
May Point doesn't have that kind of massive change because we don't have that number of
undeveloped properties. However, society continues to evolve, and technology continues to
evolve, so there have been some changes since 2017. For example, plug-in electric cars are
taking more prominence, new technologies for communication and a new State Development
and Redevelopment Plan
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was finalized and issued in December 2025. Municipal Master Plans cannot be in violation of or
inconsistent with the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. The CCRHVA that was
created will also be included in the Master Plan.

Mr. Brown’s recommendation is that we begin preparation towards a Master Plan and that we
begin that in 2026, and in particular, we begin thinking through that this quarter. He does that
with a mind towards the following fact; A community survey has been used in the 2007 Master
Plan, and the Master Plan before that in the late 90s. Public input and engagement is vital to
having a representative and effective Master Plan. The LCA Subcommittee has collected
information from those previous surveys with the mayor’s help, so a survey might be an early
step toward Master Planning.

Mr. Brown is prepared to lead formation of a Master Planning team if the Planning Board
supports it. The team would have representatives from the Planning Board, Environmental
Commission, Commissioner representation and the public. He is suggesting that the team would
meet 2 hours per month starting in March or April of this year and could be meeting up to a year.
The team would work in sub teams and do research offline. Mr. Brown asked the public to email
him if interested in being part of the team at mbrown2016@comcast.net

Mr. Brown also proposes that they work with the Municipal Planner, Michael Sullian who
worked on the 2017 Rexamination. Some of the early topics that we would start working with
Mr. Sullivan on would be the integration of that CCRHVA, and also whether we want to pursue
a reexamination, or a whole new master plan. Also, whether we want to consider partnering with
the State Planning Commission around their plan endorsement process. Granting a plan
endorsement does afford some advantages to municipalities with regard to state processes,
including triage for granting. Having said that, he’s looked at the advantages that are currently
listed and that were last updated in 2019, and he’s not yet convinced that plan endorsement is
something that he would recommend because we have to balance the benefits we get from the
effort we have to put into going through a plan endorsement.

Mayor VanHeeswyk recommends that speaking with Mr. Sullivan should be first step and she
feel comfortable that the Borough will not have to do a whole new Master Plan.

Mr. Rusnak is supportive of getting volunteers. Ms. Geiger stated that if we agree on the
proposal tonight, we have to think of how we are going to get volunteers from the public. She
stated that she can mention it at the Commissioners meeting and we can make a post on the
website.

Mr. Rusnak made a motion for Mr. Brown to move forward to begin meeting with Mr. Sullivan
to evaluate the next steps for the plan and to start looking for volunteers. Mr. Remy seconded
that motion. The recommendation was approved with 9 Aye votes (VanHeeswyk, Brown,
Farrell, Geiger, MacKenzie, Murphy, Remy, Rusnak, Wallace).

S. Application Operations

a.
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Mr. Brown stated that, for the past 4 or 5 months, Ms. Dunn and he have been working behind
the scenes on a development application refresh. After we did some of our work, we started
bringing in the Zoning Officer, the Floodplain Manager, and the Municipal Engineer to cross-
check what is essentially a straightforward update of the application packet. It was last updated
in 2020 and has outdated information on it. We wanted to update the fee schedule to reflect the
costs of administering the process and we checked our fee schedule proposal to make sure it was
in line with neighboring municipalities. We wanted to increase the number of document sets that
the Zoning Office gets after the fact, when a variance is implemented and an application is
moving forward under a variance, so that our compliance system would be further bolstered. We
also wanted to update the checklists that exist that are very helpful for planning board members
and for the applicants to have easier access to some of the things we've created recently,
including the one-page overview of residential lot coverage regulations, the ECC guidance on
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light trespass, the Cape May Point Tree Removal and Replacement Ordinance and the
landscaping plan code.

b. The next step on this would be to see whether the Planning Board supports elevating this updated
version of the application package for consideration by the Board of Commissioners, because it's

the Board of Commissioners who have to decide whether the application packet is acceptable,
including particularly the fee schedule.
c. Mr. Rusnak made a motion to elevate the updated application package to the Commissioner’s.
Mr. Wallace seconded the motion. All present voted Aye.
d. Mr. Brown noted that Ms. Dunn has clarified steps in the escrow accounting process, which is
just for the board’s awareness. The next steps are that Ms. Dunn will work with the Municipal
Clerk and CFO to close out older accounts.
6. Subcommittee Updates:
a. Completeness Committee: Mr. Murphy stated that there are no new applications in the
pipeline at the moment.
b. Lot Coverage Awareness Subcommittee: Mr. Brown will be stepping away from the
Subcommittee to concentrate on Master Planning so there would be a spot open on the
Committee if anyone would like to volunteer.
Board Information:
a. Mayor VanHeeswyk noted that a resolution regarding Affordable Housing will be
coming to the board at the February meeting.

b. Mr. Brown noted that the New Jersey Planning Officials Bi-monthly newsletter come

out and is now electronic instead of a hard copy. He noted that there are interesting
upcoming lunch and learn sessionslisted in the newsletter.
Public Comment:

a. Public comment was opened at 8:21 pm on a motion from Mayor VanHeeswyk and a second

from Comm. Geiger.
b. There was no public comment.
c. Public comment is closed at 8:23 pm on a motion from Mr. Remy and a second by Ms.
MacKenzie
Adjournment
They meeting was adjourned at 8:23 pm on a motion from Mr. Remy and a second from Mr.
Wallace. All present voted Aye.

Respectfully Submitted by:
Kate Dunn

Board Secretary

Approved by Board 02/17/2026
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