MINUTES
SANDYSTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING BOARD

AUGUST 7, 2006
This meeting has been duly advertised and meets all requirements of the Open Public Meetings Act.

Present:  George Harper, Jr.

Absent:  
Fred MacDonald
               Lou Cherepy




John DeJager
               Marc Cunico




Ron Green

   Ed Ibsen




Mike Milligan

   Joe Pinzone




Erma Gormley

   Keith Utter

Also present was the Board Attorney, Glenn Gavan, Esq. and the board engineer, David Simmons.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  A Motion was made by Mr. Pinzone and seconded by Mr. Cunico approve the Minutes of June 5, 2006 and July 10, 2006.  All were in favor.  The Motion was carried.
APPROVAL OF VOUCHERS:  A Motion was made by Mr. Pinzone and seconded by Mr. Ibsen to approve the following vouchers for payment:

Harold Pellow & Associates
Inv. 42501
06/29/06

$290.44




(Burkhardt)

Harold Pellow & Associates
Inv. 42502
06/29/06

$527.50




(St. Thomas)

Harold Pellow & Associates
Inv. 42500
06/29/06

$ 99.69




(Fitzgerald)

Harold Pellow & Associates
Inv. 42499
06/29/06

$ 28.75




(Hainesville General Store)

Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Cunico, abstain; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.

CORRESPONDENCE:

The following correspondence was reviewed:
1. Letter from the County of Sussex dated 7/24/06 regarding an Invitation for 2006 Sussex County Planning Awards Dinner on October 5, 2006.  It was noted that Mr. Utter and Mr. Cherepy will be attending the dinner; and

2. A Letter from the County of Sussex dated 7/26/06 regarding the St. Thomas The Apostle Church application; and

3. A Letter from the Sussex County League of Municipalities regarding October 19, 2006 Joint Meeting with Warren County LOM; and

4. A newsletter from the Council on Affordable Housing; and
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CORRESPONDENCE CONT.
5. A letter from Sandyston Township to the National Park Service dated July 13, 2006.  Mr. Cherepy made a request that the Governing Body send a letter to the County Administrator requesting that the next time that they appoint a representative from Sussex County to the Citizens Advisory Board they consider appointing someone from either Sandyston, Montague or Walpack and attach this letter to that letter because this area does not get any representation and our voice is not heard.  A Motion was made by Mr. Cunico and seconded by Mr. Ibsen to direct the Governing Body to write to the County Administrator regarding this issue.  All were in favor.  The Motion was carried.; and

6. A copy of the July/August New Jersey Planner.

RESOLUTIONS
David & Heidi Rivera – “C” Variance - #07/2006 – Block 1709, Lot 28 – 27 Mountain Trail:

It was noted that there was only one member of the board eligible to vote on this Resolution present this evening.  This matter will be carried to the September 11, 2006 meeting.
PUBLIC HEARINGS
St. Thomas The Apostle Church - #08-2006- Preliminary & Final Site Plan & “C” Variance – Block 1102, Lots 1 & 2:

Mr. Cunico stepped down from this application.

Appearing before the board was the applicant’s attorney, David Wallace, and the applicant’s engineer, Ken Wentink.  Mr. Wentink was sworn in by the board attorney.  Mr. Wentink gave his qualifications to the board.  The board accepted Mr. Wentink as a qualified expert.  Also appearing before the board was Marc Cunico on behalf of the applicant.  Mr. Cunico was sworn in by the board attorney.
Mr. Wallace asked Mr. Wentink to describe to the board the size of the lot, the various setbacks on the property and what direction has been done to the property to remove and preserve certain buildings.  Mr. Wentink indicated that the old church building in the northeast corner of the lot facing Degroat Road has been removed.  He further indicated that this is an application for the property which used to be the firehouse.  It is proposed to be used for a chapel on the lower level of the building which is the ground floor of the parking lot, and the religious education on the upper level.  He stated that there will be no unattended children in this building.  They will all be supervised.  
Mr. Wentink stated that they are also proposing to radically improve the parking lot.  They are putting in a conventional parking lot which will enhance the township’s village center concept.  They have reduced the impervious coverage by removing the old church and the barbecue pit that the fire department had.  They reduced the impervious coverage from 69% to approximately 63-64%.  

Mr. Wentink indicated that this zone requires 50,000 square feet.  He stated that by dedication and just by configuring of the lot, they have 43,770 square feet, therefore, this lot will need a lot area variance.  By dedication he means certain areas of the property must be dedicated to the County within the right of way of the road.  They must dedicate 33 feet from the center line of the road, which is a County requirement.  He further noted 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS CONT.
St. Thomas The Apostle Church - #08-2006- Preliminary & Final Site Plan & “C” Variance – Block 1102, Lots 1 & 2 cont.:

that the County has a further dedication of extra width by an intersection.  He indicated that they have requested a waiver from the County on this item because they do not feel it would be appropriate because of the location of the existing buildings at this point.  They 
are also going to increase the lawn in front of this property; in other words what is now pavement in front of the fire department.  He indicated that in their application to the County, they were concerned with the 2 parking spaces that are up against Layton/Hainesville Road that they would interfere with the site at the intersection.  He did show (on sheet 8 of the site plan) a profile line showing the vehicles traveling will see over those vehicles (Profile A on Sheet 8).  He feels this is a plus to this site and they can accomplish this because of the topography of the property.  
Mr. Wentink stated that they have a small detention basin in the northeast corner of the lot.  They have no drainage structures on the lot.  They have no drainage structures on DeGroat Road because if they put the drainage structure in the lot, they would have to put a complete stone system easterly on DeGroat Road.  He indicated that Mr. Cunico spoke to the owner of the corner lot, Mr. Naftal, if they needed drainage they could put it on that lot, but they would have to protect his beef cattle from this drainage because he raises organic beef.  This will be a function with the County.  
Mr. Wentink indicated that the County has deemed the application complete.  He also indicated that he hand carried the drainage design to soil conservation at the County last week, however, they did not receive a report from them as of this date.  They do have a septic permit from the County Health Department.  
Mr. Wentink indicated that the front yard setback is approximately 42-43 feet by scale; with the County Dedication it will be 18.9’ to the building and to the existing porch it is approximately 7 or 8 feet on the north side and closer to 10 feet on the south side.  The building is on an angle.  
Mr. Wentink noted that the prior occupant of the building was the fire department and they had their social events in the upstairs of the building.  They feel the use proposed by the applicant is an assembly use and an assembly use is permitted in this zone; this is why they are not applying for a use variance.  They are not changing the existing footprint other than enclosing a stairwell on the east side of building from the lower level up to the first floor.  The applicant is going to enclose this stairwell which will involve and extension of approximately 1 foot.  This is the only extension increasing the footprint of the building. 

Mr. Wentink indicated that there is an existing shed along the southerly property line opposite the garage on Lot 12.  They are proposing to leave the shed which is an existing condition.    They will need a side yard variance for this shed because the side yard setback is 5.1 feet at the present time and the township requires a 20’ setback for accessory structures.
Mr. Wallace indicated that the original deeded property would exceed 50,000 square feet; however with the dedication to the County the applicant will be below 50,000 square as required.  He questioned Mr. Wentink if there was any available property that can be acquired in order to bring the lot back to 50,000 square feet.  Mr. Wentink indicated that there was no available property to increase this property.  He also stated that by removing the old church building it has benefited the neighboring properties because it reduced the impervious coverage and it removed this one activity from the site.  He further stated by using this building as a chapel and religious education is a benefit to the public.  He also feels by removing the old church building it improved the aesthetics to the neighboring 
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St. Thomas The Apostle Church - #08-2006- Preliminary & Final Site Plan & “C” Variance – Block 1102, Lots 1 & 2 cont.:

properties.  They are also attempting to improve the site.  They are working to bring that site in more of conformance with this site to create more of an atmosphere in this section of the township to conform with the village center zone.  Mr. Wentink indicated that there is the Methodist Church on the west side of Layton/Hainesville Road which is opposite of Lot 2.
Mr. Simmons reviewed his report to the board dated July 5, 2006:

The applicant is proposing to rehabilitate and expand the former firehouse, reconfigure the parking area, and add stormwater detention facilities.  The subject property is 1.05 acres and is located in the V-2 Neighborhood Village Zone.  The Applicant is requesting preliminary and final site plan approval to convert the structure to church uses, reconfigure the parking area, and add a stormwater management basin.  Churches are an allowed use in the V-2 Zone.

Based on a review of the plans submitted and an on-site inspection conducted by our office, I offer the following comments:

1. The subject property was recently rezoned to V-2 Neighborhood Village Zone.  The applicant’s engineer utilized the former B Zone data on the site plan in the zoning requirement box.  The plan should be revised to show the V-2 Zone data.  Mr. Wentink indicated that this has been done on the revised plans.  Mr. Simmons agreed.  He stated that the latest plans are dated July 3, 2006 and he noticed on sheet “1” this has been done.
2. The applicant is proposing to rehabilitate the former firehouse building and add an addition to the rear of the building where an open porch exists currently.  The applicant is also proposing to reconfigure the parking area and add a stormwater management system, including a detention/retention basin and five drywells.  The proposed development requires the following variances in the V-2 Zone.

a. Minimum Lot Area:  43,770 square feet is provided; 50,000 square feet is required.  The applicant should confirm that the lot area provided in after the proposed right-of-way dedication to the County.  This was confirmed during Mr. Wentink’s testimony. 
b. Front Yard:  18.9 feet is proposed to the main building and 75 feet is required.  Mr. Simmons indicated that during Mr. Wentink’s testimony the applicant also added this evening that there is approximately 7 feet to the existing porch.
c. Side Yard for Accessory Building:  5+/- feet is proposed; 20 feet is required.

3. The applicant utilized the parking standard for assembly halls and auditoriums, rather than that required for churches.  The requirement is 1 space per 100 square feet of floor area.  The building is proposed to be 4,300 square feet, requiring 43 spaces.  The applicant has proposed 39 parking spaces and 2 handicap accessible spaces for a total of 41 spaces.  A variance for parking is required.  Mr. Wentink agreed.
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St. Thomas The Apostle Church - #08-2006- Preliminary & Final Site Plan & “C” Variance – Block 1102, Lots 1 & 2 cont.:

4. The footcandles to be provided on the lighting plan for review.  A minimum of 0.5 footcandles to be provided.  A copy of the isolux pattern from the lighting manufacturer to be provided.  Mr. Wentink indicated that they will conform to the Ordinance requirements.
5. The applicant is proposing to relocate the existing 2.8 foot by 8 foot sign to the front yard of the building, 2 feet inside of the right-of-way.  Section 150-53 requires the freestanding sign to be a minimum of 5 feet from the right-of-way.  This section also limits the size of any freestanding sign to 0.5 square foot for each foot of front yard setback.  The applicant is proposing an 18.9 foot front yard, allowing for a 9.5 square foot sign.  The proposed sign is 22.4 square feet.  A variance is required.  Mr. Wentink indicated that they are taking the existing sign which says “Sandyston Fire Department”, which when they dedicate will be to a great extent out in the right-of-way; therefore they proposing to take the existing sign and relocate it 2 ½ feet onto the applicant’s property out of the County right-of-way.  
6. Any proposed building-mounted signs or lighting should be provided for review.  Mr. Wentink indicated that there will not be any new signs.  Mr. Cunico indicated that the sign which is existing (The Sandyston Fire Department sign) is the only sign at the present time which they are proposing.  
7. A one-way sign should be provided along the entrance aisle.  Mr. Wentink indicated that the applicant will comply with this request.
8. A note should be added to the plans indicating that all signing and striping shall be in accordance with the M.U.T.C.D. standards.  Mr. Wentink indicated that the applicant will comply with this request.
9. For site plans, Appendix “A” of Sandyston’s Road Acceptance Standards calls for a pavement box of 2” bituminous concrete surface course, 3” bituminous stabilized base, and 4” dense graded aggregate.  The applicant is proposing 2” bituminous concrete surface course and 6” dense graded aggregate, which will require a waiver.  I note that Section 150-19 of the Ordinance calls for 2” bituminous concrete surface course and 6” dense graded aggregate, and is in conflict with Appendix “A”.  Mr. Cunico indicated that the applicant will comply with the 2” of bituminous concrete surface course, 3” bituminous stabilized base, and 4” dense graded aggregate.  Mr. Wentink indicated that the plans will be revised to reflect this change.
10. STORM DRAINAGE

a. The total disturbed area for the site is 0.98 acre, which is less than 1 acre limit that brings the new stormwater regulations into the design for a major development, and therefore are not required.

b. The applicant is proposing five (5) dry wells to help mitigate the runoff from the two existing buildings.  Soil logs to be taken in these locations to confirm any groundwater condition, and be approved by the County Health Department.
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St. Thomas The Apostle Church - #08-2006- Preliminary & Final Site Plan & “C” Variance – Block 1102, Lots 1 & 2 cont.:

c. The plan shows depressed curb along part of the northeasterly side of the parking lot, to allow sheet flow into the detention basin.  I have concern about winter conditions when snow and ice will be plowed along the edge of pavement, preventing runoff from reaching the basin.  A flat grate snow inlet at the northeasterly corner of the parking lot should be constructed and discharge into the basin to address this condition.  Mr. Wentink indicated that he has concerns about a submerged outlet.  
d. Detailed grades are needed around the perimeter of the northerly island in the parking lot.  My concern is water being trapped on the westerly side of the median where it meets the northerly island.  If grading cannot solve the ponding issue, than an additional inlet piped to the basin may be needed.  Mr. Wentink indicated that they have put in a drop curve just before that northerly island because they were also concerned about this issue.  He further stated that the water would get trapped on the westerly side of that island, so they put a drop curb through this island that would separate these 2 parking isle so that water would flow through that into the detention basin.  Mr. Simmons agreed.
e. There is no outlet structure provided for the detention basin.  Any stormwater that does leave the basin will flow overland to the northeast, and then down the southerly gutter line of Degroat Road.  Since this is a County roadway, the acceptability of this design to be addressed with the County.  Mr. Wentink indicated that in the 2 year storm he calculated that 2 year storm will be contained in that basin.  There will be in no outflow in the 2 year storm.  There will be the required reduction in the 50 and 100 year storm.  He agrees this is a County issue.  Mr. Wentink further stated that this plan as proposed will meet the County increase the amount of water that runs over land now into Lot 3 because of the way they are grading it with the septic system and the detention basin will decrease the drainage.  With regard to the owners of Lot 3, they will pay specific attention to the grading at the northeast corner of the lot so that they will reduce or eliminate the water going into their lot. 
11. Approvals will be needed from the following:

a. Sussex County Planning Board – Site Plan.  Mr. Wentink indicated that this meeting will be in September.
b. Sussex County Health Department – Septic System and well.  Mr. Wentink indicated that the applicant’s have obtained a permit for the septic system.  He also stated that they are using the existing well which is immediately to the north of the porch on the building.
c. Sussex County Soil Conservation District – Soil erosion and sediment control plan.  The plan has been submitted and an approval has not been received as of this date.
d. Sandyston Township Construction Official.  Mr. Wentink indicted that this will be obtained after approval from this board.
e. Sandyston Township Fire Sub-code Official.  Mr. Wentink indicated that this will be obtained after approval from this board.
Mr. Simmons indicated that the one issue that is an item for discussion with the County is the outlet of the drainage.  There are a couple of different ways to handle this drainage.  
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He agrees with Mr. Wentink that by intercepting the stormwater in the basin, more 

stormwater is intercepted now than it is under the present condition.  He still feels that the snow removal, when the applicant plows along the curb line, they will plow up.  He feels that a small grade should be done just to get the water into the basin.  Mr. Wentink indicated that on the plan where the drop curb is, they are proposing a guide rail along this area so that people will not inadvertently drive into the depressed area.  
Mr. Ibsen questioned the applicant how much use is this building going to have for traffic purposes for the neighbors.  Mr. Cunico indicated that whenever religious education is in session for approximately 2 hours.  At the present time, this will be a combined use by St. James and St. Thomas which will be once a week for each parish and once a week for the high school/middle school students.  The children will be transported by their parents.  They are proposing to have daily mass on the first floor.  
Mr. Harper questioned what the methodology for the dropped curb was, when the township does require curbing.  Mr. Simmons indicated that the applicants are proposing curbing.  The problem is there is no storm drainage piping and the applicant wants to tie into Degroat Road.  The problem is with the outlet structure if the retention basin fills up and overflows in the larger storms.  With what they are proposing now in basically the section that says begin dropped curb and end dropped curb, during the normal rainfall in the warmer temperatures, what will happen is the water will sheet flow into the parking lot all the way up to the right hand corner and basically just go over the curb and over the grass into the basin.  He feels this is not a problem.  Mr. Simmons indicated that he is concerned about in the winter time when someone comes in and plows, they will plow along the curb and they will only be able to plow up to the guide rail that is proposing to be installed so that someone does not drive into the basin.  What he has seen in certain cases is the snow that packs up into the bottom rail of the flush curb, in the cold weather becomes a frozen ice curb.  Since that is the low area of the parking lot, and when you get that quick freeze/thaw from the day to the night, that water that goes up into that corner could freeze up into a skid of ice and someone could park there and get out and slip and fall.  Mr. Harper questioned what the applicant’s plan is to avoid this situation.  Mr. Wentink indicated that they could move the guide rail back a few feet towards the basin.  Mr. Simmons indicated that the applicant’s should install a flat “a” type inlet.  Mr. Wentink indicated that this is reasonable and he will work with Mr. Simmons to resolve this situation.  
Mr. Harper questioned how they will deal with the pedestrian flow since it will mostly be children.  Are they going to be walking through the parking lot?    Mr. Cunico indicated that the occupancy load in this building was 75 people.  Mr. Cunico also stated that the down stairs area will be a chapel and an area for the older children with the youth group.  Mr. Utter indicated that the problem he sees is the 2 handicapped parking spaces at this entrance.  There is no flow that continues around the building.  Mr. Wentink indicated that the entrance will be on the east side of the building. Mr. Cunico indicated that there will be 2 entrances to the first floor.  There is the existing entrance that used to service the fire department bays, which will remain.  There is also a door through the stairwell addition that is proposed to the first floor and also the stairs that goes to the second floor.  On the second floor there is handicapped accessibility.  Mr. Wentink indicated that the handicapped parking space on the north side of the building will serve the people using the lower portion of the facility.  The handicapped space on the south side of the building by the entrance driveway, there is a handicapped ramp there.  This is to serve the people going to the upper portion of the facility.  Mr. Utter feels this handicapped parking spot accessing the first floor is conflicting with the pedestrian flow.  A lengthy discussion was held with regard to the handicapped parking spaces.  Mr. Wentink indicated that they 
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could remove the handicapped space in the front and put it on the west side and use 2 spaces by the island.  However, they would need a variance because they would be short 6 parking spaces as required by ordinance.  Mr. Utter suggested making one of the handicapped parking spaces a parallel parking space.  Mr. Wentink indicated that he does not like to make parallel parking spaces for the reason of the maneuvering in and out of the space.  
This matter was opened to the public.  

Pete Pomory appeared before the board (Lot 3).  He was concerned with Layton/Hainesville Road (County Route 645).  He indicated that there is a lot of storm drainage that runs along this road towards Degroat Road.  When it reaches the first driveway on the southwest, it flows into the parking lot.  He wanted to know if the driveway will be raised to eliminate this by building a berm.  Mr. Wentink indicated that this was the applicant’s intent.  Mr. Pomory was concerned with the drainage into his property.  Mr. Wentink indicated that they will not be draining onto his property.    Mr. Pomory indicated that he was concerned with the grade of the parking lot and that it would wash out onto his property.
There being no further public participation, this matter was closed to the public.  

A Motion was made by Mr. Harper and seconded by Mr. Ibsen to approve the Preliminary and Final Site Plan with the following conditions: Moving of the island and the Handicapped spot with a waiver for the parking and the “C” variances listed in Mr. Simmon’s report and moving the berm and detention basin be brought up to elevation 636 on the easterly side as shown on the map.  Roll Call:  Mr. Harper:  yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.
Mr. Cunico requested a waiver of the reading of the Resolution in order to obtain a building permit.  Mr. Gavan indicated that the only problem with this matter is that the maps must be revised and approved by the board engineer.
Mr. Cunico returned to the meeting.
Frank Lorenz – #09/2006 – Minor Subdivision – Block 1103, Lot 3.01:

It was noted that Mr. Lorenz needed a variance for lot frontage and he will appear at the next meeting for the public hearing after he has noticed the surrounding owners and the newspaper.

CONCEPT APPLICATIONS

Custom Craft Homes - #10/2006 – Concept Application – Block 702, Lot 12:

It was noted that the applicant’s did not pay the escrow fees required and will appear at the next regular meeting of the Planning Board.
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EXTENSIONS

Butternut Farms - #1/2005 – Minor Subdivision – Block 1105, Lot 7.22:

A letter was received from the applicant requesting a 6 month extension to file the subdivision deeds in connection with this application in order for him to resolve issues with the DOT. 

A Motion was made by Mr. Harper and seconded by Mr. Cherepy to extend the time to file the deeds for this subdivision for 6 months.  Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Cunico, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.
OTHER BUSINESS:
Zoning Review:

It was noted that workshop meetings should be set for the following dates:  September 18, 2006, October 16, 2006, November 13, 2006 and December 18, 2006 at 7:00 p.m.  Mr. Gavan indicated that the meetings should be advertised for 6:00 p.m. for a work session.
Outdoor Display of Merchandise for Business:

This matter was carried to the workshop meetings of the Planning Board.
ADJOURNMENT:

As there was no further business before the Board, a Motion was made by Mr. Pinzone and seconded by Mr. Harper to adjourn the meeting.  All were in favor.  The meeting was adjourned.







Respectfully submitted,







Sharon M. Yarosz







Secretary
