MINUTES
SANDYSTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING BOARD

JULY 7, 2007
This meeting has been duly advertised and meets all requirements of the Open Public Meetings Act.

Present:  George Harper, Jr.

Absent:
John DeJager

   Lou Cherepy




Bill Leppert

   Ed Ibsen




Marc Cunico

   Mike Milligan



Ron Green


   Erma Gormley

   Joe Pinzone


   Keith Utter
Also present was Nicholas C. DeMattheis, Esq., on behalf of the board attorney, and David Simmons, Jr., the board engineer.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
A Motion was made by Mr. Harper and seconded by Mrs. Gormley to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of June 4, 2007.  All were in favor, except Mike Milligan, who abstained.  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
Invoice # 44807    05/31/07





(Vesper Subdivision)

$  149.50
Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44809     05/31/07





(Hook Subdivision)

$  841.50
Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44808     05/31/07





(Master Plan)


$  119.60
McGivney & Kluger, P.C.
Invoice #13003  06/15/07





(General Administration)
$  392.00
Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.

CORRESPONDENCE:

The following correspondence was reviewed and no formal action was taken:
1. Letter from William Haggerty dated May 31, 2007 regarding Brackney Subdivision.  The board requested that Mr. Gavan review this letter and respond to it; and
2. Letter from COAH dated June 7, 2007 approving the Sandyston Township Development Fee Ordinance; and

3. Letter from New Jersey League of Municipalities dated June 19, 2007 regarding NJDEP New Water Quality Management Planning Rules; and

4. The May/June 2007 New Jersey Planner.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS CARRIED FROM PREVIOUS MEETING:
David Hook – Preliminary Major Subdivision – Block 1203, Lots 12 & 14 - #05/2007:

Appearing before the board was Jason Dunn, the applicant’s planner, Owen Dykstra, the applicant’s engineer and the applicant, David Hook.  Mr. Dunn, Mr. Dykstra and Mr. Hook were sworn in by the board attorney.  Mr. Dunn and Mr. Dykstra gave their qualifications to the board and were accepted as experts.

Mr. Dunn indicated that they were before the board this evening to give an overview of the application.  He referred to Mr. Simmons’ report dated June 4, 2007 which has some design changes that need to happen with this project, some of which are minor in nature.  They are here this evening to obtain some feed back from the board and the public before the changes were made.
Mr. Dunn reviewed the proposed subdivision application.  He indicated that this was a 19 Lot Major Subdivision on Block 1203 on Lots 13 & 14.  This would require a 3000 foot cul-de-sac road.  He indicated that the lots are in compliance with all the ordinances of Sandyston Township and RSIS.  The property is located on Route 560 on the northbound side.  He noted that the project has been designed with the New Jersey State Standards with the exception of the sidewalks. He indicated that the project requires sidewalks on one side because it is less than 2 ½ miles from the Sandyston Township School.  He also stated that this lot is located in two zones.  The rear of the property is in the “D” Zone which requires 80,000 square foot of lot area and the front of the property is in the “B” Zone which requires 60,000 square foot of lot area, which the applicant has complied with.  Each of the lots comply with the lot frontage, width and depth.  He indicated that the applicant has no wetlands pursuant to the NJ DEP LOI.  He stated that the subdivision was designed to fit with Sandyston Township’s rural character.  

Mr. Dunn indicated he would like the board’s comments regarding the engineer’s report, specifically the need for sidewalks, road width, the test wells and also guiderails.  He indicated that the applicant is not proposing any sidewalks, however, there are RSIS standards that require the applicant have sidewalks on at least one side of the road.  He indicated that the road width that they are proposing is 20’ wide with asphalt and curbing on each side for the majority of the tract.  However, there is a portion of the project were the topography is flatter, they are proposing no curb.  The township engineer’s report does state that according to the township ordinances curbing is required throughout the entire tract.  He also noted that after preparing the application he was made aware that there is a test well ordinance and an environmental ordinance.
Mr. Dykstra explained to the board that they generally design a wider road.  However, under the stormwater standards they require you minimize the width of the street in these rural developments and under RSIS requirements, the minimum road width is 20’.  However, being so close to the school, they do require sidewalks.  They would like to discuss with the board the possibility of making the road wider instead of installing sidewalks.  He further referred to the board engineer’s report, which most of the comments of the report could go away by widening the roadway and providing curbs along the entire roadway.  However, they would like comments from the board as to the width of the road and right-of-way width before they re-design the plans.

Mr. Simmons’ referred to Sheet #3 of the applicant’s plans.  He indicated that what the applicant has done is proposed a cul-de-sac street with 19 lots on it.  The first thing he noted, and he discussed it with the applicant, is that the normal right-of-way with the street is 50’.  He noted with the 20’ wide road, swales and not curbing the whole thing, they basically show on this plan a right-of-way width of 40’.  
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PUBLIC HEARINGS CARRIED FROM PREVIOUS MEETING CONT.:

David Hook – Preliminary Major Subdivision – Block 1203, Lots 12 & 14 - #05/2007 cont.:

Mr. Simmons referred to sheet #4 of the applicant’s plans.  He indicated that because of the right-of-way width of 40’ they basically propose parallel and concentric additional easements for storm drainage and swales.  Based on his experience, normally for this type of situation, it has a minimum of 50’ wide right-of-way and a 28’ road with curbing on both sides.  The reason he brings this up if the applicant widens the roadway in the right-of-way, this brings out greater design possibilities as far as storm water, collecting that water, not encroaching onto the private lots with additional easements.  The first issue the board has to deal with is the right-of-way width, road width and curbing.  He suggest the 50’ wide right-of-way, which is the standard right-of-way, then they can get the wider paving, the curbing to control all the storm water, and issues such as cross drains and swales under driveways.  

Mr. Simmons’ indicated that the second issue is that the applicant’s property is 1 ½ miles away from the school.  He noted that under RSIS technically they are required to put in sidewalks.  The applicant is appearing before the board this evening to discuss if the board is going to require sidewalks before re-designing the plan because this will affect the cross section of the road and drainage.  

Mr. Simmons’ indicated that the third issue is the drainage.  He noted that the property slopes from the cul-de-sac on the end down towards County Route 560.  Basically all the stormwater is coming from the backend of the subdivision down to the County Road.  In order to accommodate this storm drainage, the applicant is basically proposing 3 different basins; some of which are infiltration basins which make the surface water basically percolate back into the ground for recharge and the others are just basically detention basins.  Ultimately the drainage ends up on the County Road and must be approved by the County.  He indicated in his report that he did bring up some concerns the way it was divided up and analyzed where it basically ends up in two different distinct locations on the County Road.  His concern was that there was ultimately enough storm water mitigation that it did not cause adverse impacts to the neighbors down below on the opposite side of County Route 560.  

Mr. Dykstra indicated that they did meet with the County on this project and they are working through the details that they are looking for as far as the County Road is concerned and how they tie in.

Mr. Simmons’ indicated that as a side note on the drainage, the township must discuss the ownership and maintenance responsibilities of these detention and water quality basins.  Basically his understanding under RSIS standards is that there are two choices; either the municipality can accept and be responsible for the maintenance of the basins and the infustructure or a homeowners association is formed to take care of them.
Mr. Simmons’ referred Sheet #3 of the plans.  He indicated by proposed Lot 14.06, the applicant’s have a curve that goes around the northwesterly side of this lot which has an angle greater than 90 degrees.  His concern is the site distance coming out of the driveway of Lot 14.06 as well as vehicles going around this corner.  He indicated that the applicant has agreed to review this area.  

Mr. Simmons’ indicated that he discussed the guiderail issues with applicant.  He further stated if the applicant widens the road, a lot of these issues will go away because the design will basically change.  

Mr. Simmons’ was concerned as to where all the underground utilities will be placed.  He indicated that the way the subdivision was set up right now, he mentioned earlier that 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS CARRIED FROM PREVIOUS MEETING CONT.:

David Hook – Preliminary Major Subdivision – Block 1203, Lots 12 & 14 - #05/2007 Cont.:

there had to be various parallel and concentric drainage easements on each side of the road  in order to accommodate what normally was within the 50’ wide right-of-way, but because that situation existed there may or may not be room for some additional easements under this configuration to put some additional easements.  This was another reason for making the road way wider so they had more room to work with the infustructure that will service the development.   
Mr. Simmons referred again to Sheet #3 of the plan to lots 14.18 and 14.19 where the existing building is located.  The applicant has requested some consideration that the owner of the property has a desire to maintain this existing dwelling short term until such time as his dwelling will be built in the subdivision.  This may have to be a deed restrictions that there can not be a separate ownership of these 2 lots until the existing house is raised or the subdivision will have to be done in phases.   Mr. Simmons’ indicated that this is a legal question.
Mr. Simmons indicated that he did discuss with the applicant the well testing ordinance and the environmental constraints ordinance that was recently adopted by the township which the applicant’s engineer is working on.
A lengthy discussion was held with regard to the lots 14.18 and 14.19 with the existing dwelling and the request of the applicant. Mr. Harper indicated that this could be taken care of in the Developer’s Agreement.  Mr. Utter indicated that if it is taken care of in the developer’s agreement or phases, it would have to be noted a number of houses to be built before the removal of the existing house.  This would have to be completed before any more permits are issued for the rest of the development.

Mr. Harper indicated that he feels the road width should be 28’ and the 50’ right-of-way based on emergency vehicle access.  He also indicated that he would like to see a homeowner’s association for the drainage systems and not burden the township.  

Mr. DeMattheis indicated that there are some conservation easements with regard to the stonewall proposed.   Mr. Harper indicated that he would also like to see the homeowner’s association take care of them also.  

Mr. Simmons’ indicated that with regard to the basins, the applicant has to provide for some additional grading to provide for access for maintenance.  He also noted that on the southwesterly corner of the property it is owned by the State Park and depending on how the drainage is configured, it may or may not require some easements from the State of New Jersey.  

Mr. Harper referred to the well testing ordinance.  He indicated that every time this board reviews a subdivision, the water for wells is a big issue.  He indicated that this information should be brought out sooner rather than later.  He feels the public should be advised of this issue during testimony.  

Mr. Cherepy referred to the EIS report.  He also stated that the LOI does indicate that there are no wetlands on the property; however, there may be a vernal pool on the property, which is not a wetland, and has a different set of rules.  He further stated if the property is in the Highlands Province, the setback for a vernal pool is 1000 feet.  He requested that the applicant review this.  
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PUBLIC HEARINGS CARRIED FROM PREVIOUS MEETING CONT.:

David Hook – Preliminary Major Subdivision – Block 1203, Lots 12 & 14 - #05/2007 Cont.:

Mr. Cherepy indicated that when this board approves a flag lot, they normally require that the stem of the flag go all the way to the rear of the lot so that at some point in the future if the lots in the rear are developed, the road could be run, if needed, down the stem of that flag.  This property adjoins a large piece of state property.  Although it is state property, it is not encumbered by the Greenacres rules and regulations and it could be sold.  He feels this cul-de-sac should be run to back of the property line.  However, he feels at this time, it does not need to be paved, but the easement should run from the end of the cul-de-sac to the end of the property.  Mr. Utter agreed with Mr. Cherepy.  Mr. Cherepy also mentioned that owners of the lots in this subdivision should have easements to the state land. He also indicated that there are drums on the site that need to be cleaned up and addressed.  He further mentioned that in the EIS Statement it stated that this project is in keeping with the Sussex County Strategic Growth Plan.  He indicated that in the County Plan it states that any development that surrounds farmland, that there will be a buffer between the existing farmland and the development.  He questioned the applicant if any of the surrounding property is farmland assessed and how they plan to deal with the buffer requirement.  Mr. Dykstra indicated that they will research this.

Mr. Dykstra questioned the boards feeling on the sidewalks which will go to the County Road.  He does not feel that sidewalks are appropriate in this type of development.  Mr. Utter questioned if this is an RSIS requirement, what choice does the board have?  Mr. Simmons’ indicated that if the board decides that they do not want sidewalks, the applicant may have to get approval from the Department of Community Affairs for a waiver for this issue.  Mr. Simmons’ indicated that at the intersection of Route 560 and this development, he questioned on a 20’ wide right of way when people are waiting for a school bus where is everyone going to park and turn around.  This was another concern of his and why he suggested a wider road.  He also suggested that on proposed lots 14.19 and 14.01 there could be widened out for some cars to park.  Mr. Dykstra indicated that if they go to a 28’ wide road, he feels this should be wide enough.  Mr. Ibsen indicated that there should be a turn around at the entrance location.  
Mr. Milligan indicated that the bus will not go through this development to pick up the children, it will be picking up at the County Road.  Therefore, he feels there should be sidewalks with this winding road proposed for the safety of the children walking to the bus stop.  Mr. Cherepy agreed with Mr. Milligan.
Mr. Ibsen questioned if Mr. Simmons reviewed this application with the County based on their report.  Mr. Simmons indicated that most of the County issues dealt with drainage.  Mr. Dykstra indicated that they are working with the County on their issues at the present time. 

A discussion was held with regard to the existing house and garage.  It was agreed that it would be in the developer’s agreement that when the project is finished both the existing house and garage will need to be removed.

This matter was opened to the public.  

Joanne Williamson appeared before the board.  She indicated that as a member of the school board, she feels there should be sidewalks for the safety of the children.  She was also concerned about the groundwater and drainage.  

Steve Williamson appeared before the board.  He was concerned with the drainage also.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS CARRIED FROM PREVIOUS MEETING CONT.:

David Hook – Preliminary Major Subdivision – Block 1203, Lots 12 & 14 - #05/2007 Cont.:

Russell Hotalen appeared before the board.  He questioned if the existing driveway was going to be removed.  Mr. Hook indicated that this will be removed and the new road will be to the left of the existing garage.  He was also concerned with the drainage onto his property.

Robert Southway appeared before the board.  He was concerned that a 20’ road was too narrow and he agreed that sidewalks should be required.

This matter was closed to the public.

A Motion was made by Mr. Harper and seconded by Mr. Pinzone to carry this application to the September 10, 2007 Planning Board Meeting without further notice.  Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.

CONCEPT APPLICATION

Central NJ Council – Boy Scouts of America – Concept Application - Block 1501, Lot 6:

Appearing on behalf of the applicant was Mark Mullen and Robert Clark, Program Directors.   

Mr. Mullen indicated that there are several items that they are proposing to do.  The first is to put in a pavilion to accommodate their summer handcraft program, one end of which is enclosed and at this point they are not looking to put in electricity.  The next item is 3 cabins for sleeping facilities for the cook, program director and aquatic staff.  The board may consider these cabins as sheds.  The 2 smaller cabins, which are 12’ x 16’, they will put on stone beds.  The larger cabin, which is a 12’ x 22’, they will put in sona tube piers, which is the recommendation by the construction official.  He indicated that they are a green acres property.  He submitted to the board a copy of a map showing the location of the structures on the property.  He indicated that this is not a map of the entire property, just the portion with structures.  He further stated that most of the structures are condensed into a very central area of the camp, as per green acres requirement that they not develop more than 20% of the land.  He stated that all of the new structures are in the all ready developed area and they are not going into an undeveloped area of the property.  Mr. Cherepy indicated that the green acres development is 10% of the property, not 20% as indicated by Mr. Mullen.  Mr. Mullen is reviewing this information with Green Acres as to how much of the property has already been developed and if they are at 10% of development.
Mr. Utter indicated that the 3 smaller buildings can fall under the minor site plan ordinance just recently passed by the board.  He further indicated, however, that the pavilion would have to go through site plan before the board.  He noted to the applicant that if the 3 smaller buildings were converted into dormitories, they would have to appear before the board.
Mr. Mullen indicated that they have already contacted the County Soil Conservation District and they have given them a waiver for this project.

Mr. Utter appointed the following members to the minor site plan review committee:  Mr. Utter, Mr. Harper, Mr. Milligan and Mr. Cherepy.
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OTHER BUSINESS:
Master Plan Update:
Mr. Cherepy indicated that he had nothing to present to the board this evening.  Mr. Simmons indicated that he is reviewing the information he received from Mr. Cherepy and will be ready for the next regular meeting of the Planning Board.
Residential Zone – Contiguous/Unconstrained Land Ordinance Revision (45 Day Review):

The board had no objection to the revisions presented by the Township Committee, a copy of the proposed Ordinance is attached hereto and made a part hereof.  
Code Enforcement Report:

The Code Enforcement Report from January through June, 2007 was reviewed.  No formal action was taken.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:

The meeting was opened to the public.
Appearing before the board was Robert Southway.  He indicated that when he filed his deed for his subdivision, it did not close out.  His attorney indicated that a corrective deed had to be filed.  Mr. Utter indicated that this does not require action from the board.  He questioned the board if it was necessary to obtain a soil erosion permit from the soil conservation district.  The board indicated that they did not have jurisdiction over this.
There being no further public participation, this meeting was closed to the public.

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
