MINUTES
SANDYSTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING BOARD

MARCH 5, 2007
This meeting has been duly advertised and meets all requirements of the Open Public Meetings Act.

Present:  George Harper, Jr.

Absent:
None
               John DeJager
               Bill Leppert


   Lou Cherepy




               Marc Cunico

   Ron Green

   Ed Ibsen

   Mike Milligan

   Erma Gormley

   Joe Pinzone

   Keith Utter
Also present was Glenn Gavan, Esq., the board attorney, and David Simmons, Jr., the board engineer.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
A Motion was made by Mr. Cunico and seconded by Mr. Pinzone to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of February 5, 2007.  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:

Delaware Valley Assoc.
Zoning Map Revisions
$2,000.00
Bowens Blue Line, LLC
Printing of Zoning Maps





(15 Copies)


$   208.95

Gann Law Books

2007 Edition NJ Zoning





& Land Use


$     94.00

Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Cunico, yes; Mr. Green, 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 NJDEP dated 2/14/07 regarding Progress of Permit applications on Web Site; and
2. Letter from NJDEP dated 2/21/07 regarding Block 401, Lots 4.01 & 4.03; and

3. Letter from Rutgers University dated 2/23/07 regarding Planning and Zoning in New Jersey Manual; and
4. Invitation from Sussex County Economic Development Partnership for a seminar on March 14, 2007 to discuss The Strategic Growth Plan, grants available and identification of services available to assist Sussex County Municipal Governments.
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RESOLUTIONS:

Butternut Farms – Minor Subdivision Extension- #1/2005 – Block 1105, Lot 7.02:

The Resolution was reviewed.  A Motion was made by Mr. Pinzone and seconded by Mr. Cunico to approve the Resolution for an Extension of a Minor Subdivision application.  Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Cunico, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.
EXTENSIONS:

Paul & Suzanne Fodor – Minor Subdivision Extension – Block 1105, Lot 12 - #04/2006:
A request was made from the applicant requesting a 60 day extension of time to file the deeds in connection with this subdivision due to corrections that need to be made to the subdivision map and review must be completed by the board engineer.  The deeds are to be filed by March 16, 2007.

A Motion was made by Mr. Cunico and seconded by Mr. Ibsen to approve the 60 day extension from March 16, 2007 to file the deeds in connection with this subdivision.  Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Cunico, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Patricia & John Zatorski – Preliminary Site Plan & Conditional Use – Block 1103, Lot 1.01 - #1/2007:

Mr. Harper, Mr. Leppert and Mr. Cunico stepped down from this application.

Appearing before the board was the applicants, Patricia and John Zatorski, and their planner, Wayne McCabe. Mr. McCabe gave his qualifications to the board.  The board accepted Mr. McCabe as an expert witness.  Mr. McCabe, Patricia Zatorski and John Zatorski were sworn in by the board attorney.

Mr. McCabe indicated that the application before the board pertains to Block 1103, Lot 1.01 which is 2 parcels away from the Municipal Building, to the southwest on the other side of the Church property.  The applicant’s are proposing to have an addition constructed onto their building so as to provide a facility for a spa facility that will be run by Mrs. Zatorski.  He further indicated that this is a permitted conditional use according to the Ordinance.  The Ordinance also calls for a site plan to be submitted to the board for review, which is what the applicant’s has done.  
Mr. McCabe reviewed the plans submitted by his firm for the applicant.  On sheet 2 is a survey, sheet 3 has the proposed site improvements, sheet 4 is the soil erosion plan, and sheets 5 and 6 has construction details and notes.  
Mr. McCabe noted that essentially what the applicant would like to do is construct an addition on the back, right corner of the existing building.  The architectural plans have been submitted which show the layout and the elevations of the proposed addition and conversion.  Also they are proposing a deck with a handicapped ramp, a set of stairs leading to the site with an access at the north end of the building which is where the porch has been constructed.  There is also an associated parking lot to the north side of the building that has 11 spaces, 10 of which are regular spaces and 1 handicapped space.  The handicapped space is located to the right hand side of the walkway leading up to the 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS CONT.

Patricia & John Zatorski – Preliminary Site Plan & Conditional Use – Block 1103, Lot 1.01 - #1/2007 cont.:

handicapped access ramp.  Along this they have also incorporated the driveway coming off of the County Road.  After discussion with the board engineer and the Assistant County Engineer, John Risko, he has designed a sub surface area for dry wells so that the storm water as it comes down on the impervious coverage will be intercepted by 2 “B” inlets located at the very end of the driveway just before the curb radius and this will be directed into the underground drywell complex.  It has been sized in such a manner to actually have a reduction in the amount of storm water being generated off of the property onto the County Road. 
Mr. McCabe further indicated that there has been some landscaping to provide an additional buffer from the parking lot area and the Church property.  They have also provided landscaping across the front to help provide some sort of a visual buffer from the parking lot and the road, itself.
Mr. McCabe indicated that there are other associated improvements with this application which include signage and site lighting.  He indicted that the signage in the front of the property and lighting for the parking lot area proposed for this property conform to the Ordinance.  

Mr. McCabe indicated that the house will continue to remain in the ownership of the applicant.  They will continue to reside there as they do now, except that they will be using a part of the building, the one story addition to the rear, as their business.  

Mr. Gavan questioned Mr. McCabe if it was his testimony that the conditional use meets all the required conditions.  Mr. McCabe indicated that this was true.

Mr. Simmons reviewed his report dated February 28, 2007:

The applicant is proposing to add a one-story addition to the existing single-family dwelling on the subject property and utilize the structure as a single-family dwelling and beauty salon as a conditional use.

In order to support the proposed beauty salon, the applicant is proposing to construct an 11-space parking lot, site lighting, handicap ramp, landscaping and storm drainage.

Based on a review of the plans submitted and an on-site inspection, I have the following comments:

1.  The plans and documents reviewed include the following:


a. Site Plan by Wayne T. McCabe & Associates, Inc. consisting of 6 pages


b. Architectural Plans prepared by Matthew Smetana, R.A. consisting of 2 pages

2.  The subject property is located in the V-2 (Village) Zone.  The subject property meets all of the zoning requirements with the exception of the following:  

Accessory Building Side Yard required setback is 20’ Min., the provided/proposed setback for the existing shed and garage are 19.1’.  Mr. Simmons indicated that this is an existing condition and the proposed parking lot and beauty parlor are not affected by this.
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Patricia & John Zatorski – Preliminary Site Plan & Conditional Use – Block 1103, Lot 1.01 - #1/2007 cont.:

3.  Site Plan:

a. Parking calculations to be provided to confirm the number of parking spaces required.  Mr. McCabe testified that there will 10 regular parking spaces and 1 handicapped parking space.  The owners of the property will be parking on the south side of the house where they currently park for their personal use.  They estimate 4 employees and 6 to 7 clients maximum, which are by appointments.  Mr. Cherepy questioned if there will be walk-ins allowed. Mrs. Zatorski indicated that this will be by appointment only.  Walk-ins will be allowed to come in to make an appointment.  
b. I note that on Sheet 2 there is a stream and swamp area shown in the westerly portion of the subject property.  This area is several hundred feet from the proposed site improvements.

The applicant’s professionals should advise the board of any wetlands in close proximity to the proposed improvements.  Mr. McCabe indicated that the addition is 600’ away from any wetlands.  Mr. McCabe indicated that this measurement was taken before there was any snow on the ground.  
c. The parking lot access aisle from the parking lot to Route 645 is curbed.  However, the parking spaces themselves are not curbed.  Instead, concrete bumper blocks have been provided.  Mr. McCabe indicated that they felt the less curbing the better because as it is coming in now, they have some small amount of water shedding off onto the grass.  The vast storm water coming down here will shed down on the concrete will be caught by the curbing they have set up and then caught by the two “B” inlets as he mentioned in his opening remarks.  
d. The plan calls for concrete curb.  Given the residential component of the site plan, the Applicant may want to consider using granite block curb.  Mr. McCabe indicated that the County normally requires concrete off of a County Road.  They applicant’s will be willing to make the transition off the County Right of Way into the site with granite block.  Mr. Simmons felt that this will be a board decision given the fact this is the Village Center area.  
e. Striping and signage for the handicap parking to be shown.  Mr. McCabe indicated he will provide this.

f. There is no area specified for solid waste disposal, with associated screening.  Mr. McCabe indicated that the garbage will be stored inside their garage until pick up day and then brought to the curb as they currently do.

4. Lighting:

a. Four parking lot lights have been shown, but no isolux diagram provided.  Mr. McCabe indicted that he will provide this information.
b. It is not clear if there are any additional building-mounted lights proposed, and their impact on the site lighting.  Mr. McCabe indicated that he will provide the isolux lighting to Mr. Simmons’ for review.  They are proposing 5 units for deck, stairs and ramp with low level lighting.
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Patricia & John Zatorski – Preliminary Site Plan & Conditional Use – Block 1103, Lot 1.01 - #1/2007 cont.:

c. It is not clear from the detail if the 175 watt parking lot lights are proposed to be high pressure sodium or metal halide.  Mr. McCabe indicated that they will be high pressure sodium.
d. The light fixture height on the poles is not specified; nor are any of the pole heights checked on the construction detail.  Mr. McCabe indicated that the pole heights are 10’ 2” poles.

e. The hours that the parking lot lights are lit and method of control is to be specified.  Mrs. Zatorski indicated that the hours of operation will be Monday through Saturday.  Mondays from 9-6; Tuesday through Friday from 9-8; and Saturday from 9-3.  They will be closed on Sundays.  The lights will be on ½ hour after closing to allow the staff to clean up and leave.  The lights will be controlled by a timing unit.  There is only one motion detector light on the garage.  No others are proposed.

5.  Storm Drainage:

a. The plan shows nine proposed dry wells being constructed under the proposed driveway to help mitigate the increase in runoff due to the construction of the parking lot.

b. Storm drainage calculations are needed to evaluate the proposed drainage design.

c. The dry well plan is shown schematically, and additional details/sections/grades are needed to fully evaluate the proposed design.

d. The following items must be addressed:

i. Soil logs are needed in the proposed seepage pit area to evaluate the site for groundwater disposal.

ii. The minimum cover over the proposed pipe should be 1.5 feet.  There is only approximately 1.1 feet of cover at the northerly type “B” inlet.

iii. A connection detail is needed between the 12” N-12 pipe and the dry wells.

iv. Typical sections are needed through the dry well area to show how the dry wells are to be constructed (i.e., with surrounding stone).

v. Grades are needed for all the dry wells.

vi. Complete storm drainage calculations are required.

vii. The covers for some of the dry wells will be under the curb line and not be accessible for maintenance.

viii. A written maintenance plan for the storm drainage system to be provided.
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Patricia & John Zatorski – Preliminary Site Plan & Conditional Use – Block 1103, Lot 1.01 - #1/2007 cont.:

Mr. Simmons indicated that items a-e are detailed comments.  He noted that Mr. McCabe has shown on sheet 3 of the site plan 9 drywells on the parking area and they are catching all the water at the right-of-way line that comes down the driveway into 2 inlets and discharging it into the drywells.  The comments on item 5a-5d call for more details on the drainage.  Mr. McCabe indicated that he will provide this information.  Mr. McCabe questioned Mr. Simmons about the maintenance plan on the storm water system.  Mr. Simmons indicated that this is the storm water regulations, which he is looking to have a maintenance plan for the applicant’s so that they know once every six months or 1 year, whatever it might be, they have to pop the covers and check for debris accumulation to see if they have to be pumped out and cleaned by people who are qualified.  
6.  Utilities – Written verification to be obtained from the County Health Department that the existing well and septic system on the subject property are adequate for the proposed use, or upgrades to be provided and be approved by the County.  Mr. McCabe indicated that they could not obtain this from the County Health Department until they had an approval from the Township.  He further indicted that they will supply this information if they receive an approval this evening.  Mr. Simmons indicated that this can be a condition of approval.  Mr. Simmons questioned the applicant if she is aware of any chemicals that may not be allowed to be discharged into a septic system.  Mrs. Zatorski indicated that there is nothing she is aware of.  Mr. Simmons would like confirmation from the County Health Department on this.
7.  Architectural plans:

a. The applicant has already done some work on the exterior of the existing dwelling.  The applicant to update the board on the status of the exterior work and how it compares to the elevation views provided.  Mr. McCabe indicated that there is no deviation to the work already constructed to the plans submitted.

b. The plans call for additional HVAC equipment in the attic.  The applicant to indicate if there will be an HVAC equipment on the roof exterior or on pad mounts.  The location of any pad-mounted HVAC units to be shown on the site plan.  Mr. McCabe indicated they plan to install the HVAC unit by the stairs which will be surrounded by plantings or a wood fence.  It will be screened.

8. Construction Details:

a. All inlets to be provided with the N-Eco style of inlet head.

b. All inlets to have bicycle safety grates.

c. The pavement box thickness shown does not conform to the ordinance as noted in Appendix “A” for site plan specifications.  The pavement box required is:

· 2” bituminous concrete surface course

· 3” bituminous stabilized base, and

· 4” dense graded aggregate.

d. A granite block curb detail to be provided.

e.  The concrete parking bumper blocks to include two rebars driven into the ground to help maintain the blocks in place.
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Patricia & John Zatorski – Preliminary Site Plan & Conditional Use – Block 1103, Lot 1.01 - #1/2007 cont.:

f.  Foundation details to be provided for the parking lot lights. 

Mr. McCabe agreed to items 8a through 8f and agreed to provide the information requested.

9.  Approvals will be needed from the following:  

a. Sussex County Planning Board – Site Plan

b. Sussex County Health Department – Septic system and well

c. Sussex County Soil Conservation District – Soil erosion and sediment control plan

d. Sussex County Engineer – Driveway access and storm drainage

e. Sandyston Township Construction Official – Building Plans and ADA Compliance

f. Sandyston Township Fire Sub-Code Official.

Mr. McCabe agreed to items 9a through 9f.

10.  An as-built of the site prepared by the applicant’s licensed New Jersey land surveyor should be provided upon completion of the project.  Mr. McCabe agreed to provide this.
Mr. Cherepy noted a concern for the landscaping proposed.  Mr. McCabe indicated that they plan to put flowering trees in the corner radiuses of the parking area as you are coming up the driveway.  They are proposing a juniper across the front which grows approximately 12” to 18” high.  They are also proposing forsythias running across the area of the parking lot on the north end.  Mr. Cherepy would like a condition of approval that the landscaping be maintained in perpetuity because he is concerned with the juniper.  
Mr. Utter questioned if the pool shown on the plan had access for business use.  The applicant indicated that there will be no business use of the pool.

This matter was opened to the public.  There was no public participation.  This matter was closed to the public.

A Motion was made by Mrs. Gormley and seconded by Mr. Milligan to approve the Site Plan with conditions as stated and discussed in Mr. Simmons’ report dated February 28, 2007.  Roll Call:  Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried. 

Mr. Harper, Mr. Leppert and Mr. Cunico returned to the meeting.

George Harper, Jr. – Minor Subdivision & Variance – Block 1203, Lot 29 - #2/2007:

Mr. Harper stepped down from this application.

Appearing before the board was the applicant, George Harper.  Mr. Harper was sworn in by the board attorney.

Mr. Harper referred to an Exhibit “A-1” which was a conceptual plan he presented to the board approximately a year ago regarding the area that was going to be a severable exception of the Farmland Preservation of the Harper Farm, which turns out to be 218 acres +/-.  This conceptual was a suggestion by Farmland Preservation.  He further stated that he was accepted into the Farmland Preservation Program with a 10 acre severable exception, with a maximum of 3 lots.  The Farmland Preservation has asked the applicant to use as little as the fields as possible.  He further indicated that this subdivision would 
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George Harper, Jr. – Minor Subdivision & Variance – Block 1203, Lot 29 - #2/2007 cont.:

be subject to the remaining 208 acres being entered into the Farmland Preservation Program.  He further indicated that none of the lots meet zoning, however, he is taking 208 acres into Farmland Preservation.  He indicated that the hardship he was put in this situation by the Farmland Preservation Program, which has been approved.  They hope to close the Farmland Preservation Application by June.  
Mr. Gavan questioned Mr. Harper if he is requesting 3 buildable lots off of a private drive.  Mr. Harper agreed.

Mr. Cherepy asked Mr. Harper to explain the non-severable exceptions.  Mr. Harper indicated that non-severable exceptions stay with the property, they can not be subdivided.  What he is doing is giving them an overlay easement that goes over this piece of property.  The Farmland Preservation Program requires that there is a homesite on the property which is the non-severable exception.  They will not allow you to preserve everything.  This is because there is no residence on the site at the present time.  The non-severable exception is where a house could go at some point in time.  Farmland Preservation also suggests that you except out your buildings, which exist on the property, which he has done as a non-severable exception.  

Mr. Simmons reviewed his report dated February 28, 2007:

The applicant is proposing to subdivide an existing 219.594 acre tract into three (3) new lots, and place the remainder of the tract into the Farmland Preservation Program, with the exception of two 2-acre non-several exceptions.  The subdivision plan also shows additional right-of-way along the Layton-Hainesville Road being deeded to the County of Sussex.

Based on a review of the documents received and an on-site inspection, I have the following comments:

1.  The subject property is located in the “B” – Valley Residential-Agricultural Zone.

2.  The three proposed new lots have areas as follows:  Proposed Lot No. 29.03 is 4.266 acres; Proposed Lot 29.04 is 2.867 acres; and Proposed Lot 29.05 is 2.867 acres.  

3.  The three proposed new lots meet all of the requirements of the “B” Zone with the exception of lot width along a public road.

Proposed Lot 29.03 is basically a flag lot, with 50.01 feet of frontage on Sussex County Route 645, where 180 feet is required.

Proposed Lots 29.04 and 29.05 do not have any frontage on a public roadway, but only front on the stem of proposed flag Lot 29.03.

Variances are requested for lot width and insufficient frontage on a public road for all three proposed lots.

4.  Section 150-28c(4) permits flag lots, subject to certain criteria.

Section 150-28c(4)(a) requires an area at least 4 acres or 130% of the required acreage in the zone, whichever is greater, exclusive of the access strip.
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George Harper, Jr. – Minor Subdivision & Variance – Block 1203, Lot 29 - #2/2007 cont.:

The area of proposed Lot 29.03 is 4.266 acres and subtracting out the common driveway access easements (which is basically the flag lot stem, but does not extend to the most easterly side), the area is only 3.080 acres, not the minimum 4 acres required.

Section 150-28c(4)(f) does not allow the access strip of a flag lot to be used as access to any other lots.  The proposed subdivision has two additional lots using portions of the stem for access.

Variances are needed for the above two items.  

Mr. Simmons noted that based on Mr. Harper’s presentation on the southerly and easterly side, proposed lots 28.04 and 28.03, there is the existing gravel farm lane.  He feels that they made the proposed lines trying to keep this farm lane on the remainder farmland.  Mr. Harper agreed.  

Mr. Harper indicated that he did not apply for a flag lot and none of these lots meet the requirements for a flag lot.  He did not apply for a variance for a flag lot.  Mr. Cunico questioned Mr. Harper if the stem shown on the proposed subdivision is the access driveway for all 3 lots.  Mr. Harper agreed.  

5.  A 50 foot wide common driveway easement is shown on the plat to serve proposed Lots 29.03, 29.04 and 29.05.  A maintenance agreement must be prepared to address the private common drive, to make sure access is always provided by the lot owners for emergency vehicles.  Mr. Harper agreed.

6.  The subdivision plat shows a 20 foot wide dimension for the proposed common driveway within the driveway easement.  However, plans and details have not been prepared for the actual construction of the common driveway. In particular, the following items must be addressed:

a.  Pavement box, both inside and beyond the County right-of-way.

b.  Profile.

c.  Grading.

d.  Storm drainage per State R.S.I.S. and Township requirements.

e.  Signage.

f.  Any easements on the proposed lots to allow for storm drainage on the proposed common driveway.  

Mr. Harper indicated he had a discussion with the County regarding this issue with the storm water regulations.  He further stated that the only way to design the storm water management is to design the buildout.  At this point, he has no intentions for any buildout. He does know when or if this will ever take place.  What he did with the County Planning Board is to show the square footage and the drainage calculations based on 7000 square feet of impervious coverage per lot.  The County is also requiring 3 additional test holes to show 3 buildable lots, however, this is going to be based on what the engineers design with the buildout and what they come up with how they would do it with retention ponds or things of that nature.  He further stated that the drainage in this area is exceptional, almost too fast.  He indicated that the County gave him approval today, with the condition that the County engineer approve the storm water management plan.  He would appreciate it, if the board approves this application, that this be a condition of approval.  
7.  The construction details to show how the requirements of the RSIS standards are being met.  This was discussed with regard to the storm water management.
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George Harper, Jr. – Minor Subdivision & Variance – Block 1203, Lot 29 - #2/2007 cont.:

8.  The timing of the construction of the common driveway must be addressed by the Applicant.  The concern is how the proposed three lots will be developed and when the access drive will be available to provide ingress and egress to all three lot owners, as well as emergency vehicles.

In addition, the timing of the final wearing surface construction must be established so that previously constructed driveway improvements are not damaged by construction and delivery vehicles using the common driveway to bring materials to one of the building lots.

Mr. Harper indicated that there will be a common driveway easements with a maintenance agreement prepared.  At this time he does not want to build a road because he has no idea when, if ever, this will be built on.  He further indicated that at this time, he had no intension of designing the common driveway either. The only item they were going to address at the present time is the storm water management.  He further indicated, that he knows the drainage must be provided, however, he would like to see a gravel driveway, not a paved common driveway.  Mr. Cunico questioned if the County requires the access being built at this time. Mr. Harper indicated that the access opening comes at the time of permit.  He indicated that the County basically gave him approval today for the access, they can’t deny the access.  However, he will have to apply for the access permit at the time he starts to build.  Mr. Utter indicated that the driveway agreement and maintenance agreement and easement should take care of the maintenance of the road.  A lengthy discussion was held with regard to this issue.  Mr. Gavan indicated that the only real practical way to handle this situation is to prepare a maintenance agreement that there is an access easement and that each party is responsible for building it and/or maintaining it as found.
9.  The Applicant to advise if a sight triangle easement was required by the County over the most northerly portion of the remainder lot in favor of the three lots and the proposed common driveway.  Mr. Harper indicated that the County did not require any site triangle easements.

10.  The proposed non-severable 2-acre exception in the middle of the remainder area is located in the wooded area of the property.  It appears that access to the parcel will be by the existing gravel lane that runs from County Route 560.
The applicant should advise the Board if the County required a specific easement for access and utilities to the 2-acre exception, and if so, show it on the subdivision plat.    Mr. Harper indicated that this is to be determined when they build.

11.  The proposed non-severable 2-acre exception adjacent to County Route 645 has an existing barn, shed, and apartment/office/garage located on it.  

The detail on Sheet 1 shows this parcel has an existing well, which presumably supplies the barn and apartment/office/garage.

There is no existing septic system shown, but there are two soil logs shown.  A septic system plan for a new septic system was not provided with the application.  A new septic system will require review and approval of the Sussex County Health Department.  Mr. Harper indicated that in the 1940’s they repaired the barn and made the living quarters.  He has no idea where or what the septic system is.  He did test holes to make sure he can get a septic system on this lot if one is needed.
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12.  The applicant should advise the Board if the County required a specific easement for the gravel drive across the 2-acre exception by Route 645, or restricted the location of the existing driveways as shown on the subdivision plat. Mr. Harper indicated that the County did not address this issue.

13.  I note that on the remainder tract of 208.288 acres +/-, there are stream, pond, and “swamp” areas shown. There may be wetlands and transition areas associated with these features that are not shown on the subdivision plat. However, they are located within the “Farmland Preservation” area, and no building or development activities are proposed on the remainder tract.

14.  There are three adjacent parcels of land, designated Block 1203, Tax Lots 31.09, 31.10 and 31 owned by Harper Farms, Inc.  The applicant should advise the board if these properties are proposed to be part of any farmland preservation program or future subdivision involving this tract.  Mr. Harper indicated that they were not part of any program at this time and no future subdivision is anticipated at this time.

15.  Based on the number and area of the proposed lots, there may be more than an acre of disturbance to fully develop the subdivision.  Therefore, the RSIS storm water management requirements may have to be addressed for the proposed development.  Mr. Harper is working on the storm water management as previously testified.
16.  The proposed tax lot numbers should be reviewed and approved by the Township Tax Assessor.  Mr. Harper agreed to obtain this information from the Tax Assessor.

17.  County approval is needed for the subdivision and proposed access.
18.  Certificate that taxes are paid to date is needed.  The board secretary indicated that she received this and the taxes were paid.
19.  I note that a separate submission of the soil logs and permeability testing performed by Howard C. Bach, III, P.E. was submitted for this application under a February 7, 2007 transmittal letter to the Planning Board.

Mr. Utter questioned if the land from Farmland Preservation goes towards the open space of the township. Mr. Harper indicated that it does not.

This matter was opened to the public.

Appearing before the board was Paul Fodor and questioned if this variance request was going to set a precedent for the township.  Mr. Gavan indicated that the reason the applicant has stated is the preservation of 208 acres.  The board is not bound by precedent for future applications.
Appearing before the board was Kevin Hackett and questioned the applicant as to the location of the lots to the stream that has a seasonal flow.  Mr. Harper indicated it was determined it was not a stream, it was just a seasonal flow and described to Mr. Hackett where the seasonal flow was.  
There being no further public, this matter was closed to the public.
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A Motion was made by Mr. Cunico and seconded by Mr. DeJager to approve the Minor Subdivision with the following conditions:  1) Driveway Easements; 2) Storm water Management Plan regarding drainage; and 3) Farmland Preservation approval.  Also subject to the conditions in the engineer’s report dated February 28, 2007 and to grant the Variances requested as mentioned in Mr. Simmons’s Report.  Roll Call:  Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Cunico, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.
Mr. Harper returned to the meeting.

Thomas Brackney – Minor Subdivision – Block 801, Lot 11 - #3/2007:

It was noted by the board secretary that Mr. Brackney’s attorney never advertised this hearing and he will be appearing at the April 2, 2007 Planning Board meeting.
OTHER BUSINESS:
Zoning Ordinance Review:

This will be discussed at the workshop meeting of the Planning Board on March 19, 2007.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:

The meeting was opened to the public.  There was no public participation.  The 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. Milligan to adjourn the meeting.  All were in favor.  The meeting was adjourned.







Respectfully submitted,







Sharon M. Yarosz







Secretary
