MINUTES
SANDYSTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING BOARD

OCTOBER 6, 2008
This meeting has been duly advertised and meets all requirements of the Open Public Meetings Act.

Present:  John DeJager


Absent : Bill Leppert

   George Harper



  Erma Gormley

   Lou Cherepy          


   Marc Cunico

               Ron Green

   Ed Ibsen


   Mike Milligan

   Joe Pinzone
 
   Keith Utter

Also present were Glenn Gavan, Esq., Attorney for the Board and Jessica Caldwell, Planner, of Harold Pellow & Associates.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
The September 8, 2008 Regular Meeting Minutes were reviewed.  A Motion was made by Mr. Cunico and seconded by Mr. Pinzone to approve the September 8, 2008 Regular Meeting Minutes.  All were in favor, except Mr. Cherepy, who abstained.  The Motion was carried.
APPROVAL OF VOUCHERS:
A Motion was made by Mr. Pinzone and seconded by Mr. Cunico to approve the following vouchers for payment:

Harold E. Pellow & Assoc.
Inv. 47917
08/28/08




(Hanlon – Minor Subdivision)
$       30.94
Harold E. Pellow & Assoc.
Inv. 47918
08/28/08




(Cellco/Verizon Site Plan)

$       72.28
Harold E. Pellow & Assoc.
Inv. 47913
08/23/08




(COAH)



$  2,851.75
Harold E. Pellow & Assoc.
Inv. 47916
08/28/08




(2007 Master Plan)


$       93.50
Harold E. Pellow & Assoc.
Inv. 47915 
08/28/08





(General Administration - August)
$     123.75
McGivney & Kluger, P.C.
Inv. 31911
09/19/08




(Hanlon – Minor Subdivision)
$       70.00
McGivney & Kluger, P.C.
Inv. 31910 
09/19/08





(General Administration - August)
$     616.00
Roll Call:  Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Cunico, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.
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CORRESPONDENCE:

The following correspondence was reviewed and no formal action was taken:
1. Letter dated September 9, 2008 from Joseph Barbagallo regarding a LOI Application to DEP for Block 1204, Lots 9 & 10; and
2. Letter dated September 12, 008 from Susan Zellman, North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority regarding a Workshop Meeting on October 2, 2008; and
3. The September, 2008 New Jersey Planner; and

4. Letter dated March 6, 2008 from NJDEP regarding NOV on Block 1102, Lot 5; and
5. The October, 2008 New Jersey Planner.

OTHER BUSINESS

COAH:

Appearing before the board was Jessica Caldwell, Planner, from Harold Pellow & Associates to discuss the Housing Element and Fair Share Plan.  This report is due to COAH (Council on Affordable Housing) by December 31, 2008.  

Ms. Caldwell indicated that the township has 3 options of addressing the third round of COAH:  1)  You can accept COAH’s projections for the municipality; 2)  You can project higher projections then what COAH has projected (not lower); and 3) You can do a vacant land adjustment.  This is where you show COAH that you do not have enough vacant land to accommodate the growth.  She indicated that since Sandyston does have a lot of vacant land, they can not choose option 3.  Also, she would assume the township would not want to project higher projections, as stated in option 3.  Therefore, she has chosen option 1 for this plan.
She indicated that COAH has allocated 1055 units to Sandyston Township by 2018 which would be a growth of 143 units by 2018, which is a base housing projections for 3rd round growth share.  She further stated that for jobs, COAH has projected from 2004 to 2018 114 units.  This information is on page 18 of the plan.

Ms. Caldwell referred to page 25 of the plan which shows how the above projections break down into COAH’s unit obligation.  They have adjusted the prior obligations from Rounds 1 and 2 to all the municipalities who were not certified.  The prior round obligation for Sandyston is 13 units.  There is a Rehabilitation Share for the third round of 6 units and a third round growth share of 36 units.  Therefore, a total New Unit obligation of 49 units and a total rehabilitation share obligation of 6 units.  

Ms. Caldwell indicated that there are minimum and maximum units that Sandyston is required to have which is as follows:

Maximum 25% Senior Units which is a Maximum of 13 Units for Seniors

Minimum 50% Family Housing which is a Minimum of 18 Family Units

Minimum 25% Rental which is a Minimum of 12 Rental Units

(Minimum 50% Family Rental Units, which is a Minimum 6 Family Rental Units)

Minimum 50% for Low Income which is a Minimum of 28 Low Income Units

Minimum 13% for Very Low Income which is a Minimum of 5 Units for Very Low Income
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OTHER BUSINESS CONT.

COAH Cont.:

Ms. Caldwell indicated that COAH has reduced in many ways the township’s options.  The most important for Sandyston is that they eliminated growth share methodology for zoning.  You can no longer require a developer to provide affordable housing without making it an inclusionary zone.  With an inclusionary zone, you have to have a minimum density and set aside which is a very difficult thing to do without access to sewer.  

Ms. Caldwell referred to page 31 of the plan.  She reviewed with the board the options of providing affordable housing:

1.  Rehabilitation Program.  Sandyston has partnered with the neighboring township, Montague.  She indicated that she needed to find out how many units have been rehabilitated, which will reduce the requirement of 6 as stated earlier.  She indicated that the minimum hard cost for a rehabilitation unit is $10,000 and at least one major system must be replaced. 
2.  Accessory Apartment Program.  This is where you would develop a program where you would allow people to construct accessory apartments within their home or as part of an accessory structure on their property.  The minimum subsidy that the township would provide out of the township’s trust fund would be $20,000 for a moderate income unit and $25,000 for a low income unit.  In exchange for this money, the owner would restrict this unit for 10 years.  The township is allowed up to 10 units for a start up with this program.  
3.  Supportive Housing.  She indicated that she met with the SEED Corporation, a not-for-profit affordable housing corporation which develops permanent supportive needs housing.  Ms. Caldwell proposed 12 units of supportive need housing, which would be 3, 4 bedroom group homes.  The way that SEED works, they require 20% of their costs to be covered by the township and then they receive state or federal funding to pay for the rest of the project.  They typically convert an existing single family home into a supportive housing unit.  The township receives 2 for 1 credits for these units.  Therefore, for the 12 units proposed, the township would receive 24 credits.

4.  Municipally Sponsored 100 Percent Affordable Project.  This is where the municipality will partner with an affordable housing developer to construct three or more 100 percent affordable projects.  The projects would include a minimum of 15 units total.  This could be a similar type of process as the Supportive Housing.  In speaking with the SEED Corporation, they indicated that they could get 4 units in a house to obtain credits.  Basically the house would look like a single family dwelling with two units upstairs and two units downstairs.  
Ms. Caldwell referred to page 33 of the plan which shows how the above proposals break down and address the growth share.  The idea behind the accessory apartments and supportive housing would address the prior round obligations, plus any existing growth share you develop today.  The 100% affordable would only kick in if you meet the growth share projection that COAH has assigned to the township.  All these programs are based on the Housing Trust Fund accruing money as development occurs.  Obviously it would not be able to be constructed or implemented if the development does not occur because there will not be the money in the trust fund.  

A discussion was held with regard to the Accessory Apartment option.  Mr. Harper was concerned if there could be more than 10 units in the township.  Ms. Caldwell indicated that the township can determine by the funds available as to how many units they provide.  Mr. Pinzone was concerned as to the requirements of the rental units such as 
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OTHER BUSINESS CONT.

COAH Cont.:

providing heat and electricity.  Ms. Caldwell indicated that she would have to see what the requirements of COAH are.  

It was agreed to have the Public Hearing at the November 3, 2008 Planning Board meeting.

Architectural Standards Ordinance:
Ms. Caldwell indicated that in the Master Plan, there was mention of the suggested architectural standard requirements in the township.  She feels that there needs to be an ordinance to address the architectural standards because if it is not in the ordinance book it will not apply to any developments that come into the board.  She indicated she will draft one to present to the board at the next meeting.  The board agreed.
Plan Endorsement:

Mr. Cherepy indicated that he attended the seminar on Plan Endorsement sponsored by the County.  He was concerned with the requirements of the required building heights and the requirement of TDR (Transfer Development Rights).  He feels that Sandyston Township may want to reconsider going through Plan Endorsement.  He feels that a meeting should be set with the Planner from Office of Smart Growth, Eric Snyder, the County Planner, and some board members and have a tour of Sandyston and show the state what we have in this township.  
PUBLIC HEARINGS
Central NJ Council – Boy Scouts of America – Site Plan – Block 1501, Lot 6  #06/2008:

Appearing before the board was Robert Clark, the Program Director of the Boy Scouts of America, and their attorneys, Mr. Steinardt and Jessica Cardone. Mr. Clark was sworn in by the board attorney.

Mr. Steinardt indicated that he was before the board on behalf of the Boy Scouts for a Site Plan application at the Kittattiny Mountain Scout Reservation on Block 1501, Lot 6.  It contains approximately 200 acres off of Struble Road, which is surrounded by the Stokes State Forest.  This property includes approximately 40 acres of Lake Ashroe.  They are before the board this evening for a site plan approval for a 20’ x 40’ open sided handicraft pavilion where they will be doing arts and crafts.  This property is located in the Conservation Zone.  
Appearing before the board was Robert Clark, the Program Director of the Boy Scouts.  He indicated that the original camp was donated 60 years ago to the Boy Scouts.  In 1972, they purchased another piece of property which is now the Boy Scouts Reservation.  They are proposing to construct a 20’ x 40’ handicraft pavilion, which will have a concrete slab with piers basically to put picnic tables on for children to work on crafts.  The pavilion would be an open air pavilion with one side closed for storage for the craft material.  There will be no storage of fuels or gas.  There will be some electric for lighting in the evening.  There will be no sewer or water.  There are facilities close by for use of sewer and water.  The pavilion will be handicapped accessible, and, therefore, will be at grade.  Mr. Clark indicated that the original plans submitted were basically a “wish list” for the Boy Scouts for future projects that they wish to construct.  They have submitted a revised plan this evening with just the addition of the handicraft pavilion. 
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Central NJ Council – Boy Scouts of America – Site Plan – Block 1501, Lot 6  #06/2008 Cont.:

Mr. Simmons reviewed his report dated October 6, 2008:
The applicant is proposing to construct a 20’ wide by 40’ long handicraft pavilion approximately 143.4’ northwest of the existing dining hall.  The pavilion will include facilities for future electric and plumbing access at one end.  The pavilion will be located 200 feet east of the Lake Ashroe shoreline.
The area of the subject property where the pavilion is proposed is located in the “E” Conservation Zone.

Based on a review of the revised documents submitted on October 3, 2008 and an on-site inspection by our office on May 23, 2008, I have the following comments.

“1” This paragraph states what plans were submitted and reviewed by the engineer.

“2” During my inspection, I noted that the wooded area for the originally proposed pavilion location has generally been cleared.  The applicant to confirm that the pavilion is not planned for this area any longer, since the proposed location of the pavilion has been relocated to the northwesterly side of the main access drive.  Mr. Clark indicated that this is correct, they have nothing planned for the cleared out area at this time.  

“3” The plot plan does not show how the pavilion will have electric/lights and water/waste disposal lines attached to it in the future.  Plans will have to be prepared to show how the utilities are to be provided, and permits obtained from the Sussex County Health Department and Township Construction Official.  Mr. Simmons’s indicated that in the previous testimony given by Mr. Clark, there will be no sewer or water, just electric.

“4” There is a 300’ “no build line” shown around the perimeter of Lake Ashroe.  The Applicant to advise if they have secured any NJDEP Letters of Interpretation for the subject property, and if so, provide copies to the Board.  Mr. Steinardt indicated that they have made application to the DEP for a permit by rule that will allow the construction of this handicraft pavilion.  He feels that this will be approved by the DEP.  They have not received the permit as of this date and requested that this be a condition of approval.  

“5”  Mr. Simmons indicated that this paragraph was with regard to the original plan that was submitted and has been withdrawn by the applicant.

“6”  It is my understanding from previous discussions between the Applicant and the Board that there may be certain area requirements and/or possible development restrictions on the subject property.  The applicant should update the Board on any such restrictions and/or requirements to confirm that the proposed development work will comply with the restrictions.  Mr. Clark indicated that he contacted Green Acres and the restrictions are not based on percentage, but based on programs.  In other words, it has to be program related.  Mr. Steinardt referred to N.J.A.C. 35:1.3, 4 & 5 which refers to this situation.  Mr. Clark indicated that he spoke to Larry Fink at Green Acres who confirmed this.  Mr. Cherepy indicated that he did not agree with this statement.  He believes that there were prior conservation easements between the DEP and the Boy Scouts.  He feels these conservation easements are still in effect which limits the development to 10% of the property.  Mr. Clark indicated that there are approximately 211 acres which would mean that 21 acres would have to be built upon to meet this requirement, which they are not close to at this time.  He submitted to the board Exhibit “A” which was a page from the Easement that Mr. Cherepy was referring to.  
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Central NJ Council – Boy Scouts of America – Site Plan – Block 1501, Lot 6  #06/2008 Cont.:

“7” This paragraph referred to the withdrawn plan.

“8” The applicant to advise if the proposed handicraft pavilion is set up to include provisions for disabled individuals to utilize the facility.  The plan generally shows a handicap ramp, but it should be confirmed that the facility will be accessible.  Mr. Simmons indicated that this paragraph was assuming that there would be restrooms, which the applicant testified that there are no restrooms.  The applicant agreed.
“9” Approvals to be obtained from the Township Construction Official for all aspects of the proposed pavilion.  The applicant had no objections to this.  

Mr. Simmons indicated that there should be some clarification on the plans, and revised plans submitted, that there will be no restrooms at this pavilion.  The applicant agreed.

This matter was opened to the public.  There was no public participation.  This matter was closed to the public.
A Motion was made by Mr. Cunico and seconded by Mr. DeJager to approve the site plan request of the applicant subject to the DEP approval and submission of the revised site plan as stated in Mr. Simmons’s.  Roll Call:  Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Cunico, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

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






Respectfully submitted,







Sharon M. Yarosz









Secretary
