BLOOMINGDALE PLANNING BOARD

101 Hamburg Turnpike

Bloomingdale, NJ 07403

Minutes
Regular Meeting 7:30pm

September 26, 2013
CALL TO ORDER@ 7:30pm
SALUTE TO FLAG

LEGAL

This is the Regular Meeting of the Bloomingdale Planning Board of September 26, 2013 adequate advance notice of this meeting has been provided by publication in the Herald and News and also posted on the bulletin board at the Council Chamber entrance in the Municipal Hall of the Borough of Bloomingdale, Passaic County, in compliance with the New Jersey Open Meetings Act, N.J.S.A. 10:4-6 seq.

FIRE CODE

Per State Fire Code, I, Edward Simoni, am required to acknowledge that there are two “Emergency Exits” in this Council Chamber.  The main entrance through which you entered and a secondary exit to the right of where you are seated.  If there is an emergency, walk orderly to the exits, exit through the door, down the stairs and out of the building.  If there are any questions, please raise your hand now.

MEMBERS PRESENT (*denotes alternate)

Elaine Petrowski
Bill Graf

Kevin Luccio

Mark Crum

Bill Steenstra

*Barry Greenberg

James W Croop
Edward Simoni
*Robert Voorman

MEMBERS ABSENT/EXCUSED

Robert Lippi-ex

Ray Yazdi-ex

Richard Murek – ex

Craig Ollenschleger - ex
APPOINTING OF ALTERNATES

Comm. Greenberg for Comm. Yazdi

Comm. Voorman for Comm. Ollenschleger

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Comm. Croop noted that the minutes of 8/13/13 under 163 Union Avenue Conceptual should say High End Golf, not High End Golf Course.
Motion made by Comm. Steenstra, 2nd by Comm. Graf to approve minutes as amended.  Voice vote shows all in favor.

PRESENTATION BY BOARD OF EDUCATION AS TO CONCEPTUAL

At this time, George Hagl and Robert Bloodgood of the Board of Education brought before the Planning Board as required by statute a conceptual plan on capital improvements.

Borough Attorney stated that this is for review only; we are here as an advisory and recommendation function only.

At this time, George Hagl, Business Administrator for the Board of Education at 225 Glenwild Avenue, spoke of this going on a referendum and fact that it is eligible for 40% state funding.  Once it is approved, they only have 18 months for funding under the ROD grant.

If the referendum is not successful, the Board will have to go out for another referendum quickly because if they do not get approval of the 40% state funding will go away.

Discussion followed re the plan and the costs involved; the Board reviewed the plans.  Borough Attorney marked them as Exhibit 1; Lan Associates; dated September 26, 2013.

Three sets plans for improvement at the Martha B. Day school marked as Exhibit II; dated September 26, 2013.

Single set security lighting improvements for the Walter T. Bergen School marked as Exhibit III; dated September 26, 2013.

Two sets of sidewalk curb updates at the Walter T. Bergen middle school marked as Exhibit IV; dated September 26, 2013.

Two sets barrier free improvements at the Walter T. Bergen School marked as Exhibit V; dated September 26, 2013.

This application requires no variances.

Commissioner moved that the Planning Board has received and reviewed the plans and consent to the plans as shown; seconded by Commissioner Crum and carried as per the following roll call:  Petrowski; Crum; Steenstra; Croop; Graf; Simoni; Luccio; Greenberg and Voorman all YES.  ABSENT:  Yazdi; Ollenschleger; Lippi and Murek

PUBLIC HEARING APPLICATION #649
#649 
Lovendough, Inc. (Dunkin Donuts)
  Block 88.01 Lot 1        42 Main Street
At this time, the Board continued the hearing on Application #649 for Lovendough, Inc. (Dunkin Donuts)

The members sitting on the application this evening are: Commissioners:  Crum; Steenstra; Simoni; Croop; Graf; Luccio and Voorman.

At this time, Mr. Feeney gave the Board a check in the amount of $2,500 for permit fees.

AT this time, the Board heard testimony from Matthew Seckler who was previously sworn in.

Mr. Seckler refers to letter and packet submitted from the police department.  At this time a letter from Sgt. Gildersleeve dated 8/16/13, a redaction page, ordinance on improper passing, two-way roadway description & diagram along with 127 incident reports are marked in as exhibit B-3 on 9/26/13.
Board attorney Anthony Sartori reads letter from Sgt. Gildersleeve in to record.

Mr. Seckler submits a Crash Data Analysis prepared by Stonefield Engineering (Feb 2006-May 2012) marked as exhibit A-5 on 9/26/13.

At this time Mr. Seckler goes through analysis report.

Comm. Greenberg asks Mr. Seckler if he sees a problem with vehicles that are turning onto Union Ave and having to stop to turn in to parking lot of Dunkin donuts.  He is concerned with cars slowing to go in and having other cars come up behind it.

Mr. Seckler feels cars will be slow moving and that it won’t be an issue.

Comm. Steenstra asks how many feet from curb to the driveway entrance where you would make right hand turn.

Mr. Seckler states that it’s approx. 32’

Comm. Steenstra ask about what speed cars would be making turn at.

Mr. Seckler states his guess would be about 9 – 12 mph

Comm. Voorman states that it was indicated that the frequency of accidents at a signaled intersection like this is below average, but given that this is a Dunkin Donuts it’s a much more intensive use of the site than the bank and that most of trips would occur during peak traffic times is it likely that there would be an increase in the accidents because of the nature of the traffic at that intersection.

Mr. Seckler responds that overall the movements of these driveways are unlike most of the properties around it being that these would have the safest, slowest access in and out of driveways.
Comm. Graf states that given the increase of traffic in that area because of higher frequency of entering in that driveway and not to mention the left turn and then quick right turns that will occur, perhaps will have more occurrences of mishaps than what exists today.

Comm. Voorman has concern is that there would be an increased number of accidents with those opposing movements.

At this time a set of revised plans prepared by gk&a Architects, consisting of 9 sheets dated 2/5/13 with latest revision date of 9/10/13 marked as exhibit A-6 on 9/26/13.

Mr. Sartori asks about the stop bars of each driveway and that the plantings around the trash enclosure may affect the sight of distance of the vehicles exiting the driveway by the drive-thru window.  This becomes a safety issue if line of sight is completely blocked.

Mr. Seckler states that the vehicles will be traveling at a slow speed and will be able to move forward after the stop bar and see the other vehicle exiting the other driveway.  He doesn’t feel it will be an issue.

Mr. Sartori states that this is assuming that the vehicles are traveling at a slow speed and asks what if a vehicle coming out of the first driveway is trying to beat traffic coming from the intersection, they may be traveling at an accelerated speed to do this.

Asks Mr. Seckler if he has a safety concern about this.

Mr. Seckler states that he is not at all concerned.

Comm. Simoni states that reality is that both drivers coming out of driveways at the same time are both looking left for a break in the traffic turning onto Union at the intersection.  The parking lot exit driver has a little more advantage because he is already coming out on an angle onto Union.  Both vehicles are going to be stepping on the gas to beat the traffic and if the driver coming out of the drive thru is making a left hand turn that creates a potentially dangerous situation.
Mr. Feeney asks Mr. Seckler if the screening were not there would that alleviate the problem.
Mr. Seckler states that yes, if the screening were there it would better the visibility.

Mr. Sartori asks Mr. Seckler if he’s stating that removing the screening would better the visibility problem, but it wouldn’t alleviate it.  The trash receptacles would still be there.

Mr. Seckler states that the trash receptacles could be aligned in a different place.

Mr. Boorady states the height of the garbage cans isn’t really relevant it’s the height of the fence, which is six foot.

Comm. Graf states that the real world dictates that regardless of the line of sight at the particular point, the vehicle coming out of the drive thru exit wanting to make a left is going to be focused on traffic coming down Union towards light because they want a break in that traffic so they can make a left turn.  They are not initially concerned with what traffic is coming from their left.  They are looking for a break in traffic from the other direction and once they have that break, they may take a quick look to their left at which time they have two things they need to see, the first being if any vehicles are coming from their left on Union Avenue, and second, if any vehicles are making a turn onto Union from the intersection light.  So regardless of line of sight, the vehicle exiting the drive thru is not focused on the vehicle coming out of the other driveway, but on the oncoming traffic in both directions on Union Avenue.
Mr. Seckler states he would agree, but he that anyone making a left turn would need to look right and left.

Comm. Simoni asks to take a 5 minute recess at 9:24pm.

Comm. Simoni reconvenes meeting at 9:34pm.

Mr. Boorady asks if any turning radius templates were prepared.

Mr. Seckler states that they were and provides them to the board at this time.

Turning Template Exhibit consisting of 1 sheet, prepared by Stonefield Engineering on 8/2/13 is marked as A-7 on 9/26/13.

Mr. Boorady asks if there are any other exhibits at this time. 

Mr. Seckler states that there is also a trash pick-up template.

Comm. Graf asks why the board is just getting these exhibits on the night of the meeting when they are dated 8/2 and 9/11, they should have been submitted ahead of time to give the board members time to review without doing so in a rushed manner.

Trash Pick Up Turning Template, consisting of 1 sheet, prepared by Stonefield Engineering dated 9/11/13 is marked as exhibit A-8 on 9/26/13.

Comm. Simoni states that he understands Comm. Graf’s point of view and asks Mr. Boorady if he needs time to review these templates.  Mr. Boorady responds that he does not need extra time, but that the applicant should walk the board through each template.

Mr. Seckler gives testimony on the templates.

Mr. Boorady states that he feels the templates are less than ideal.  And asks that revised templates be submitted.
Comm. Simoni states at this time it is 10:00pm and asks the board to consider a 20 minute extension to possibly wrap up the traffic engineers’ testimony. 

Comm. Steenstra states that the traffic engineer would need to come back with new templates, so he doesn’t see being able to wrap it up tonight.

Comm. Simoni agrees, but still asks for extension.

Motion made by Comm. Greenberg, 2nd by Comm. Luccio to extend testimony on application to 10:20pm.  Voice vote shows all in favor.

Mr. Boorady again asks that new turning templates be provided and asks if they could be submitted earlier so board members have an opportunity to review.

Mr. Seckler states that he’ll send those 10 days in advance to the Board Secretary.

Mr. Boorady asks that if possible, sooner would be nice.

Mr. Seckler agrees.

Mr. Boorady asks that before the next meeting, could the applicant submit a memo (list) depicting how many deliveries and the proposed times of these deliveries.

And also to look at the drive way bend to see if it can be widened.

Mr. Sartori asks Mr. Feeney to stipulate that the applicant will extend the time in which the board may take action to 11/30/13. 

Mr. Feeney stipulates to that.

Motion is made by Comm. Luccio, 2nd by Comm. Graf to continue application #649 on 11/14/13 at 7:30pm.  Voice vote shows all in favor.
PENDING APPLICATIONS 

Borough Engineer Tom Boorady stated that #650 Raymond Lombard; Block 43; Lot 13 they are waiting for one items from Mr. LaSala and as soon as he provides it, this will probably be held at the second meeting in November.

Application #651 Brain Guinan; Block 29.01; Lot 12 – nothing at this time.

Application #652 Cybelle Guerrero; Block 7; Lot 17 – should have information next week.

Application #654 – Quik Check; Block 30.01; Lots 32, 33 and 34 – engineer states that it’s close to being complete.

Application #655 Bernadette Coviello; Block 4.01; Lot 7 0 Borough Engineer stated that he has reviewed this and it is completed.

Commissioner Luccio moved to deem Application #655 complete; seconded by Commissioner Crum.  

Commissioner Graf felt we should have the application beforehand and review it before voting on it.  Discussion followed and Borough attorney stated that our professional has deemed the application complete.

At this time, the Board went over the application and discussed the waivers.

The motion carried as per the following roll call:  Commissioners:  Petrowski; Crum; Croop; Simoni; Luccio; Greenburg and Voorman all YES> Commissioners:  Graf and Steenstra, NO.

BILLS

Anthony Sartori – Retainer for September $600, Meeting attendance 9/12/13 $450, Meeting attendance 9/26/13 $450
Darmofalski- Meeting attendance 8/13/13 $480, *App# 652 Guerrero $480, *App #655 Coviello $480
Motion made by Comm. Steenstra, 2nd by Comm. Graf to pay bills as listed.  Roll call shows all in favor.
COMMITTEE REPORTS

Ordinance Review Committee

Commissioner Graf stated that the Mast Plan will be discussed at next meeting.

Ordinance review was canceled; they will be discussed Chapter 92 and make any corrections that need to be made.

PUBLIC DISCUSSION

Commissioner Croop opened the meeting to Public Discussion; seconded by Commissioner Luccio and carried on voice vote.

Since there was no one who wished to speak under Public Discussion, Commissioner Steenstra moved that it be closed; seconded by Commissioner Crum and carried on voice vote.

ADJOURNMENT 

Since there was no further business to be conducted, Commissioner Crum moved to ADJOURN the meeting at 10:47 p.m.; seconded by Commissioner Steenstra and carried on voice vote.

Respectfully submitted,

Jane McCarthy, RMC

Municipal Clerk
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