BLOOMINGDALE PLANNING BOARD

101 Hamburg Turnpike

Bloomingdale, NJ 07403

Minutes
Regular Meeting 7:30pm

November13, 2014
CALL TO ORDER @ 7:30pm
SALUTE TO FLAG

LEGAL

This is a Regular Meeting of the Bloomingdale Planning Board of November 13, 2014 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 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.

ROLL CALL 

MEMBERS PRESENT (*denotes alternate)

Ken Fioretti

James W Croop
Edward Simoni
Robert Voorman*
Mark Crum

Bill Graf

Kevin Luccio

Barry Greenberg*
Bill Steenstra

Craig Ollenschleger
Robert Lippi*
MEMBERS ABSENT/EXCUSED

Ray Yazdi
SEATING OF ALTERNATES

Comm. Lippi for Comm. Yazdi
COMPLETENESS & WAIVER REQUEST

#660 
Odeh, Abdel         Block 29.01 Lot 15        34 Catherine Street

Motion made by Comm. Graf, 2nd by Comm. Luccio to deem application #660 complete subject to further review by board engineer on open checklist items #’s  6,5,9,15,23,29,30,31,32,33,28 &41. 

Granted waiver requests from checklist #’s 7,22,24,25,26,27-34,35,36,37,39,40,42,43,44,45.
Voice vote shows all in favor.

PUBLIC HEARING

#652
Cybelle Guerrero     
Block 7 Lot 17      291 Macopin Road (bifurcated -site plan)
(seated:  Lippi, Croop, Crum, Graf, Luccio, Ollenschleger, Fioretti, Steenstra & Simoni)

David Dixon is attorney from Feeney & Dixon, representing applicant.
Mr. Dixon states that this is a bifurcated application, Minor Sub Division was approved on 8/21/14 and that the variances were taken care of in the Subdivision approval.

At this time the Site Plan, consisting of 12 sheets, prepared by Lt Consulting Engineers, Inc. on 2/27/13 with latest revision date of 9/15/14 are marked as A-4 on 11/13/14.

Mr. Dixon explains that this is a difficult lot, the contours and slopes are extreme
and also impacting are the DEP restrictions, buffer and wetlands.  Their sole concern will be with the larger lot on Sheet #2.  Based on the DEP approval they can only disturb what was previously disturbed.  Due to restrictions, the house must be located in the only remaining location.  No variances are required except design waivers from steep slope ordinance.
They received a final report from Tom Boorady, the board engineer.  They are proposing to build a modest single family home and it will be located in the only place that is feasible.

Matthew Neuls, 34 Sequoia Ct, Berkley Township, NJ is a licensed engineer in the State of NJ and has 13 years’ experience in municipal and land use.

Board attorney, Tony Sartori states that it is appropriate to recognize Mr. Neuls as an expert witness in the field of engineering.

Mr. Dixon states that he would like Mr. Neuls to review existing conditions and engineering challenges of this property.

Referring to sheet 2 of 12, Mr. Neuls states that lots 20 & 17.01 are incorporated in the subdivision.  The property is made up largely of steep slope and wooded area.  There is an area of land inside that is clear, consisting of two platform areas that are relatively level.  This is the only area where construction of a home could be considered.

He refers to Sheet 4 entitled ‘Site Plan’ and shows that a subdivision line was created.  The proposed home is shown on a cleared area, showing no changes and no further clearing.  There is a 300’ riparian buffer that is not allowed to be disturbed.  The driveway kind of follows and existing gravel road.  They are trying to limit disturbance.  The county required a straight section of driveway to the roads edge; the drive curves to the right and there is a U-turn area to garage.  They tried to keep the slope as little as possible so that the area in front of the garage can remain flat.
The footprint shown is maximum size of proposed building.  The actual size could be smaller, but no larger.

They show an infiltration system consisting of perforated pipes and crushed stone to collect water run-off from the main driveway (water would drain from middle and upper part of drive, which would then be collected into infiltration system).

The drywell, which is a pre-cast chamber, would collect overflow of other chamber.  There would be a pump located behind patio to pump house run-off to dry well.

There would be several retaining walls one of which would be located as a make way into site to left of driveway and then a retaining wall on right of driveway as you make turn and it would warp around u turn of driveway in order to accommodate development required to put retaining walls in.

There is an existing garage located at the left corner of the patio.  They are also proposing a concrete pad for propane and fuel tank, all of which is located in the previously disturbed area.

There will be safety precautions on left side of driveway.  A safety timber guardrail is proposed with a 4’ high chain link fence behind it as a barricade to provide protection to the top of wall.

The fence would start 15’ back from the right of way lane at Macopin Road.

The wall starts at 8” and gets larger as you continue down driveway, then tapers off.

The existing site distance is calculated by speed limit of road, which is currently 35 mph.  Which means that 15’ is the required site distance.  There is no way to improve site distance from an engineering standpoint, it could only be improved if the speed limit was reduced.

At this time Board Engineer report prepared by Tom Boorady, dated 11/13/14 consisting of 5 pages is marked as board exhibit B-2 on 11/13/14.

Mr. Neuls addresses the technical comments on the report.

1.)  He stipulates that they will comply with the county’s request for deeds and they will submit.

2.)  Will comply
3.) Garage and shed will be demolished and no building permits can be issued until this is done.

Mr. Boorady states that the note on the plan for existing shed is wrong and needs to be corrected.

Mr. Neuls states that on sheet #4 a revision shows the shed by the road, located on subdivision, needs to be removed prior to deeds.
Mr. Boorady’s recommendation is to show shed and garage marked on plans as being removed as part of both approvals.  And to remove both before deeds are filed.
Mr. Neuls states that it will be removed.

Mr. Boorady recommends that the metal garage located on 20.02 also be removed.

Mr. Dixon states that it is pre-existing non-conformance.  They do not want to give up all utility of property in case site plan get denied.

He also states that the location of the garage is not condition of site plan.
Mr. Sartori asks Mr. Dixon to clarify position on this matter.

Mr. Dixon states that if the site plan is denied, in order to maintain conforming lots, the garage needs to remain.

Mr. Boorady states that if the garage remains, what stops someone from using it in the time the property remains unimproved.

Mr. Sartori states that when the motion was made to approve subdivision it was stipulated that the existing garage and shed would be removed, which is contained in the memorializing resolution that was adopted at the 10/23/14 public hearing of the Planning Board.

5.) In reference to Mr. Boorady’s report, 

5a).   Mr. Neuls states that they have done significant revisions and believes it meets RSIS standards.
Mr. Boorady states that we are looking to decrease the slope.  

Mr. Neuls and Mr. Boorady agree that they can work with the first 20’ of drive to try and decrease slope.  They will decrease the best that they can.


5b).  
refers to sheet 4 and stipulates to move chain link fence subject to board engineers approval.

5c).  
applicant will comply


5d)  
In reference to deed restrictions of properties, the area cannot be disturbed, and they don’t want to be bound to restrict property for something that may change in the future.  Don’t want to tie future owners of property if restricted.  Deed restrictions are forever, they don’t feel it’s appropriate.  The Borough is protected by existing ordinance.

Comm. Greenberg agrees with Mr. Dixon.  He states that they could put in subdivision that there shall be no further disturbance beyond what is currently disturbed subject to engineering approval.

6.) The architectures were designed to five idea of size and style of home, it can be no larger than footprint shown on site plan.  It more than likely will be smaller. Mr. Dixon stipulates that architect plans will be submitted with soil removal permit at time of construction.

7.) Refers to sheet 6 and states that there will be reinforcement in grass area to support truck turnaround.  The underground pipe will be at adequate depth that it would not be crushed.
It is stipulated that turnaround will be turf block.

8.) Comm. Croop states in case of fire that the road would be closed as is the same issue for all other owners in the same area.

9.) In ref to Roadway Profile, the site distance is about 360’ vs 385’.  There is no engineering adjustment to change this issue.

Mr. Boorady asks that sheet #8 is revised to show that it is no higher than 2’ above grade, it currently shows 3.5’ above grade.  Add footnote to reflect horizontal, not vertical.

10.) Applicant will submit, Mr. Dixon states a footnote will be added to establish or amend to meet requirement to confirm trench drain is positioned properly.
11.) Will revise plans to show taper.

12.) Will provide additional cross section elevations to make sure water is stored and released properly

13.) Will perform and comply

14.) Stipulates that it will be provided as a part of soil moving permit

15.) Agrees to move fence as previously stipulated.

16 & 17.)
Will be addressed in deed recital.

At this time Comm. Simoni asks if there are any questions of the board.

Mr. Boorady comments that he is concerned about pump in case of power outage.  Asks is engineer can try to revise drainage to eliminate pump.  

Mr. Neuls states that he will check to see if gravity system will work.

Comm. Greenberg asks if driveway can be graded to another inlet before turn/curve.

Mr. Neuls states that he can move trench drain up further on driveway.

Comm. Croop asks concerning drainage, why is would be necessary to pump from dry well back into system.

Mr. Boorady states that he thinks overflow is needed.

Mr. Dixon states in closing that this is a very difficult site subject to many limitations, based on both engineers insight.  It would be a conforming home with nice views of Bloomingdale.  They are limited to where a home can be put and are forced to place home in most appropriate area for this location.  On only area that can be developed.
He asks that the board consider all concessions and limitations and give Ms. Guerrero her dream to live on this property.  

Motion made by Comm. Crum, 2nd by Comm. Steenstra to open meeting to public for questions of Mr. Neuls or comments on application.  Voice vote shows all in favor.

Motion made by Comm. Crum, 2nd by Comm. Steenstra to close meeting to public for questions or comments of this application.  Voice vote shows all in favor.

Motion to made by Comm. Steenstra, 2nd by Comm. Crum to approve with all stipulations set forth on the record, including removal of garage and shed, deed recital reflecting limits on disturbance of riparian buffers and wetlands and steep slope restrictions and county requirements of driveway construction standards.  Subdivision deeds will not be executed until removal of garage and shed.  Roll call shows 9- 0 in favor.
RESOLUTIONS

#657  
NLS Management Co., LLC        Block 60 Lot 34     133 Main Street (tabled)  

PENDING APPLICATIONS
#656
Glenn Kramer           
Block 75.01 Lt 5      
28 Ridge Road (incomplete)
Application being withdrawn without prejudice.  Board Secretary will send letter
#659   
Stokem/Koch

167 Union Ave & 169 Union Ave.  Block 73 Lots 96 & 97

BILLS

Anthony Sartori – Retainer for November $600, Meeting Attend for 11/13/14 $450, NLS Resolution #657 $1,330.00

DMC Associates, Inc –Quick Chek sub-division review $437.50,
Darmofalski - Review & Completeness #659 Stokem $480, Review of revised plans #658 Pares $240, Review of Delford Gardens Water Line $600, Meeting Attendance 10/23/14 $240
Motion made by Comm. Graf, 2nd by Comm. Steenstra to pay bills as listed.  Roll call shows 
11-0 in favor.

PUBLIC DISCUSSION
Motion made by Comm. Crum, 2nd by Comm. Croop to open meeting for public discussion.

Motion made by Comm. Crum, 2nd by Comm. Croop to close meeting for public discussion.

Voice vote shows all in favor.
ADJOURNMENT
Motion made by Comm. Crum, 2nd by Comm. Steenstra to adjourn at 10:40pm.  Voice vote shows all in favor.

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Neinstedt, Secretary
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