BLOOMINGDALE PLANNING BOARD

101 Hamburg Turnpike

Bloomingdale, NJ 07403

Minutes 
Regular Meeting 7:30pm

May 8, 2014
CALL TO ORDER @7:44pm
SALUTE TO FLAG

LEGAL

This is the Regular Meeting of the Bloomingdale Planning Board of May 8, 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

Robert Voorman

Mark Crum

Craig A Ollenschleger



Bill Steenstra

Robert Lippi

MEMBERS ABSENT/EXCUSED

Kevin Luccio- ex

Richard Murek-abs

Robert Lippi-ex

Edward Simoni- ex

Barry Greenberg – ex

Ray Yazdi- ex

APPOINTING OF ALTERNATES

Robert Voorman for Kevin Luccio

Robert Lippi for Edward Simoni 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

3/20/14 & 4/10/14    (Carry to 5/22/14 meeting)
REEXAMINATION REPORT- RECOMMENDATION TO MAYOR & COUNCIL
(Public hearing scheduled for 5/22/14 @ 7:30pm)
PUBLIC HEARING APPLICATION #657

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

James La Sala is Attorney for applicant.

Anthony Sartori, board attorney states for the record that this application is for Site Plan approval with bulk variances.  It was formerly a mixed use and proposed is a single use which is permitted in the B-1 zone.  This board will sit as Planning Board consisting of 9 members.

Report consisting of 8 pages prepared by Tom Boorady on 4/28/14 is marked as exhibit B-1 on 5/8/14.

Mr. Sartori swears in George Scott Monro of Scott Monro Architects, 170 Kinnelon Road, Kinnelon, NJ.  He states that it would be appropriate to accept Mr. Monro as an expert witness.

At this time it appears appropriate to mark exhibits in to the record.                        

· Town Zoning Map of Borough of Bloomingdale, prepared by Robert Cigol of DMC Surveyors 11/19/12.  Marked as exhibit A-1 on 5/8/14
· Architectural site plan of basement and 1st floor, drawing A-1 prepared by Scott Monro Architects, dated 9/20/13 latest revision of 3/17/14 marked as exhibit A-2 on 5/8/14.

· Floor plan drawing A-2 prepared by Scott Monro Architects dated 9/20/13 latest revision of 3/17/14 marked as exhibit A-3 on 5/8/14.

· Floor plan drawing A-3 prepared by Scott Monro Architects with construction notes, 2nd floor and outside dated 9/20/13 latest revision of 9/20/13 marked as exhibit A-4.

· Existing and proposed drawing A-4 prepared by Scott Monro Architects showing front elevation, signage, etc, dated 9/20/13 latest revision of 9/20/13 marked as exhibit A-5.
· Drawing A-5 prepared by Scott Monro Architects showing Dumpster gate and enclosure details marked as exhibit A-6
· Lighting plan, proposed and existing conditions consisting of 2 pages, prepared by Map Engineering, Inc. on 4/10/14 marked as A-7 on 5/8/14

· On-Site Vehicle circulation plan prepared by Map Engineering, Inc. on 4/11/14 marked as A-8 on 5/8/14.

At this time Mr. La Sala refers to page 4 of exhibit B-1, Technical comments of the board engineer’s report.

1.) Mr. La Sala provided a certificate of completeness Passaic County Planning Board dated 4/16/14.  Mr. Boorady states that if there were any board approvals tonight that they would have to be have to be subject to the Passaic County Planning Board.
At this time Mr. La Sala would like to ask that if anything needs to be updated, modified, etc. based on testimony, we ask that the board give approval subject to the boards’ engineer approval so that the applicant would not need to return to Planning Board.
Mr. Sartori states that that has been the practice in the past as long as there are no significant changes.

2.) There has been no correspondence received by the Police or Fire Dept.  Comm. Croop said he could follow up with the Fire Dept.
At this time the applicant, Fred Soule, 6 Mulberry Trail, Kinnelon, NJ is sworn in.

Mr. Soule responds to the following items on the board engineer’s report:

#3 & #4 – the applicant will abandon the residential use.  The property will be strictly commercial use.  The applicant stipulates that under no circumstances will there be any residential uses on this property.

#5 – this item was already resolved.  There was testimony from Mr. Monro of the height of the roof.  Mr. Monro states that he came up with a mean height of the building of 25 feet which is clearly below the maximum permitted of 30 feet, therefore no variances are required.  The board engineer agrees.

#6 – There is an overhang that projects 1.6 feet in to public right of way (sidewalk).  It’s part of the existing building and has existed for many years and applicant plans to keep it as is.  This also means that the proposed signage will be in the public right of way.  

Mr. Sartori asks if sign will be affixed to the building and will it protrude out.
Mr. Monro states that it will actually protrude a couple of inches, but it’s within the zoning ordinance of the town.  The overhang sticks out 1.6 feet, the sign only sticks out 1 foot, which sets back 1.7” from awning which is shown on Ex. A-4.

Mr. Sartori asks that if it is internally illuminated he wants to make sure that there is stipulation that it is a continuous illumination and not flashing in any way.

Mr. Monro states that in note #4 on Ex A-4 it states that all signage is to be designed and installed as per Bloomingdale ordinance 92-26.3

Mr. Boorady states that in order to keep things moving, item #6 was just an overall comment.  There is more detailed comment later in report.  He recommends moving on and will get more testimony later in report.

Mr. La Sala states that they are not replacing overhang, it already exists since 1920’s on original building.

Comm. Ollenschleger asks what will keep sign from crashing down on unsuspecting bystander.

Mr. La Sala says that will be addressed with signage later in report.

#7 – La Sala states that when the applicant was here for completeness hearing, it was stated that applicant would abandon back 2-story structure.  Applicant would like to ask if he could use 2nd floor for office for his pub.  This would mean that the kitchen would be removed but bathroom would remain.  If that is okay it would be subject to Mr. Boorady’s review as opposed to coming back to the board.

#8 – Mr. Sartori wishes to confirm with Mr. Soule that initially it was intended to abandon residential use in the back 2-story structure.  After consideration the applicant would like to now put office for Pub on 2nd floor, but if do so, will be agreeing to remove kitchen and asking if possible to leave bathroom.
Mr. La Sala asks Mr. Soule if he is certifying to the board that he has no intentions of using back 2nd story structure as a residential use.   Strictly office space to be used for operation of the Pub.

Mr. Soule states that it correct.

#9 – Previously the board asked applicant to check with bank in regard to parking.  Mr. Soule stated that Wells Fargo Bank verbally allowed them parking and told him where they could and couldn’t park.  The bank had no problems.  They said during the day customers could park in the back of the lot and when bank was closed they could park anywhere.  Approximately 30 spaces could be utilized.

Mr. La Sala asks Mr. Monro how many spaces are required.

Mr. Monro states that 27 spaces are required.

Mr. La Sala also states that the borough ordinance allows to rely on on-street parking and along with bank permission, parking requirements will be met.

The applicant intends to use rear parking, as it cannot be striped for employees only.
Mr. Soule states that rear parking cannot be striped but will be used for employee parking and understands that it cannot be striped for public use.  The intent is to use strictly for own use and employees.

Comm. Steenstra states that the church across from the bank also uses the parking lot on Friday nights for its service.  It becomes quite crowded, just something to consider.

Mr. La Sala states that they will also be checking with the Pharmacy across the street to see if something can be worked out with parking.

Mr. Boorady states, to be clear, employees only parking will be behind building, customers can either park on the street or in Wells Fargo parking lot.  At this time he reads section 92-22 A3 of borough ordinance on off-site facility:


“All permitted and required accessory off street parking spaces open or enclosed should be on the same zone lot as the use to which such spaces are accessory except that such spaces may be provided elsewhere but shall be provided within a radius of no greater than distance than 1500 feet”.

Comm. Croop states that the bank is a noticed property within 200 feet, so answer is yes.

Mr. Boorady continues to read:


“For utilization of spaces on a property not in the same ownership as the use to which they’re accessory, a copy of a lease and license agreement between the user and the property owner allowing the utilization of such space must be submitted to the zoning officer within 10 day s of execution of agreement.”
Mr. La Sala states that the bank indicated they would give permission but not in writing.
He further states that parking requirements are met within the borough ordinance for 
on-street parking, using Wells Fargo lot is giving additional parking.

Mr. Boorady states that Wells Fargo is hearsay without a lease agreement.

#10 – Mr. Sartori state that he would like witness testimony that there is adequate 
on-street parking which will satisfy the parking requirement absent utilization of the banks parking lot.

Mr. Monro testifies that for every 3 seats you need 1 parking space.  Based on 1st floor plan originally submitted, 16 seats are at tables and 12 stools are at bar which equals 28 seats on 1st floor.  The 2nd floor has a total of 43 seats, 36 at tables and 7 at bar.  That gives 71 total seats divided by 3 equals 23.66, which is rounded up to 24 spaces required.

Mr. Sartori clarifies that those numbers came from Ex. 3 & 4.  He asks how the applicant is going to accommodate those 24 spaces.
Mr. Monro states that they are relying on the Borough Ordinance which allows for the B-1 zones in town to make up the requirement of off-street parking with allowed on-street parking.

Mr. La Sala states that in addition, there is the parking available, although not striped or paved, behind the building.  The applicant also owns the property next door which could result in an easement if necessary.  And they will also continue to try to obtain a written agreement with the bank parking lot, pharmacy and other adjacent lots.

Comm. Steenstra asks how wide the back lot is.

Mr. Monro states that at property line it is about 28 feet, which is clearly enough for depth of a car.

Comm. Ollenschleger asks how traffic is going to navigate in that area.

Mr. Monro states that there was a traffic study done for purposes of trucks loading and unloading, unfortunately the engineer is not here to testify, however he did send a letter.

Mr. La Sala states that since Mr. Soule owns the properties at 135 and 133 Main Street he can provide ingress and egress to and from the subject property and could provide a written agreement to himself.
The applicant stipulates to this and will be providing an easement of the adjoining property.

Mr. Boorady asks how many employees applicant plans to have.

Mr. Soule responds 6 or 7.

Mr. Soule states that he has owned 133 Main Street for about 30 years and 135 Main Street for about 10 years.

Mr. Boorady asks how many passenger vehicles does applicant think can be parked behind buildings.

Mr. Soule states bout 15 to 20.

Mr. Boorady states that would be adequate room for 7 – 8 cars or more for employees only.

Mr. Monro states that the back building, currently used for storage, is a 3-car garage, which could also allow owner and possibly spouse to park there.  There is definitely a lot of parking ability behind the buildings.

Comm. Ollenschleger asks if there is any study in terms of whether vehicular traffic can navigate in back. He states there is a retaining wall to river but nothing to keep car from going in to river.  There were six wheel stops.  He also doesn’t feel you can park 20 cars and still be able to navigate traffic.

Mr. La Sala asks Mr. Soule that when they had 10 + cars parked in back lot was there any problems navigating through lot.

Mr. Soule states that no, there was not.

Comm. Ollenschleger asks if they could demonstrate that vehicular traffic can navigate in rear lot, 2-lane vehicular traffic (in and out).

Mr. La Sala states that by using the driveway at 135 Main Street, there will be two ways to get in, which will make flow much simpler.  He states that the applicant’s engineer could plan that out for Mr. Boorady’s approval.

Comm. Ollenschleger asks, to be clear, that he is raising two different traffic issues, one being a defined ingress and egress from Main Street.  The second issue is egress and ingress from rear lot which has nothing to do with ingress and egress from Main Street.

Mr. Monro states that there is a very large area behind the storage building.

Mr. Soule states that he has all the property behind 4 buildings.

Comm. Ollenschleger would like testimony that a car can access back lot coming in and at same time a car has access to get out simultaneously so that there’s no traffic impairment.
Mr. Boorady states that the driveways off Main Street are only wide enough for one car at a time, which has been the case for a long time.  Testimony is that the lot is only being used for employees which is probably less intensive that having residential uses that are conflicting.  Employees will be coming to shift at same time and leaving at the same time.  The thought is that you won’t really have those conflicts, but that’s up to applicant to testify.

Comm. Ollenschleger states he understands, but the question is how you are going to satisfy the parking requirements as an alternative.

Mr. La Sala states again that the ordinance permits us to rely on the on-street parking.  Testimony has been that it’s the applicant’s intent to have employee parking only in the back.  However, in real world case, once the place opens and people get familiar, they will become aware that the back parking exists and they may park there.  If we have to delineate parking spaces can we consider these spaces?  Even if we can’t delineate because of floodplain, we can show ingress and egress and roughly where cars will be located.  But it’s going to create major DEP issues and we would not want to rely on it.  But our understanding is that we are able to rely on the on-street parking and we have more parking than other neighboring properties because we have multiple properties.  So if there is question to our ability to handle parking for this business then you are putting everybody else on the street out of business too.
Mr. Sartori states that Mr. La Sala’s point is well taken.  He confirms that the large area adjacent to the storage area is part of the subject property (133 Main Street).

Mr. Monro states that it is.

Mr. Sartori asks Mr. Monro to outline the area with a marker.

Mr. Sartori describes the property as boot-shaped and says that the area described in testimony is part of subject property which Mr. La Sala, in the comments he made, refers to and is “a variable” but cannot be the subject of impervious coverage or delineation for parking spaces because of the restrictions pertaining to the flood plain.
He asks who is owner of subject property 133 Main Street.

Mr. Soule states his wife, Nancy and himself.

Mr. Sartori asks who is record owner of adjoining property 135 Main Street, which has been the subject of testimony and the stipulation concerning the easement that is going to be provided to the subject property of this application?  

Mr. Soule states that it is under Frederick Soule Corp.
Mr. Sartori clarifies that it is not common ownership but applicant is principle of corporation described and authorized to make the representation that was put on the record this evening.
Mr. Soule states that is correct.

Mr. Sartori asks to recognize that if easement is granted, it will run with the land and will pertain to adjoining property and will bind the property that’s in your corporate name(135 Main Street), notwithstanding that you are stipulating for the record as principle owner of adjoining property that there will be a easement which will service the pub property, 133 Main Street.
Mr. Soule says that is right.
Mr. Sartori confirms that there will be driveway access from side of structure 133 Main Street (Pub) to rear area and also access from adjoining property owned by applicant to 135 Main Street.

Mr. Soule states that is right.

Mr. Sartori asks if there is presently parking that exists on 135 Main Street in the rear of the property?

Mr. Soule states that it is presently used by wife and tenants upstairs.

Mr. Sartori asks if that parking prohibits access to the area of 133 Main Street.

Mr. Soule states that no it does not, there is plenty of room to come up and go out.
Mr. Sartori responds that there is enough room for vehicle to pass behind parked vehicles on 135 Main Street.

Mr. Soule states that is correct.

Mr. Sartori asks what the approximate width of that area is.

Mr. Monro responds that the width is almost 27 feet and that’s before it hits property at 133 Main Street, in fact even though there’s a line depicted between properties of 133 and 135 Main, there is no fencing or barricade to prevent someone from crossing over.

Mr. Sartori state that there appears to be more than adequate room for a vehicle to pass by vehicles parked on 135 Main Street.

Mr. Soule states that there is .

Mr. Sartori asks how many vehicles are presently parked behind 135 Main Street.

Mr. Soule states 2 or 3 at most.

Comm. Ollenschleger states that the point he is trying to make, and he’s not trying to be unsympathetic with what applicant is trying to accomplish and appreciates the reality that people are going to park back there.  It’s that reality that makes him think what can be done to make it safe, so that a car coming around structure going in to larger lot is not going to run, head on into somebody coming out.  He asks what is distance between closest point of retaining wall before wall jets out.

Mr. Monro states that from its narrowest point to property line it’s 42 feet to wall.

Comm. Ollenschleger states that the question is an engineering question, which would be,   from a safety standpoint, is a 42 foot width sufficient distance for vehicular traffic to go in and out without being compromised?
Comm. Steenstra offers as a gauge, that Hamburg Turnpike has been notoriously a 40 foot road, most drive aisles and parking lots are only 30 feet, actually 24 foot is more typical, so there is more than adequate space.

Mr. La Sala states that Mr. Soule brought something else to his attention and that is that he had discussion with the owner of 127 Main Street (cleaners) and this owner stated that he had no problem with Mr. Soule’s customers using his driveway.

Applicant will negotiate with Cleaners and Wells Fargo to get something in writing.

Mr. Soule as stipulates to putting up mirrors in driveways for site purposes.
Mr. Monro states that Mr. Soule anticipates putting a timber guardrail at the edge of property in back for insurance of people’s safety.  He will also agree to put curved (convex) mirrors for safety purposes as well.

Mr. Sartori asks is timber guardrail is permitted or prohibited due to floodplain.

Mr. Boorady thinks that they are permitted, but might want to consider decorative bollards, this way water can flow in between them.  But could be bollards or guardrail.

The applicant stipulates to installing bollards in rear of 133 and 135 Main Street as depicted on drawings by his engineer.

Comm. Steenstra asks if there are any questions from board members on #1-10.

Comm. Croop states that since parking seems to be an issue, he feels that applicant has more parking in back than depicted, even though it can’t be striped, but could be delineated on plan just to show available parking spaces that would be back there.  He feels there is plenty of room for minimum of 15 cars, probably even 20, and still allowing a turning radius for a garbage truck.  That’s his opinion.

He also states that an easement was discussed allowing parking from 135 to 133 Main Street, and it’s just his opinion, but given existing code now for getting offsite parking, what’s to preclude Mr. Soule from getting written lease form 135 Main to 133 Main without going through all the formalities of a deed easement which does carry with the property?

Mr. La Sala stipulates that they would be happy to meet whatever the ordinance requires.

Comm. Croop states that lease or license, either is revocable at a time when properties may become separated.  He does not feel there is anything permanent being done where it would require an easement.

Mr. La Sala states that he would like to modify stipulation to say license instead of easement, to comply with ordinance.

Comm. Croop also states that he has no problem with the office or use of storage, provided it be stipulated that use of an office there would be limited entirely to the restaurant and not rented out as a separate entity.

Mr. Soule responds that he will stipulate to that, but understanding that plan in the future is to knock down that area.  They will temporarily use it as an office, having storage and office until project is done keeps everything neater and is a great idea provided it doesn’t become permanent.

Comm. Ollenschleger wants to make sure that if modifying stipulation to license or lease agreement to make sure it still includes egress and ingress stipulations.
Mr. La Sala states that it does.

Motion made by Comm. Croop, 2nd by Comm. Crum to open to public for questions of 
Mr. Monro or Mr. Soule, voice vote shows all in favor.

PUBLIC

William Graf, 8 Linden Lane, speaking as public

Mr. Graf states that it seems the nature of the property in back of 133 and 135 Main Street and the fact that it’s in the flood plain, if applicant were to stipulate a restriction for employee parking only with all improvements that have been talked about from a safety perspective, it takes away a lot of the consideration of ingress and egress, traffic flow, etc.  And it seems that if applicant were to rely on ordinance that stipulated that on street parking can satisfy parking and that was the purpose of the ordinance, that the applicant could identify 24 parking spaces along Main Street with 1500 feet, that would satisfy the applicants parking requirements according to our ordinance and it’s clear that by simply stating that the rear parking can be and will be used for employee parking and that a requirement, then he believes the applicant gets around a lot of ingress/egress and traffic related issues.  The parking issue would then be satisfied.
Mr. Sartori states for the record that public comment will remain open at this time for Mr. Graf to return for comment later if needed.

Mr. Boorady states that a preliminary estimate of parking on Main Street is roughly 93 spaces up and down entire Main Street.  It’s further than 1500 feet, but just wanted to give board an idea of how many spaces there are.

Mr. La Sala goes back to Mr. Boorady’s report:
#11 – Applicant provided letter from Map Engineering dated 5/6/14 addressing the issues that involved the turning radius and lighting plan.  He asks Mr. Soule if he is asking the board to accept this letter as testimony on these issues.

Mr. Soule responds, yes.

Mr. Sartori states that he has a letter dated 5/6/14 on letterhead on Map Engineering addressed to Mr. Frederick Soule.  This is an Engineer Review letter consisting of 2 pages prepared by Mark A Palus, PE, PP, CME marked as exhibit A-9 on 5/8/14.

At this time also being marked is a 1-page letter from High Grade Beverage dated 4/1/14 written by John Tappen, marked as exhibit A-10 on 5/8/14.

Mr. Sartori reads letter in to record.

Mr. Boorady asks, pertaining to #11, what kind of food deliveries would be made.
Mr. Soule responds that the deliveries for beverage and the garbage truck would be the same size.  The food truck would be a small box truck.

Comm. Ollenschleger asks if deliveries would be curbside or in rear of building?

Mr. La Sala states that they would only be curbside if spot was available, double parking would not be permitted.

Comm. Steenstra states that once parking spaces are lined there is no plan for loading zones, so applicant would have to conform to ordinance which means deliveries should be made in the back.
#12 was already discussed and addressed.

#13 (a-e) – Comments by Mr. Boorady were to remove small portion of curb if necessary.
Applicant stipulates that he will do so if needed.

In reference to 13c, Mr. Sartori states that the license agreement has to allow trucking access on 133 to traverse 135.

And 13e states removing all reference to 135 Main Street.  Due to license agreement, reference to 135 Main Street should be left in.

Mr. Boorady states that the Resolution will make that clear.

Mr. Sartori states that a note should be put on plan, in detail, about license agreement.

Mr. La Sala agrees.

#14-  Mr. Monro needs clarification as to whether the full market value includes building and property.

Mr. Boorady thinks substantial improvement makes reference to structure only.

Mr. Sartori states so there is no misunderstanding, the ordinance says cost of which exceeds 50% of market value of the structure before the start of the construction of the improvement. 

Comm. Crum asks that when town did re-valuation of properties, wasn’t it done to market value?

Mr. La Sala responds that yes, it was, but equalization rate as of this year is 91.18 which already varies from the re-valuation about 10%.

In reference to #14 Mr. Boorady states that it will be a condition of approval that the architect provides a letter stating that the improvements are not substantial and therefore do not need to meet these requirements of that ordinance.

#15 & #16 – Mr. La Sala states that applicant will comply.

#17 & #18 – Mr. Sartori states that the lighting plan should be part of the license agreement to include both 133 and 135 Main Street.  Applicant needs to show that lighting fixtures on 135 Main Street will be maintained in order to provide lighting as shown in exhibit A-7.

Comm. Ollenschleger asks if applicant could stipulate that if accessory structure were removed, that those lighting elements be replicated off main dwelling so that parking lot will remain lit.

Mr. Soule says that would be guaranteed.

Mr. Boorady states to make sure the lights are correct and not too bright.

Mr. La Sala says he will stipulate to that and if lights need to be replaced they will be shoebox style and aimed downward and approved by the Borough engineer.

Comm. Ollenschleger asks if the additional lights that are proposed are sufficient.

Mr. Boorady responds that based on illumination plan provided, the new proposed lighting is adequate.

He also recommends that in reference to #20 that the lighting wattage be reduced as recommended by manufacturer.

#21 – Applicant states that they can convert all existing lighting to full cut-off fixtures as recommended by Mr. Boorady.

#22 – Hours for illumination for existing and proposed automatic lighting will be dusk to closing (2am).  Lights will be on a timer.  There will be no outdoor lighting past 3am.

#23 – Mr. Monro refers to Ex. 5 and explains that the reason for the sign variance is because effectively it is in the right of way over the sidewalk.  The projection of the existing overhang is 1 foot 7 inches.  The sign is one foot from the building, bolted in to the studs so it will not fall.  It may or may not be lit.  The sign protrudes 7 inches less than the roofing.

Mr. Sartori clarifies that roof protrudes 1 foot 7 inches and sign protrudes 1 foot.

Mr. Boorady states that the sign is positioned out a few inches from façade because of windows.  There is really no other place to put sign.

Mr. Monro agrees that the sign is in the best place possible.

#24 – There is no intention to attach sign to roof overhang, it will be slightly above.

#25 & #26 – applicant states that they are in conformance.

#27 –   Mr. Monro states that sign conforms in square footage, however not in height.  In order to make it conform, it would have to be 16 feet long and 19.85 inches in height.  Applicant is proposing sign that’s 30 inches in height and 8 feet long, which requires a variance.  The sign will only be 20 square feet, but will exceed in height due to fact that it can only go in lone location.

#28 – a variance is required to allow sign to be above the first floor.

#29, #30 & #31 – applicant is conforming.

#32 -   Sign illumination will be off by 3am.

#33 – Applicant states that he would like to put some sort of beer sign in window at some point.

Mr. Boorady responds that the borough ordinance prohibits any sort of sign in the windows whether it’s lit or not.  Applicant would need a variance.

Mr. Monro asks if a weekly special or menu sign would be allowed.

Mr. Boorady states that a window sign is defined as a sign which is mounted, painted or placed on the inside or outside of a window in such a manner that it can be viewed from the exterior of the building.

Mr. Ollenschleger states that he believes the rule of reason is going to control here.  If you put a blinking sign in the window it would not be acceptable, but placing a menu for people to view shouldn’t be a problem.

Mr. Boorady asks if any window signs are planned at this time.

Mr. La Sala states that they are not.

#34 & #35 – Applicant will comply.

#36 – applicant stipulates that trash cans will be removed.

#37 – There will be no easements for right-of-way as stipulated earlier.

Mr. Boorady asks if applicant plans to have agreements with other properties to allow them to park on subject property.

Mr. La Sala says no they do not.

#38 – Mr. Sartori clarifies that there is no outdoor seating outside of structure.

Mr. Boorady states that the 2nd floor balcony is enclosed.

#39 – Street address is already shown.

#40 – Existing sign will be removed and no sign will replace it.

#41 & #42 – The Chimney will be removed and vent will be outside.  The applicant will work with borough engineer as to placement of vent.
Mr. Boorady states to just be mindful of the neighboring properties when venting.  It needs to look nice but not bother neighbors within close proximity. 

At this time Comm. Croop, 2nd by Comm. Crum makes motion to extend time to 10:40pm.  Voice vote shows all in favor.

Mr. Monro refers to exhibit 5, Front Elevation and states that the awning in front is currently asphalt shingle.  They are looking to do something a little nicer such as standing steam metal.  The base will be stone veneer over brick in earth tone colors.

The 2nd floor will be vinyl siding in earth tone colors.  Mr. Monro stipulates that the front façade will be new siding. 

Mr. Soule states that it will have a nice flow along Main Street.

Referring to exhibit 6 (rear and side elevation) Mr. Monro states that the majority of this siding will remain.  Two existing windows and doors will eventually need to be removed and patched.  The 3-season room will be screened.  A section of the existing roof will be structurally repaired to support mechanical equipment and will be shielded with nice railing.
Comm. Voorman asks if attic flooring is being removed.

Mr. Monro responds in order to stabilize they are leaving some of the joists and decking.

Mr. monro describes the dumpster enclosure to be brown board fence enclosuse.  3 sides will be secure board on board fence, the front will be board on board gate.

Mr. Sartori asks if dumpster container will have lids.

Mr. Monro states that it will have lids, but enclosure will not.

Comm. Voorman asks if it will be trash cans or commercial dumpster.

Monro states that it will be commercial dumpster.

Mr. Boorady asks if there will be any disable access.

Mr. Monro states that there is a small ramp in the back and that the bathrooms are required to be handicap accessible.
Motion made by Comm. Crum, 2nd by Comm. Voorman to close public comment and questions.  Voice vote shows all in favor.

Motion made by Comm. Crum, 2nd by Comm. Lippi to approve application #657 subject to stipulations and conditions of governmental approvals.  Roll call shows 7 – 0 in favor.

RESOLUTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF APPLICATION #649

Lovendough, Inc. (aka Dunkin Donuts) 
Tony Sartori reads Resolution #649 into the record.  Motion made by Comm. Graf, 2nd by Comm. Crum to adopt Supplemental Resolution for application #649 with corrections.  Roll call shows 5-0 in favor.
RESOLUTION APPLICATION #655 Coviello 
Tony Sartori reads Resolution #655 into the record.  Motion made by Comm. Croop, 2nd by Comm. Graf to adopt Resolution for application #655 with corrections.  Roll call shows 6–0 in favor.
PENDING APPLICATIONS 

#651  
Brian Guinan     Block 29.01   Lot 12         24 Catherine Street   

            (waiver request & completeness)
#652
Cybelle Guerrero         Block 7 Lot 17        291 Macopin Road

#656
Glenn Kramer

Block 75.01 Lt 5      28 Ridge Road (incomplete)
BILLS

Anthony Sartori – Retainer for May $600, Meeting Attendance 5/8/14 $450.00, Dunkin Donuts Resolution $2,318.00, Dunkin Donuts review of reconsideration $988.00, Dunkin Donuts Supplemental Resolution $380
Darmofalski- Meeting Attendance 4/10/14 $240, Review App #657 NLS Management $960, Review App #654 Quick Chek $480, Review App #655 Coviello $120

(*Escrow)
Motion made by Comm. Crum, 2nd By Comm. Lippi to pay bills as listed.  Roll call shows 7-0 in favor.

Motion made by Comm. Crum, 2nd by Comm. Lippi to reschedule the Regular Business meeting from May15, 2014 to May 22, 2014 @7:30pm.  Roll call shows 7-0 in favor.
ADJOURNMENT
Motion made by Comm. Croop, 2nd by Comm. Graf to adjourn at 11:13pm.  Voice vote shows all in favor.

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Neinstedt, Secretary

Bloomingdale Planning Board
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