PEQUANNOCK TOWNSHIP


MARCH 5, 2007

PLANNING BOARD



WORKSHOP MEETING

MEETING CONVENED:



7:30 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:



Altis, Imfeld, Jorgensen, Vanderhoff,

Fitamant, Krause, Farrelly.  Also present was Jill A. Hartmann, Consulting Planner and Michael Simone, Consulting Engineer.
MEMBERS ABSENT:
Dickinson, Tritschler, Troast, and


Benevante, Board of Education


Representative.

NOTICE:
Chairman Farrelly stated that the requirements of the Sunshine Law had been complied with by posting the required notice on the Bulletin Board of the Municipal Building, posting same with the Township Clerk and sending it to the Star Ledger and Daily Record on March 2, 2007.

PERSONAL REPRESENTATION:
Chairman Farrelly asked if there was anyone present not listed on the Agenda for this meeting who wished to be heard.  No one came forward.

Mr. Farrelly presented Mr. LaHowchic, former board member, a plaque recognizing his 

eleven years of service to the Planning Board.

DISCUSSION:
CJG Property Holdings, LLC, 94 Newark Pompton Turnpike, Block 4501, Lot 18
Site Plan, Flood, Parking Variance

Mr. Tom Boorady of Darmofalski Engineering represented Charles Ghirardi of CJG Property Holdings, LLC.  The applicant is proposing to convert a one story residential dwelling in the Commercial 1 Zone into a professional office for Ghirardi Construction.  The applicant proposes to widen the driveway, add a garage, which will be attached to the one story dwelling and close in the front porch. There will be an accessible ramp on the right side of the building. The applicant is removing a deck in the rear and a shed.  The applicant is requesting a parking variance for four parking spaces where five are required.  The rear yard setback will be reduced from 79 feet to 65 feet.  

Planning Board







Page 2

March 5, 2007

Mr. Imfeld inquired as to why the applicant wanted a garage and if the applicant could park his vehicle inside the garage.  Mr. Boorady stated that the garage parking spot will count as one of the required parking spots.  Mr. Vanderhoff asked if the garage was attached to the house.  Mr. Boorady stated the garage will be attached when constructed.   Ms. Hartmann stated the garage was 12 by 18 and could be used for both parking and minor storage.  Mr. Boorady stated the property meets side yard conditions and building and impervious coverage requirements.  Mr. Boorady stated the only bulk variance requested is front yard because the applicant is enclosing the front porch.  

Mr. Farrelly asked Mr. Boorady to show him where the four parking spaces were located on the plan.  Mr. Boorady stated three spaces would be placed behind the garage and one inside the garage.  Mr. Farrelly wanted to know if ADA parking was required for the site.  Mr. Boorady stated that the applicant would widen the hatched area on the plan and extend the pavement to the north to accommodate the ADA requirement. Mr. Farrelly stated that the ADA parking spot would be quite a distance from the ADA ramp.  Mr. Boorady stated that there is a sidewalk along the driveway, which leads to the front of the house, which is where the ramp will be placed.  
Mr. Imfeld asked if the ADA parking spot can be placed in front of the garage.  Mr. Fitamant asked if the garage is going to be counted as one parking space and was told yes by Mr. Boorady.  Mr. Vanderhoff asked if the operator of the business was going to park his car in the garage.  Mr. Vanderhoff felt the ADA parking space could be placed in front of the garage.  Mr. Fitamant inquired as to how a car could turn around on the driveway when the three parking spaces were occupied. Mr. Boorady stated that the business would run by appointment only. 

Mr. Farrelly inquired as to how the applicant intended to take care of garbage removal.  The applicant stated that he would do whatever the town required but he preferred to get rid of his own garbage.  Mr. Altis felt that in the future if someone else were to purchase the property there would have to be in place now some means of removing the garbage.  Ms. Hartmann stated the garbage did not have to be placed in a dumpster but could be put in garbage cans as long as those cans were placed in an enclosed area.  

Mr. Vanderhoff wanted clarification as to how cars would turn around in the driveway area.  Ms. Hartmann told Mr. Boorady to place a template on his plan showing how cars would be able to turn around on the driveway.  Ms. Hartmann stated that cars could not back out of the driveway.  Mr. Vanderhoff recognized that the applicant was under in impervious coverage and asked if they could possibly make use of a larger turnabout in the rear.  Mr. Farrelly stated that was not possible because there is a large drop off in the rear of the property with a detention basin.  Mr. Boorady stated that the applicant is trying to minimize the impervious coverage because they are applying to the DEP for a stream encroachment permit.  

Mr. Farrelly wanted to know what the applicant was going to do with the fire hydrant in front of the property.  The applicant stated that the fire hydrant is not on his property but the neighbor’s property.  The applicant stated the Belgian block along the driveway is where his property ends.  
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Mr. Vanderhoff suggested that the applicant connect the house and garage with a breezeway.  Mr. Simone stated that the garage was fifteen feet wide, which is a large garage, he suggested the applicant cut back the garage to 12 feet, move it one foot to the rear.  Mr. Simone suggested that the revised placement of the garage would give the applicant enough room for the handicap ramp and a handicap accessible parking spot in the back of the building.  Mr. Simone wanted to know what was governing the location of the garage.  The applicant stated the closeness to the building, the bathroom and the fact that the garage cannot be moved closer to the 50 foot stream encroachment limitation. 

 Mr. Simone wanted the applicant to place the stream on his plan.  Mr. Jorgensen wanted to know if the stream was located on the applicant’s property.  Mr. Boorady stated the stream was beyond the property.   Mr. Fitamant wants the stream location placed on the plan and would like to have the applicant identify a 50 foot limitation for future development.  Mr. Simone wants to see the wetlands and/or a buffer, if there is a buffer involved, located on the plan.
Mr. Jorgensen asked Ms. Hartmann to read for the Board what businesses are permitted in the Commercial 1 Zone.  Ms. Hartmann read those permitted uses for the Commercial 1 Zone and explained the different parking requirements.  

Ms. Hartmann stated that the applicant needs to locate on the plans the following:  an intermittent stream or drainage ditch on the property; if no wetlands, they need to place a note on the plan stating there are no wetlands; the garage needs to be moved; the handicap ramp needs to be placed in the rear of the building along with the ADA parking space.  Mr. Vanderhoff stated the application needs to be amended to state the applicant will provide five parking spaces, therefore removing the parking variance.  Ms. Hartmann asked if there was off-street parking and was told by the applicant that there is one spot in front of the building.  

Mr. Simone stated the elevations on the plans have to be clarified.  The front porch is currently a flow through condition and once enclosed will no longer be flow through so elevations are needed to show flood conditions.  Mr. Simone also stated the plan will have to show elevations for the garage.  

The applicant will be back for the public hearing on March 19.  

Reeves International, 14 Industrial Road, Block 4402, Lot 10

Extension of Time for Amended Site Plan Approval

Mr. David Dixon, Esquire of Feeney & Dixon represented Reeves International.  The amended site plan approval was granted on March 20, 2006.  The architect testified at the time of hearing that he had basic drawings laid out but when time came to undertake construction drawings it turned out the architect and client could not agree on the plan because construction costs related to the plan drawn were excessive.  Because the architect and Reeves International could not agree Reeves International was forced to retain another architect.  As a result, there were delays in obtaining building permits.  All other conditions set forth in the original approval have been satisfied.  
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MOTION by Vanderhoff, second by Imfeld to approve an extension of approval for one year.  Yes votes: Altis, Imfeld, Jorgensen, Vanderhoff, Fitamant, Farrelly. Krause.  Motion Carried.
ADMINISTRATIVE:  

Mr. Vanderhoff suggested that Ms. Hartmann contact “Pal’s” at 207 Newark Pompton Turnpike and ask them to make application for a menu sign or “A Frame Sign” and remove the signs off the pole.  Ms. Hartmann stated she will contact them.  

There being no further business to discuss, motion by Vanderhoff, second by Imfeld to adjourn at 8:22 PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Linda Zacharenko

Recording Secretary

