
 Borough of Florham Park

Planning Board

Work Session Meeting Minutes
February 8, 2016
The Work Session Meeting of the Borough of Florham Park Planning Board was called to order on Monday evening, February 8, 2016 at 6:30p.m. in the Municipal Building located at 111 Ridgedale Avenue, Florham Park, New Jersey.
Members Present:
Mr. Michael DeAngelis - Chairman

Mrs. Jane Margulies – Vice Chairman
Mayor Mark Taylor

Mr. Michael Cannilla
Mr. Gary Feith

Mr. Joseph Guerin

Mrs. Anne Maravic 
Members Absent:
Mrs. Carmen Cefolo-Pane
Mr. John Buchholz 
Mr. Martin Valenti 1st Alt)
Also Present:



Mr. Michael Sgaramella, Borough Engineer
Mr. Robert Michaels, Borough Planner

Mr. John Inglesino, Esq. Board Attorney
Statement of Adequate Notice:

Mr. DeAngelis issued the following statement:

“I hereby announce and state that adequate notice of this meeting was provided by the Secretary of this Board by preparing a notice, specifying the time, date and place of this meeting; posting such notice on the bulletin board in the Municipal Building; filing said notice with the Clerk of the Borough forwarding the notice to the Florham Park Eagle, and forwarding, by mail and fax, the said notice to all persons on the request list, and that said notice will be included in the minutes of this meeting.  This action is in accordance with N.J.S.A. 10:4-6, et seq., “Open Public Meeting Act.”

Site Plan Waivers:

1.
KBS II 300-600 Campus Drive, LLC


Application #16SPW-3


600 Campus Drive



change of tenancy (Quickplay)


Block 1201, Lot 6

Applicant is seeking approval for a change in tenancy.

Christopher Quinn, Esq. represented the applicant.  The application is a change of tenancy with the use being office to office.  It is for 1604 square feet on the first floor of 600 Campus Drive.

The tenant is Quickplay.  They are a software systems business.  This location is a satellite office for them.  They have a maximum of 7 employees.  They anticipate only 5 being on site an any one time.  There is no client traffic involved in this operation.   The hours of operation are Monday-Friday from 9am to 5pm.

Thomas Lynch, KBS representative, was sworn in.  He testified that all statements made by Mr. Quinn are accurate.

There were no questions by the Board or Professionals.  Mr. DeAngelis asked for a motion.

Mr. Cannilla  made a motion to approve the application, second by Mr. Feith. 

Roll:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the application.
2.
Florham Village, LLC



Application # 16SPW-2

187 Ridgedale Avenue



sign variance


Block 1901, Lots 1 & 2

Applicant is seeking approval for additional shopping center signage.
 Gregory Meese, Esq. represented the applicant.

The request is for signage for tenants who will be located on the lower level of the mall.  The Borough Code allows for store front signage, however, there are no store fronts for these tenants and their entrances are accessed via an interior hallway.  There is a need for adequate visibility and also directional information for these tenants.

They feel that the signage request is better handled as a signage package for the entire lower level rather than one tenant at a time.

The first sign is for one free standing monument style directory sign by the elevator and steps to the lower level.  There will be room for 8 tenants on this sign.  It is unknown the number of tenants that will be in the space
The second sign is for a wall sign to be placed on the end wall of the CVS tenant that faces north.  They stated that this location is visible as to enter the site from Columbia Turnpike.

The  third sign is on the building wall above the entrance to the lower level.  Each tenant will be listed and there will be a limit of 8 tenants.  It is a total of 5 feet x50 feet, but no tenant will exceed the 30inch maximum high.
John Lindholm, Bergen Sign Company was sworn in.  He explained each sign.

The first sign is the directory sign.  It will be aluminum and have 8  changeable tenant panels.  It will be 7’6” high and tenant names will be visible above the existing railing.  The base will be tan colored to match the store front color.

The wall sign on the CVS wall will also have room for 8 tenant names.  It will be aluminum and have push through letters that are lighted.  It will be finished to match the wall color on which it is mounted.

The wall signage above the lower level entrance will be  illuminated (LED) channel letters that are only visible from the lower level.  It is only visible from the lower level.
Jane Margulies asked what the size of sign #2 is and the purpose of it.
They stated that it is 10’ x 8 ‘ and it is for visibility for the lower level tenants.
 Mr. Cannilla noted that it is nowhere near the lower level and it could be confusing.  Other Board members agreed that the location would be confusing and it cannot be seen from Columbia Turnpike.
Board members also felt that sign #3 above the lower level entrance looks like a billboard.

Mr. Inglesino directed the Applicant’s attorney to only have the Planner testify to the reasons for the variance.

Mr. Sgaramella stated that regarding Florham Village Shopping Center, the Town Center Task Force guidelines recommended the use of gooseneck lighting for some uniformity and consistency, although the signage can be different.
Mayor Taylor said that the Board was told that there would be four tenants in the lower level and now there is eight.

Mr. Meese stated that the resolution divided the space and there was no limitation on the number of spaces that would be permitted.

Fred Kruvant, principle and property owner, was sworn in.  He said that he needs a uniform sign plan for this particular area that is approved by the Planning Board.  The tenants must know what they can expect.   There is no signage on the property to identify the tenants on the lower level and he stated that the wall sign on the CVS wall would offer visibility for them.  The signage on the lower level wall above the door will serve as advertising for these tenants.  These tenants have no storefronts and the signage will function as that.  
Jane Margulies asked about when you enter the lower level door and are in the foyer area, will there be signage there?

Mr. Kruvant stated that while he is not providing it, there will likely be some sort of interior signage in that area.

Mr. Sgaramella commented that the building permit for lower level improvements was for four units, but now there is eight.  He asked if the work has been completed.
Mr. Kruvant replied that he never said there would be only four units.  Walls can be changed and subdivided like on the main level.  This was built on spec and he never guaranteed how many spots there would because the business is fluid.  There must have been  some misunderstanding.  The work is 90% complete.
Mr. Sgaramella asked if he could have smaller window signage since the main entrance is a double door.

Bob Michaels said that perhaps you can place the directory signage by the side of the door more at eye level.

Mr. Kruvant said that side of the building has all glass panels and would be leasable space.

Mayor Taylor asked why should we approve eight when you don’t know how many you will have.  He also said that the CVS wall sign would be hard to read when there are so many illegally parked vehicles in the area.
Mr. Cannilla said that they were led to believe that there would be four tenants.  If the spaces are further divided, then the signs should be smaller.  He also confirmed that there is an interior ramp for ADA compliance.
Mr. DeAngelis stated that all the tenant signage should be put on the existing large monument signage, just as you are dividing the space.  The directional signage may be different.
Mr. Meese commented that the shopping center across the street has two monument signs.

Mr. Inglesino stated it does not mean that you have a legal right to that.

Mr. DeAngelis asked about the elevator signage and why that could not be used since it is already approved.

Mr. Sgaramella said that the Board approved 2 signs on the elevator, one for FP Fitness and one for another tenant. 

David Karlebach, PP, was sworn in.   He is familiar with the Zoning Code and the Master Plan.  He said that justification would be based on a C-2 flexible variance.

A-1:
photo board of the Florham Village shopping center (2/8/16)

Mr. Karlebach stated that two ground signs are permitted in the B-1 zone and this complies.  No shopping center in the area has only the name of the shopping center;  they all have their tenants.  The first free standing sign is needed for advertising.  The second sign in the site is a way finder for the entrance to the store.

This is a large scale shopping center with lots of retail and it is situated on three roadway frontages.  They are trying to eliminate any onsite confusion. They do not want to see lots of slowing and stopping movements by vehicles trying to find their destination that could possibly cause an accident.  The signs are internal to the property and are meant to help identify the stores and their locations as directory signage.  

There is a unique situation on the lower level because the sign ordinance is silent for these types of tenants. The Board can make some allowances for this. The entrance to the lower level is sandwiched between two buildings and it limits visibility.
There is a  C-1 hardship that is due to the fact that the structures are lawfully existing, however, the visibility is difficult and it should be made safe. A fair solution is needed to get people to the site.
He stated that he interpreted the lower level sign to be 30” high and 75% of the length of the facade which would equal 225 square feet.  At 5 feet x 50 feet as proposed it would be 250 square feet.

Mr. Cannilla felt that the ordinance means that it would be 75% of the tenant space, not the entire facade.

The third variance is for one wall sign for all lower level stores.  

Mayor Taylor stated that you cannot see it as you drive in.

Mr. Karlback stated that the ordinance permits  one wall sign for each store, and they are asking for two.  

Mayor Taylor stated that customers look for parking first.  If they can’t park, signage won’t matter.  They won’t even notice the sign on the CVS wall.

Mr. Karlbach disagreed and believes  the wall sign would visible when you drive in.  He said the combination of signs will get the people to where they want to go.

Mr. Inglesino asked how far it is from the shopping center entrance at Columbia Turnpike to the building.  Mr. Karlbach stated that it is 118 feet.  Mr. Inglesino asked if he thinks that people will see the 14” x 57”  tenant sign.

Mr. Karlbach said that as they get closer, they will see.
Mayor Taylor again stated that there is too much traffic onsite.  He suggested using the existing sign and adding the new tenants to that.

Mr. Karlbach offered to the Board that this is a C-2 variance and a better alternative to what exists today.  There is no detriment.  Curbside recognition eases travel within the site and promotes the free flow of traffic.  It is a way finder and assists the shopper through the site.  The sign is consistent with the surroundings and compatible with the other shopping centers.  It is underutilized space that must have signage.  There is no visual disturbance and does not impact the public roadways.  Conforming signage is not appropriate for this site.

He continued that the benefits are numerous and outweigh any detriments.  It will facilitate the movement of traffic and does not conflict with the Master Plan.

Mr. DeAngelis asked why gooseneck lighting was not used for the signs.

Mr. Karlbach stated that he does not have any planning objection, but maybe the owner has a reason.

Mr. Cannilla said that there is a lot of text and feels it would be visual clutter.  Why could you not use the already approved elevator signage?  People use technology today when searching for a store.

Mr. Karlbach stated that the elevator signage would not help the tenants. Technology only gets someone to a location.  A directory sign would help once you are into the site.  

Mr. Feith thought that the CVS wall sign would be a safety hazard.  But he said  that the 2nd monument sign by the elevator was reasonable.

Mr. Cannilla reminded the applicant that they have asked him to resolve the pedestrians crossing randomly in front of Panera Bread and creating a safety issue.  They asked for additional fencing to prevent this and the landlord refused.  Now he wants variances.
Mayor Taylor asked about the Panera Bread violation of adding 20 seats that were not approved for.  Mr. Kruvant stated that he wrote them a letter and as far as he knows, it was taken care of and they fixed it.

Mr. Meese stated that this is a zoning enforcement matter.  The landlord sent the letter and requested that they correct the problem.  
The Board members were concerned with the lack of follow-up and did not feel that tax dollars should be spent on it.

Mr. Inglesino said that although the issue may not be completely relevant  to the application, it is clear that the Board has credibility issues with the shopping center owner.  He wants variances but he should be following up on problems and be sure they are corrected.  As far as the application is concerned, legitimate public safety issues have been raised and the Board has concerns about the requested signage on the CVS wall that must be addressed.
Mr. Meese stated that inadequate signage is a safety issue.

Mr. DeAngelis added that there is no marked crosswalk by Panera Bread and that is a safety problem as well.  People are haphazardly crossing the drive aisle.

Jane Margulies stated that her opinion is that there is value in the monument sign by the elevator.  She has no objection to that.  Elevator signage could include “Lower Level”.  The CVS wall sign is not going to be noticeable to the motoring public.  That style of sign is better placed in the lower level above the entry door instead of the proposed signage for that area which is horrifying.
Mike Sgaramella said it makes more sense to place a small directional sign to the lower level on the peninsula by CVS.

Mr. Michaels disagreed with the claim that the ordinance indicates 75% of the length of the storefront can be used for signage. It does not apply here since this group of stores does not have storefronts.  It is a unique situation. Practically speaking,  some identification is needed, but the proposal is too large and too high.  The signage  should be intended for pedestrians.  The CVS wall sign is misleading and it could be perceived to mean that  the entrance to the lower level  stores are inside of CVS. It will not help in the way finding that is necessary.
Mr. DeAngelis felt that if the monument signage is approved it should be the sign size and not the number of slots.  He also felt that the monument sign should take the place of the second sign on the elevator.

Mr. Feith thought  the monument sign could be placed on lower level in the court yard and put “lower level shops” on the elevator.  Other board members thought a monument should be at street level.  Mr. Cannilla thought maybe the monument  sign location could be closer to the elevator.
Mr. Meese asked for a short break to confer with his client.

Break.

Mr. Meese stated that after speaking to his client, they are now proposing that the signage over the lower level entrance to be replaced with the directory sign that had been proposed for the CVS wall area.
Mr. DeAngelis and other Board members thought that the square footage of that sign is appropriate, but the shape maybe be better if it is a little longer instead of short and fat.  Mr. Meese stated that they could accommodate that.

A new, lower level directional sign would be placed on the peninsula by CVS.  It would be 1’ x 3’ (3sf) and at eye level.  The main monument sign is proposed to remain “as is”.
Mike Sgaramella stated that he would work with them on the best placement area for the peninsula sign.  He asked if gooseneck lighting could be used on the lower level wall sign.

Mike Cannilla thought the monument sign would be more clutter and suggested using the glass on the elevator.  Gary Feith agreed that it is an option that should be considered.
Jane Margulies disagreed and preferred the monument sign.  Ann Maravic and Mike DeAngelis agreed with Jane and did not see a problem with the monument sign.
Fred Kruvant stated that he understands that the Board likes the gooseneck lighting, and if it is possible to use it and it is adequate, he will agree to do so.
Mr. DeAngelis wanted the monument sign to replace the second sign on the elevator.

Greg Meese said that they will agree to remove the signage space below the Florham Park Fitness sign from the elevator.

The Board asked that revised plans be submitted with the proposal for the next meeting.  Mr. Meese agreed to carry the application to the February 22, 2016.
Mr.  Guerin made a motion to carry the application to the February 22, 2016 meeting without further notice, second by Mrs. Margulies. 

Roll:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to carry the application.
Adjourned at  9:05p.m.
February 8, 2016






Marlene Rawson








Board Secretary    

Borough of Florham Park

Planning Board

Regular Meeting Minutes
February 8, 2016
A Regular Meeting of the Borough of Florham Park Planning Board was called to order on Monday evening,  February 8, 2016 at 9:05p.m. in the Municipal Building, located at 111 Ridgedale Avenue, Florham Park, New Jersey
1.
Call to Order.

2.
Adequate notice has been given in accordance with the Sunshine Law.

3.
Announcement – There will be no new testimony after 9:30 p.m.
Members Present:
Mr. Michael DeAngelis - Chairman

Mrs. Jane Margulies – Vice Chairman
Mayor Mark Taylor

Mr. Michael Cannilla
Mr. Gary Feith

Mr. Joseph Guerin

Mrs. Anne Maravic 
Members Absent:
Mrs. Carmen Cefolo-Pane
Mr. John Buchholz 
Mr. Martin Valenti 1st Alt)

Also Present:



Mr. Michael Sgaramella, Borough Engineer

Mr. Robert Michaels, Borough Planner

Mr. John Inglesino, Esq. Board Attorney
Approval of Minutes:
11.
Approval of minutes from the  January 25, 2016 meeting.
Mayor Taylor made a motion to approve the minutes, second  Mrs. Margulies
Roll:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the minutes.

Preliminary & Final Site Plan:

10.
B & B Associates, LLC  (Lightbridge Academy)

Application #15SP-7

165-167 Ridgedale Avenue



preliminary & final site plan


Block  1906, Lots 12 & 13

Applicant is seeking approval for the construction of a child care center.

Applicant has requested to be carried to the March 14, 2016 meeting with no further notice.
Mr.   Cannilla made a motion to carry the application to the March 14, 2016 meeting without further notice, second  Mr. Feith

Roll:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to carry the application.
Mr. Inglesino stated that there is  a need to enter into executive session in order to discuss ongoing Mt. Laurel litigation.
Mr. Guerin made a motion to go into closed session, second by Mayor Taylor.
Mr. Guerin made a motion to return to the regular meeting and also a motion to adjourn.
On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 10:05p.m.
Marlene Rawson
Board Secretary
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