
 Borough of Florham Park

Planning Board

Work Session Meeting Minutes
March 28, 2016
The Work Session Meeting of the Borough of Florham Park Planning Board was called to order on Monday evening, March 28, 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

Mrs. Carmen Cefolo-Pane
Mr. Michael Cannilla
Mr. Gary Feith

Mr. Joseph Guerin

Mr. John Buchholz 

Members Absent:
Mrs. Anne Maravic 
Mr. Martin Valenti 1st Alt)

Also Present:


Mr. Michael Sgaramella, Borough Engineer
Mr. John Inglesino, Esq. Board Attorney

Mr. Gordon Meth, Traffic Consultant
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:

none
On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 6:31p.m.
January 11, 2016






Marlene Rawson








Board Secretary    



Borough of Florham Park

Planning Board

Regular Meeting Minutes
March 28, 2016
A Regular Meeting of the Borough of Florham Park Planning Board was called to order on Monday evening,  March 28, 2016 at 6:31 p.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

Mrs. Carmen Cefolo-Pane
Mr. Michael Cannilla
Mr. Gary Feith

Mr. Joseph Guerin

Mr. John Buchholz 

Members Absent:
Mrs. Anne Maravic 
Mr. Martin Valenti (1st Alt)

Also Present:


Mr. Michael Sgaramella, Borough Engineer

Mr. John Inglesino, Esq. Board Attorney

Mr. Gordon Meth, Traffic Consultant

Approval of Minutes:
11.
Approval of minutes from the March 14, 2016 meeting.
Mrs.  Cefolo-Pane 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.
Minor Subdivision:

7.
Kevin & Jill Flaherty



Application #16MSD-1


18 Woods End Road



lot line adjustment


Block 3502, Lots 3 & 4

Applicant is seeking approval for a lot line adjustment between adjacent properties.

Steven Azzolini Esq. represented the applicant.  Mr. and Mrs. Flaherty own both properties located at 14 and 18 Woods End Road.  They are currently living in 18 Woods End Road while remodeling and renovating 14 Woods End Road which they recently purchased.  Once the home is completely renovated, Mr. and Mrs. Flaherty will move into 14 Woods End Road and sell 18 Woods End Road.
A design change in the remodeling project has necessitated a lot line adjustment to accommodate a lot coverage violation. The property at 18 Woods End Road has a minimum front yard setback deficiency  that is existing non-conforming.  Also rear yard.

Douglas Coleman, architect, was sworn in.  He described the area and the neighborhood and noted that many homes have either undergone renovation or are current being remodeled.
A-1:  site plan with a photo series of adjacent properties 

Mr. Coleman stated that although the Flaherty’s home at 18 Wood’s End Road has been recently remodeled, they always liked the home and property at 14 Woods End Road.  When the former owner decided to sell it, they took the opportunity to purchase the home.
Mr. Coleman said the home underwent an extensive remodeling project and he was careful to stay within the bulk requirements.  However, when the rear porch had to be reduced from the original drawings in order to comply, the homeowner was unhappy with the result.
Since the homeowner owned both lots that are adjacent to each other, they knew that as an alternative to filing a variance application for lot coverage, they had the option of seeking a subdivision to achieve a lot line adjustment. The property at 18 Woods End has an oversized lot at 17,000 square feet, and  can remain conforming even with a lot line adjustment.
A survey was performed and confirmed that the lot is currently 17, 486 sq.ft. and can be reduced to 16,000 and still be compliant.

Board members asked how the home was made larger than permitted to begin with.  Mr. Coleman explained that when the owners knew a lot line adjustment was possible and it would result in two conforming lots, they made the decision to instruct Mr. Coleman build the porch as originally designed and file the subdivision application.
The shed will be removed from lot 3 to reduce the building coverage.  There is also a grass/slate patio that will be reduced in size to comply.  The lot width, side yard, and front yard conditions are pre-existing nonconforming and will be unchanged as a result of this application.  The property pre-dates zoning.  Mr. Coleman noted that all homes on the street are being improved.

Mike Sgaramella requested documentation and the as-built architectural drawings for 18 Woods End Road (7 years old) in order to verify building coverage, and they agreed.
James Weed, surveyor was sworn in.  He described the existing conditions of 18 Woods End Road (Lot 3).  He testified that the building coverage is currently 13.7%. After the subdivision happens and the lot line is adjusted, the building coverage will be 14.4% .  This is achieved by also removing the shed in the far rear of the property.
 The lot coverage on Lot 3 is currently 27.6%.  Once the patio is reduced by removing some pavers, the lot coverage will be 29.9%.  They will reduce the patio to be 210 square feet.  This will be shown on the plan.
The original small building on the property (lot 3) will remain.  Carmen Cefolo-Pane stated that it appears that the applicant is very close to the limit for lot and building coverage.

When the property is annexed to Lot 4, that property will be well under the improved coverage amount.

A drywell is already installed on Lot 3 and another drywell has been installed on Lot 4.

Mike Sgaramella stated that the Board should consider whether the more appropriate option would be for the applicant to file for variance relief for the .7% building coverage excess with the Zoning Board of Adjustment. 
Mr. Azzolini responded that legal justification is needed in order to do that.  This is hard to justify and argue.  They could be denied by the Board of Adjustment.  One of the questions that the Board of Adjustment has is if an applicant is able to obtain land from bordering properties  in order to bring a project into compliance.  

Mr. Azzolini continued that In this case, they are able to obtain land and both lots will be compliant.  It is the path of least resistance for the applicant.  He spoke to his client and this is the direction he wanted to go in, although he did not want to remove the patio and shed.
Mr. Inglesino advised the Board that the subdivision still creates two compliant lots.  It is not exacerbating any non-conformities.  Should the Planning Board defer the application to the Board of Adjustment, it could set an unwanted precedent for the Board of Adjustment.

Mr. DeAngelis stated that he wants confirmation of all the numbers and percentages.  He opened the meeting to the public.

Mr. Buchholz commented that the applicant has achieved what the land use law is asking.

Mayor Taylor was concerned that the future buyer of 18 Wood’s End Road will now be at the limit of allowable coverage and will not be able to improve the lot in any way.

Mr. Cannilla added that there will only be 11 square feet of lot coverage left on lot 3 (18 Wood’s End) after the subdivision.
Mr. Azzolini stated that a future buyer will be aware of this.

The Board agreed that all the numbers must be validated and filled in on the zoning chart of the subdivision plan so that there are no repercussions with any future homeowner with respect to the accuracy of the numbers. 

Seeing no other comments, Mr. DeAngelis called for a motion.

Mr. Buccholz made a motion to authorize the attorney to prepare a positive resolution conditioned upon submission of architectural drawings and a completed zoning chart, second by Mr. Cannilla.

Roll:  All those present and eligible voted to authorize preparation of the resolution with those conditions.
Preliminary & Final Site Plan:
8.
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.

Carried from the March 14, 2016 meeting without further notice

Susan Rubright, Esq. represented the applicant.  Geoffrey Lanza, PE, remained under oath and reviewed the fire service report.   He noted that they will comply with the comments.
A-5:  site rendering with 32 foot wide drive aisle and 16 foot space by front door

A-6:  fire truck turning template
They will stripe the entire staging area.  They will lose one parking space to achieve this bring the total down to 34 spaces.  The fire department connection will be on the landscape island.  The emergency gathering area is in the rear and they will install a sidewalk that leads to Ridgedale Avenue on the residential side of the property.

Board members thought that a staging area located in the front of the lot would be a  better option.  Mr. Lanza said that he will follow up with the Fire Department to see if that is acceptable.  A fire truck turning template has been submitted.
Justin Mihalik, Architect was sworn in.  His experience includes designing more than 100 child care centers.  He described the first and second floor plan of this facility.  The building footprint has been reduced to 5800 square feet.  There is the same number of classrooms (9) as in the original design.  There is additional square footage built in to the design to allow for two sets of stairways and an elevator.

Entry to the building is through a controlled vestibule.  A reader would scan for identification.  The office is adjacent is in full view to the vestibule.

The infant rooms are on the first floor and there is outside access from these rooms.  The toddler rooms are also on the floor.  He noted that all children under the age of 2 ½ are required to be on the first floor.  In addition, there is a multi-purpose room on the first floor to be used for indoor play, especially during inclement weather.

There are four classrooms on the second floor.  The HVAC compressor is on the rooftop.

The licensing chart is identified and included on the plan.  The facility can be licensed for a maximum of 164 children as per the square footage.  The size of the rooms are based on 35 square feet per child.  All classrooms are equipped with cameras and a parent can view their child’s room remotely during the day.
Mr. Mihalik stated that the New Jersey Division of Children and Families review the architectural plans as part of the permit process and after site plan approval.
Mr. Inglesino said that any state letters must be filed with the Borough.  Also, if there are changes made to the site plan, the applicant must return to the Board.
Mr. Mihalik described the exterior finishes on the building.  There will be a mansard roof, and illuminated cupola, signage, stucco siding, decorative lighting, and a cultured stone base around 2 sides of the building.  The parapet wall will be 42 inches high and will conceal the mechanicals on the roof.

Mr. Mihalik described the outdoor play area.  It is separated by a picket fence according to age groups.  There is a solar canopy covering it.  There is a PVC fence (solid) that surrounds the playground.
A-9:  building rendering depicting colors and residential finishes

Mr. DeAngelis asked what the distance was between the playground fence and the office building parking lot behind the playground.  He asked if bollards were needed.

Mr. Mihalik stated that the distance is 35 feet and there are curbs and bushes between the two locations.

Mr. Cannilla asked if the staff number should commensurate with the number of children.  If there are a maximum of 164 children as per the licensing, then there should be 27 staff.   He was asking because there is a parking space issue and 34 parking spaces available.  He would like to know at what point is the building is half full.
Mr. Mihalik stated that is an operations question.

Mr. Feith confirmed that that the lights on the building exterior were an architectural treatment and decorative only and not for emergency purposes.

The meeting was opened to the public.

Elizabeth Lazar, 159 Ridgedale Avenue.  You said that every door has an alarm  If a child gets out accidentally, how loud is it?  Will the neighbors hear it?   What about the loudspeaker?
The volume is dictated by the building code.  It is not common practice, but the alarm will go off.  Mr. Mihalik stated that there is a loudspeaker system but the volume is also an operations question.  
Mr. Sgaramella asked if the playground lighting is adequate for darkness and verified that the 6 foot fence will shield it from neighboring properties.

Mr. Harvey stated that the alarm system would be activated infrequently.  It would not be too loud, but it would alert the staff.  He compared it to a bike horn.

Mr. Sgaramella said that the noise ordinance would dictate the level.

Mr. Harvey said the regular doors are not alarmed; only the emergency access door. The PA speaker is low and used infrequently outside.

Mr. Harvey restated that no child care center is at 100% capacity.  But they license all the rooms for capacity for versatility.  The multipurpose room is used for an indoor play area.

He said that maximum peak is reached by 10am and begins winding down after 3pm. The staff ramps down at that time as well.  Mr. Cannilla asked if they  could commit to a  ratio of 160 students to 25 staff if that is what they believe it will be.
Mr. Cannilla felt that most people have dropped off their child by 8:30 p.m. and they do not get picked up until the end of the day. There are few drop-offs after 8:30 a.m. and they will be at peak with staff by then.  His point is that by 8:30, most of the staff will be at the facility.
Mr. Harvey stated that he will staff the facility appropriately.  

Mr. DeAngelis asked if they are comfortable that it will work with 10-11 spaces.  There is no public transportation here unlike many of their other locations.
Mr. Harvey said that they operate centers that are more constrained.  He said that the parents would have a problem if there was a safety issue and it did not work.  He said that he is comfortable with his answers.
Mr. Cannilla asked about the possibility of a right in, right out only restriction.  Do they know how the traffic flows in that area in the morning?  There are heavy traffic back- ups. There is no reasonable way to make a left turn out of there.
Mr. Harvey said that his traffic engineer will address that issue because he has spent the time and observed the activity.
Mr. Taylor stated he could not understand how 164 children can get in during the morning.  What about special activities?  Where will they park?
Mr. Harvey responded that there would only be one special activity scheduled at a time.  A staff teacher would do it about half the time and an outside person would be brought in for a 2 hour period, approximately three times a week.

Mr. DeAngelis asked how many deliveries come per day.

Mr. Harvey explained that there is hot lunch delivery daily and an office delivery would occur once per week.

The meeting was opened to the public.

Karen Ross, 161 Ridgedale Avenue.  The Lightbridge location in Whippany has many more parking spaces than here.  Will this work based on your experience?

Mr. Harvey said that it used to be a State Farm office building.  It is much larger facility and the existing parking is much more than what we use.

Lee Klein, traffic engineer was sworn in.  He observed traffic conditions on November 18, 2015 and February 17, 2016.  He watched the queues back up. It occurs between 8:20-8:50am. and 5:15 -5:40pm, although today it was a little later. There are about 15 vehicles that back up. 
 He noted that there are no turn restrictions along the road.  He used the traffic signal timing from the County for his analysis.
 Parent parking would be by the front door and staff would park at the far end.  Staff arrives throughout the morning but not all at once. The trip generation is based on 164 students. They meet the parking space requirement that the ITE manual says should be available.  They can get 100 drop offs at 6 minutes per drop-off.  At 10 minute time period would yield 60 drop offs.  They need between 6-10 minutes for drop offs.  This works out to 70 trips in and out each in the morning and evening.   The level of service will not change other than north to Park Street and making a left turn where the delay is increased by one to two seconds.  

He said that the drop off procedure will take 6-10 minutes and it will work.  There could be 60-100 drop offs.  The Institute of Transportation Engineers state that we need 34 spaces and there are 35 spaces at that school.  He also observed the Primrose School morning drop off (7am-9am) and it took 7 minutes.   There are 35 spaces at Primrose.  That is the range where they will be.  Staff arrives throughout the morning.
Mr. Klein said that putting a restriction on left turns will encourage people to use the nearby church parking lot or neighborhood roads to turn around.  He performed parking studies on other childcare facilities and also Lightbridge locations.

Mr. Cannilla emphasized that there is a lot of traffic in the area in both directions.  There is rarely a time where both directions are clear.   The day of the count at Primrose were close to a holiday and could have impacted the counts.
Mr. DeAngelis noted that there is a light at Primrose and that helps.  If Lightbridge had access to the traffic light would also be helpful.

Gordon Meth, Planning Board traffic consultant, was sworn in.  He stated that the occupancy is based on 10 available parking spaces in his analysis.  Two of them are handicapped spaces.  There are 27 staff parking spaces that will be full.  Mr. Klein stated that there was uniform arrivals but he observed peaking behavior at Primrose.  Mr. Klein also said that he did not use square footage in his calculation but it is in his report.  The ITE reports an average.  This means that about half the sites would be below the average and half the sites would be above.
Mr. Klein said that he has it in his paperwork.  The daycare facilities typically have a fixed number of visits unlike a shopping center so there not a lot of fluctuation in the average.

Mr. Klein stated that staff arrives as the children arrive, throughout the morning.  Primrose peak is at 8:20am. where people waiting for a spot.

Mr. Meth felt that if you are at 80% of attendance you would need close to your full staff on site.
Mr. Cannilla was concerned that the overflow will back up onto Ridgedale Avenue and traffic will stop. The Board must approve a real number that will work with this project.  If this was an open road with no constraints, he could accept an average rate.  But there are many issues at this location and we should use the more conservative rate that it will work or there will be negative impacts.
Mr. Meth stated that the Mr. Klein testified that there are staggered arrivals but Primrose had peak times.

Mr. Meth said that at 80% attendance they would need to be fully staffed.  There is a major difference between traffic and parking.  In his professional opinion, they should use the 85th percentile when calculating the number of parking spaces needed when there is little information.  If the parking does not work on the site, people will make their own spaces.  He stated that his report  and studies state that this site should have 47-53 spaces. Published evidence  indicates that spaces should be in the 40 something range.
Mr. Klein said that using Gordon Meth’s numbers of 45 spaces it would generate 200 trips.  Theye are not even close to that.  There would be a maximum of 164 children over a 3 hour period.  However, there would not be 164 trips.  Some parents bring a number of children.
He  listed the various Lightbridge sites in NJ.  He narrowed it down to like facilities for this site with hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:30pm., no turn restrictions, similar parking space count..

Mr. Feith was interested in the kinds of roads that these locations are on as well as proximity to traffic lights.

Ms. Rubright and Mr. Klein said that this is just about parking right now, and not traffic.

Mr. DeAngelis said that there will be more testimony on parking when then return to the Board.

The meeting was opened to the public.

Liz Lazar, 159 Ridgedale Avenue.  We have lived in our home for 40 years.  We are concerned that the delivery trucks will park on Ridgedale Avenue because that is what they do now when making deliveries.

Mr. Harvey stated that if that happened, we would not do business with them.

Mike Sgaramella said Mr. Klein presented a lot of verbal testimony.
If the 85th percentile was not used, then we should have a written analysis with a detailed report on parking at the Lightbridge Academy locations in order for it to be properly assessed. 

Mr. DeAngelis asked how they hire and license a director of the facility.  How are they vetted?  We do not know who it is.  

Mr. DeAngelis stated that the application must be carried to another date.  

Ms. Rubright requested that the application be carried to the May 9, 2016 meeting.  They consented to an extension of time to May 23, 2016.
Mr. DeAngelis called for a motion.
Mr. Cannilla made a motion to carry the application to May 9, 2016, second by Guerin. 

Roll:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to carry the application.
On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 10:00 p.m.
Marlene Rawson
Board Secretary
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