
PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES – MARCH 11, 2020

The monthly Planning Board  meeting was called to order at 7:30 PM by Mr. Phelps who read the following statement:  Adequate notice of this meeting held this 11 day of March, 2020 has been provided through resolution adopted by this Board at its stated annual meeting held at the Town Hall on January 8, 2020 and by posting a copy of the resolution in the Town Hall and by mailing the resolution to the Citizen and the Daily Record which are published in New Jersey and which circulate in the Town of Boonton and by filing a copy of the same with the clerk of the Town of Boonton.

After the flag salute, the secretary called the roll:  Mr. Brewer, Mr. Looker, Mr. MacNeal, Mr. Orlusky, Mr. Phelps, Mr. Venturini, Ms. DeVenezia and Mayor Corcoran were present.  Mr. Wrobel was absent.
 
Sean Monahan, Atty., Jeff Janota, PP and Joseph Vuich, PE, were present to represent the Board.

PAYMENT OF BILLS: -  A motion was made and seconded to pay bills as submitted.

MINUTES
The minutes of the February 12, 2020 meeting action were accepted.  

CORRESPONDENCE – NONE

NEW BUSINESS:

PROPOSED ORDINANCE 01-20
An Ordinance amending Section 300-85 of the Town of Boonton Code Inorder to Establish a Town-Wide Affordable Housing Mandatory Set-Aside

Mr. Janota explained the ordinance.  The main intent of the ordinance was that creating more than five new housing units would require that one unit must be an affordable unit.  The ordinance allows for stacked town- house units and will be consistent with the Housing Element & Fair Share Plan and the Master Plan.

A motion was made and seconded to recommend adoption to the Governing Body.  Roll Call:  Mr. Brewer, Mr. Looker, Mr. MacNeal, Mr. Orlusky, Mr. Phelps and Mr. Venturini – YES.


PUBLIC HEARING:
Mayor Corcoran and Alderwoman DeVenezia recused themselves and left the dais.

APPLICATION 2019 -6 WAQAR
Single family dwelling with variance
105 Harrison St. – Block 96, Lot 8

Mr. Schepis, Atty., was present to represent the applicant.  He gave a brief overview of the application and advised that three variances are being sought this evening:

1.  Building Coverage – 1250 sf permitted, 1907 proposed.
2. Lot Coverage – 2500 sf permitted, 3852 sf proposed
3. Max. Residential Floor Area - 2188 sf permitted, 2870 sf proposed.

Mr. Schepis called Anthony Garrett, AIA & PP, to be sworn and testify on behalf of the applicant.

Mr. Garrett referred to the following exhibits:

A-1 – A colored aerial photo of the site and surrounding properties.
A-2 – A rendering of the location of the subject site and six other sites in the surrounding area showing the      height, lot area, building coverage, maximum floor area and F.A.R.
A-3 – A colorized version of the Title Sheet
A-4 – A colorized version of the Site Plan (SP-100)
A-5 – A colorized version of the Area Map & Site Details (SP-101)
A-6 – a colorized version of the Existing Site Plan
A-7 - Smaller version of the Floor Plans
A-8 – Smaller version of the Garage Floor Plan
A-9 – Smaller version of the Building Elevations
A-10 – Smaller version of the Garage Elevations
A-11 – Color photo array of bldgs. in the vicinity of the property

While referring to the exhibits Mr. Garrett stated that the existing house, garage and shed will be demolished and a new single-family dwelling and garage will be constructed.  He mentioned that the owner of the property wants a larger house to accommodate his growing family.  He stated that the proposed house would encroach on the front yard setback; however, the house is in line with the other houses on the block and no variance is required pursuant to section 300-82 of the Town’s Zoning Ordinance.  Pervious pavers would be installed with a detention bed underneath that will improve storm water management on the site; reducing impervious coverage on the site.  Mr. Garrett felt that the proposed new single family home and garage are more appropriate in size in the current market than the existing house and single car garage.  He described the floor plans of the house.

Mr. Garrett described the two car garage and back up area.  He mentioned that without the garage there would be no need for bldg. coverage variance; however, he felt that the garage would be a benefit to the neighborhood.  Cars would not be visible at the street and the old shed is being eliminated; however, the garage would allow for some storage. 

He described the site and surrounding neighborhood properties and felt that while the proposed dwelling exceeds the permitted maximum floor area it is consistent with other similar homes in the neighborhood. 

Mr. Garrett also felt that the area would benefit with the removal of the old, undersized dwelling and old, small garage, elimination of setback violations, replacement of a failing retaining wall and the elimination of parking in the front yard would outweigh any detriments.  Drainage improvements would also be an improvement to the site and neighborhood.

Mr. MacNeal felt that the house was too big for the area.  Mr. Janota advised that housing stock has changed and Mr. Garrett felt that it would fit in with other houses in the area.  Also, while being larger a house, it meets setback requirements.

Mr. Janota asked if the stucco could be eliminated and Mr. Garrett agreed to the request.

Mr. Vuich suggested that testing be done down the centerline of the driveway to confirm drainage calculations.  The applicant agreed.  Mr. Garrett agreed to provide a maintenance plan for the detention bed.

Meeting open to the public.  

Saeed Shamsudin, 92 Harrison, recommends that the Board approve the application.  He thinks the proposed house and garage would be an improvement to the neighborhood. 

Mr. Choklar, 314 Washington St. felt that it would be a better look for the neighborhood.

After closing comments by Mr. Schepis, a motion was made and seconded to approve the application.
ROLL CALL:  Mr. Brewer, Mr. Looker, Mr. MacNeal, Mr. Orlusky, Mr. Phelps and Mr. Venturini – YES.
Motion Carried.

PUBLIC HEARING:

APPLICATION 2020-1 TAJ ENTERPRISES, INC.
USE VARIANCE – CONVERT MIXED USE BLDG. TO TWO FAMILY DWELLING
218 Washington St. – Block 81, Lot 15 

Steve Schepis, Atty., was present on behalf of the applicant.  He stated that the property is located in the B-2 Retail Zone, which does not permit two-family dwellings.  The property complies with the setback, height and lot coverage requirements of the zone with the exception of its rear yard setback of 3.1 feet, whereas 5 feet is required.  Applicant seeks to convert the structure from its current office and residential use to a two-family dwelling with a two bedroom, two bath unit on the first floor and a two bedroom, one bath on the second and third floors, with the living area and family room on the third floor.  Applicant also seeks to construct two small additions off the westerly side of the house, one of which will be all new and the other will be enclosing an existing rear porch to accommodate an enlarged bathroom and bedroom closets.

The applicant is seeking the following variances:

1. Variance to accommodate building coverage of 2045.5 sf, 1400 sf max allowed
2. Variance to permit expansion of a prior-non-conforming use 
3. Variance to permit pre-existing encroachment by the garage in the rear yard setback. 5 ft. required, 3.1 ft. existing

Anthony Garrett, PP & AIA, was called to testify.  He advised that the structure on the property was originally built as a residence in the 1960’s and is located in the B-2 Retail Business District.  It’s currently a VACANT mixed use, commercial/residential, building and the applicant would like to convert it to a two family dwelling.  There is also a garage on the property that is used for car repair.  The application is for the expansion of a pre-existing non-conforming residential use.

The following exhibits were marked into evidence:

A-1 -  Colorized Site Plan
A-2 -  Colorized Area Map & Curb Details
A-3 - Additional copy of Floor Plans
A-4 – Colorized version of photo elevations
A-5 Color photos of area buildings and an aerial photo of the property and surrounding vicinity
A-6 – Letter from Richard Osborne confirming 1922 as the year when the Town’s first zoning ordinance was adopted.
A-7 Resale Certificate of Occupancy
A-8 – Zoning permit regarding car repair

Mr. Garrett referred to the exhibits and described the site plan.  He stated that landscaping would be added along the left side of the property.  There is parking for 4 cars with a backup area of 12’.  He described the proposed floor plans and added that there will be no changes to the front of the building.  The proposal is for two, approximately 1000 sf. units, each containing two bedrooms.  The two-car garage with storage area will remain on the site.  He stated that while there is substantial building and lot coverage on the property, all of the coverage is an existing condition.  No additional coverage is proposed.  He stated that the structure was originally constructed as a two-family residence.  The four parking spaces, two outdoor and two garage, were sufficient for a two family residential use.  He further stated that commercial use would require seven parking spaces.    It was his professional opinion that the restoration and painting of the façade and the elimination of the care repair use and outdoor storage of old cars would be a benefit of the development and advance a purpose of the MLUL to provide a desirable visual environment.  In addition, the cost of adapting the property for office or commercial use would be impractical and prohibitively expensive.  The two-family residential use would not require ADA compliance and is more feasible. 

The applicant, Taj Khokhar, was called to testify.  Mr. Khokhar stated that he has been unable to rent the property for commercial use.  He agreed that the third floor of the dwelling would not be used as a bedroom.  Other than the two small additions, Mr. Khokhar, stated the only exterior change would painting the color of the structure.  He agreed to a condition that the paint color must be approved by Jeff Janota.  Mr. Khokhar stated that there is currently a car repair business in the garage; however, upon conversion of the property to two–family use the car repair business would cease.  The tenants would only be allowed to work on their personal vehicles and vehicles under repair would be parked in the garage. 

Meeting open to the public.  No members came forward.

After discussion by the Board members, a motion was made and seconded to approve the application.
ROLL CALL:  Mr. Brewer, Mr. Looker, Mr. MacNeal, Mr. Orlusky, Mr. Phelps and Mr. Venturini – YES.
Motion Carried.

Mayor Corcoran and Alderwoman DeVenezia returned to the dais at this point.

PUBLIC HEARING:

APPLICATION 2020-2 – DI MARCO
MINOR SUBDIVISION 
166 RESERVE ST.  – BLOCK 114, LOT 7

Bernd Hafele, Atty. was present to represent the applicant.  He stated that the application is to subdivide the existing Lot 7 of Block 114, which contains a single-family dwelling, into three conforming lots.

Mark Walker, PE, was called to testify on behalf of the applicant.  Mr. Walker stated that a portion of proposed lot 7.04 has steep slopes; however, a building lot can be configured so as not to  disturb the steep slope.  He referred to sheet 2 of the Development Plan which showed a conceptual conforming dwelling  in support of the steep slope issue.  He stated that the subdivision would create three lots that fully conform to the R-1A Zone requirements.  Mr. Walker referred to the subdivision plan and gave a brief description of each lot.  He agreed to a condition that plot plans be submitted for review prior to issuance of permits for new dwellings on the lots.  The existing house on the lot will be preserved and not demolished.

Meeting open to the public. No members came forward.

A motion was made and seconded to approve the subdivision with conditions to be stated in the Resolution.
ROLL CALL:  Mr. Brewer, Mr. Looker, Mr. MacNeal, Mr. Orlusky, Mr. Phelps , Mr. Corcoran, Ms. DeVenezia and Mr. Venturini – YES.  Motion Carried.

Meeting open to the public for non-agenda matters.  No members in the audience had questions or comments.

A motion was made and seconded to enter into closed session.  All in favor.  Motion carried.

Upon return to open session, the meeting was adjourned at 10:30 PM.


Respectfully submitted,
[bookmark: _GoBack]Marianne Marcello, Board Secretary
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