



    December 14, 2005 

The monthly meeting of the Greenwich Township Planning Board was held on the above date and was called to order by Doris Rayna, Planning Board Chairperson, at 7:30 P.M. in the Municipal Building.  The meeting opened with the Pledge of Allegiance.  

Pursuant to the Open Public Meetings Act, Chapter 231, PL, 1975, adequate notice of this meeting has been given in accordance with the Open Public Meetings Act by:


1. Mailing a notice of scheduled meetings of the Greenwich Township Planning Board to the Star-Ledger and Express-Times. 

2. Posting a notice thereof on the Township bulletin board.

3.   Filing a copy thereof with the Township Clerk.  

Board members present: Jim Adams, Tom Bolger, Helio Carvalho, Ken Hoser, Brooke Waldt, Doris Rayna, Tim Gale.  Also present were William Edleston, Esq., and William Gleba, PE., Finelli Consulting Engineers.  Absent were Brian Visconti, Frank Marchetta, Steve Babula, Charles Stillman.  

Tom Bolger made a motion, seconded by Brooke Waldt, to adopt the minutes of the November 09, 2005 meeting.  The vote is as follows:

IN FAVOR: 
Bolger, Carvalho, Hoser, Waldt, Rayna, Gale.  


OPPOSED:       None.


ABSTAINED:  Adams

Motion carried. 

PUBLIC COMMENT.  No comments were heard regarding items on the agenda.

Resolution – Housing Plan Element.  Resolution of the Greenwich Township Planning Board adopting the 2005 Housing Plan Element and Fair Share Plan of the Greenwich Township Master Plan, as prepared by Attorney Edleston, was reviewed as to its’ form and accuracy.  Upon review, Tom Bolger made a motion, seconded by Helio Carvalho, to adopt the Resolution as prepared.  The vote is as follows:


IN FAVOR:     Rayna, Carvalho, Bolger, Waldt, Gale.


OPPOSED:      None.


ABSTAINED: None.

Motion carried.
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Resolution – Greenwich Commons Amended Final Site Plan.  Resolution amending Resolution memorializing the grant of Amended Final Site Plan approval for construction of two story 43,600 square foot office building, deletion of previously imposed conditions of approval, as prepared by Attorney Edleston, was reviewed as to its’ form and accuracy.  Upon review, Brooke Walt made a motion, seconded by Tim Gale, to adopt the Resolution as prepared.  The vote is as follows:


IN FAVOR:     Ryan, Carvalho, Bolger, Waldt, Gale.


OPPOSED:      None.


ABSTAINED: None.

Motion carried.  

Application #239-05, Neil and Jennifer Moorcroft, Block 31, Lot 8 and Lot 11.02, Route 173, Lot Line Adjustment/Minor Subdivision, Initial Completeness Review.  

The Moorcroft’s are the owners of Lot 8, property consisting of 0.964 acres and is located within the Township’s R-2 Rural Residential Zone District.  Medarex, Inc., is the owner of Lot 11.02, property consisting of 39.958 acres and is located within the Township’s ROM Research, Office and Manufacturing Zone.  The existing northerly property line of Lot 8 is also the zoning boundary between the two zones. The application before the Board is for a transfer of approximately 0.473 acres from Lot 11.02 to Lot 8. The additional land from the acquisition as proposed would increase the overall area of Lot 8 to 62,605 square feet (1.437 acres).  The remaining land area of Lot 11.02 would be approximately 39.485 acres and appears to be conforming to the ROM zone district requirements in all respects with the exception of the pre-existing lot width non-conformity. 

Sworn in by Attorney Edleston were Neil Moorcroft, applicant, and Andrew Holt, PE, Suburban Consulting Engineers. 

Mr. Holt gave a brief overview of the application.  The application was deemed complete at the November 9, 2005 meeting.  The application is a lot line adjustment between the owners of lot 8, Mr. Moorcroft and the owners of lot 11.02, Medarex, Inc.  A drawing was presented showing the transfer of the .4 acres from Lot 11.02 to Lot 8.  Also depicted were the zoning requirements for both R-2 covering Lot 8 and the ROM covering Lot 11.02.  

Mr. Moorcroft testified that Lot 8 is a sloping lot and has large frontage on Route 173.  The house is very close to Route 173 and Mr. Moorcroft and his family would like more area to move around and more privacy which, potentially, the newly acquired property will provide.  Mr. Moorcroft would like to have a bar-be-cue with his family without being drowned out by the noise of the traffic and the fumes from the cars and trucks.  The additional property will allow his dogs to play and the main intention of the additional property is to enjoy the seclusion, peace and quiet.  The Moorcrofts have no plans to build anything on the property other than plant some trees and bushes, but may consider a garden gazebo or some type of water feature.  The property is located on the residential side of a tree lined ridge, which is actually the buffer between Mr. Moorcroft’s  property and the Medarex property.   
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Bill Gleba, PE, stated that, basically, the lot is non-conforming and the structure is non-conforming, primarily from the front yard setback.  What the applicant is proposing is something to enhance what is already a non-conforming lot.  Mr. Holt stated that the non-conformity of Lot 8 is due to its origin and configuration of the adjoining properties.  The proposal makes a residential zone boundary more consistent with the adjoining property uses.  

Mr. Holt stated that there is a provision in the ordinance that allows for a smaller lot area if served by public water. Ordinance requirement for lot area:  Existing 42,004 square feet; proposed 62,605 square feet vs. required 81,000 square feet not utilizing public water or 40,250 square feet utilizing public water.  Public water is not being proposed with this application.  These lots have been served by wells for a period of time and there is really no need to entertain those changes.  There is a public water line across Lot 11.02.  Currently an easement does exist to provide public water to this property, if necessary, in the future.  With this lot line adjustment a need for an easement is eliminated. 

The front yard setback, principal structure:  8.5 feet over property line into route 173 Right of Way (existing) vs. 75 feet (required).  Pre-existing non-conforming condition.  Mr. Holt stated that there is nothing in the proposal that would change that.  The intent of the proposal is to provide further use of the property to the rear, further away from the State highway.  

The impervious coverage:  Existing 18.4%, proposed 12.3% vs. required 10% or less (required), also a pre-existing non-conforming condition.   

Mr. Holt reviewed Mr. Finelli’s report, dated December 13, 2005 and the following items of concern were addressed:

Item 3 of Mr. Finelli’s report recommends that the planning board, during the current Master Plan re-examination review, should consider realigning the R-2 and ROM zone line “jogs” along the existing northerly property line to follow the proposed property boundary.  Mr. Holt stated that with the addition of area to Lot 8,  that makes that more of a straight line.  The setback lines on the plan will be removed.  

Item 4:  Access to the property appears to be via a common driveway with adjacent Lot 7.  Mr. Holt stated that since the survey has been done, that driveway has been widen to such that Lot 8 does entirely have their own access on his property rather than a shared area.  Easements will not be required.  Plans will be updated to show the driveway widening.  

Attorney Edleston stated that he had a discussion with Mr. Finelli regarding jurisdictional issues, because the zone boundary line, ROM and R2, does transect part of the property that is involved in the application.  Attorney Edleston stated that upon review, he feels there aren’t any such bulk variance relief required.  The items mentioned in Mr. Finelli’s report are all pre-existing conditions, which do not require variance relief as long as you are not making them worse or aggravating them.  

Tom Bolger made a motion, seconded by Jim Adams, to approve a Minor Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment, Application #239-05, involving Lot 8 and Lot 11.02, Block 31, to allow approximately 0.473 acres to be annexed to the Moorcroft property.  The vote is as follows:
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IN FAVOR:      Adams, Bolger, Carvalho, Hoser, Waldt, Rayna, Gale.


OPPOSED:       None.


ABSTAINED:  None.

Motion carried.   

Application #241-05, Commerce Bank, Preliminary and Final Site Plan, Block 26, Lot 2.01, Greenwich Street and Route 22, Completeness Determination.  

Representing the applicant were Mark Peck, Esq., and Eric Tomczak, PE., Bohler Engineering.  

The applicant has proposed to build a banking center in approximately the same area as was originally planned and approved for a 6,000 square foot retail store adjacent to the Applebee’s Restaurant that currently exists at the site.  The property consists of approximately 24.99 acres.  The proposed banking center consists of one (1) 4,101 square feet building with four (4) drive-thru lanes covered by a canopy.  The proposed parking area will consist of 43 parking stalls, two (2) of which will be handicap accessible.  Some of the parking area will be shared with Applebee’s.  

Upon review of Mr. Finelli’s review letter, dated December 13, 2005, Attorney Peck stated that he will be asking for waivers from some of the checklist items in Mr. Finelli’s letter and will address some of his concerns.  

Bill Gleba stated that his recommendation would be that a meeting be scheduled with a representative from Bohler Engineering and Michael Finelli’s office to go over the checklist items.  

Attorney Edleston stated that this application is the pad site review of the larger site plan that the planning board approved for the shopping center some time ago.  In order to make some progress on the application, there are housekeeping items to be cleared up between Mr. Finelli’s office and the applicant’s engineer office that could be resolved rather easily.  If a meeting could be held to address these items, the board could deal with completeness and technical review at the same meeting.  The technical review should not be that difficult since it is part of the overall site plan.  Bill Gleba has no problem with that provided the applicant meets with him and Mr. Finelli in a timely fashion.  Attorney Peck stated that he would be willing to do that and revised plans will be submitted within the next two weeks. 

Tom Bolger stated that he has some concerns regarding traffic.  The traffic for Greenwich Center has been packing up onto Route 78.  Mr. Bolger is concerned about how the additional traffic created by the bank will affect this area.  Coming off Route 173, there is a dangerous “weave” situation, cutting across traffic, going into the shopping center.  More traffic will make it worse.   The second concern is how is this going to impact the township’s COAH requirement.  When more jobs are created, that would increase our COAH obligation. The third concern is the amount of signs and the size of signs and the added light pollution that will be added to the area.  Helio Carvalho suggested that the applicant stick to the sign ordinance because the board is not going to break the ordinance just for signage.  
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Jim Adams made a motion, seconded by Tom Bolger, to deem incomplete Application #241-05, Commerce Bank, Preliminary/Final Major Site Plan.  The vote is as follows:


IN FAVOR:     Adams, Bolger, Carvalho, Hoser, Waldt, Rayna, Gale.


OPPOSED:      None.


ABSTAINED: None.

Motion carried.  

Growth Share Ordinance.  Attorney Edleston stated that this ordinance was reviewed by the planning board, submitted to the Township Committee for first reading at their November meeting and, by law, referred back to the planning board for another review. Tom Bolger made a motion, seconded by Tim Gale, informing the Township Committee that the board has previously reviewed the ordinance,  no changes have been made and there are no additional comments at this time.  The vote is as follows:

IN FAVOR:     Adams, Bolger, Carvalho, Hoser, Waldt, Rayna, Gale.


OPPOSED:      None.


ABSTAINED: None.

Motion carried.  

Doris Rayna, Chairwoman, informed the board that she chooses not to be chairwoman next year.  Ms. Rayna will continue to serve on the board, but not as chairwoman.  Tom Bolger thanked Doris for being chairperson.  

Tom Bolger made a motion, was seconded, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried.  Meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m.  








Elva N. Pomroy
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