TOWNSHIP OF FRANKLIN
PLANNING BOARD
COUNTY OF SOMERSET, NEW JERSEY

REGULAR MEETING
March 5, 2014

The regular meeting of the Township of Franklin Planning Board was held at 475
DeMott Lane, Somerset, New Jersey and was called to order by Chairman Orsini, at
7:30 p.m. The Sunshine Law was read, the Pledge of Allegiance said and the roll was
taken as follows:

PRESENT: Councilman Chase, Robert LaCorte, Robert Mettler, James Pettit,
Robert Thomas, Ed Potosnak, Charles Onyejiaka (arrived at 7:41
p.m.) and Chairman Orsini

ABSENT: Cecile Maclvor

ALSO PRESENT: Mr. Martin Murphy, Board Attorney, Mr. Mark Healey, Director of
Planning and Mr. Vincent Dominach, Sr. Zoning Officer

MINUTES:
e Regular Meeting — December 18, 2013

Mr. Thomas made a motion to approve the Minutes as amended. Mr. Pettit seconded
the motion and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Councilman Chase, Mr. LaCorte, Mr. Mettler, Mr. Pettit, Mr. Thomas, Mr.
Potosnak and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: None



e Regular Meeting — January 08, 2014

Councilman Chase made a motion to approve the Minutes as amended. Mr. Mr. Mettler
seconded the motion and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Councilman Chase, Mr. LaCorte, Mr. Mettler, Mr. Pettit, Mr. Potosnak and
Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: None

RESOLUTIONS:
e E & J Equities / PLN-13-00002

Mr. Mettler made a motion to approve the Resolution as submitted. Mr. Thomas
seconded the motion and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Councilman Chase, Mr. Mettler, Mr. Pettit and Mr. Thomas
ABSTAIN: Mr. LaCorte

AGAINST: Mr. Potosnak

e Rosenwach Tank / PLN-13-00014

Councilman Chase made a motion to approve the Resolution as submitted. Mr.
LaCorte seconded the motion and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Councilman Chase, Mr. LaCorte, Mr. Mettler, Mr. Pettit, Mr. Potosnak and
Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: None

e Trap Rock / PLN-13-00015

Mr. Mettler made a motion to approve the Resolution as amended. Chairman Orsini
seconded the motion and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Councilman Chase, Mr. LaCorte, Mr. Mettler, Mr. Pettit, Mr. Potosnak, Mr.
Onyejiaka and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: None



e REDEV Group, LLC/PLN-13-00013

Mr. Mettler made a motion to approve the Resolution as submitted. Chairman Orsini
seconded the motion and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Councilman Chase, Mr. LaCorte, Mr. Mettler, Mr. Pettit, Mr. Potosnak, Mr.
Onyejiaka and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: None

DISCUSSION:
Vouchers:

e Martin Murphy — Dean Adi Resolution Prep - $30.00
— Ardmaer Construction Resolution Prep - $112.50
—January, February & March Retainers - $2,499.00

Mr. Thomas made a motion to approve the Vouchers as amended. Mr. LaCorte
seconded the motion and all were in favor.

HEARINGS:
e 800 COTTONTAIL, LLC/PLN-13-00017

Mr. Peter U. Lanfrit, Esq., Attorney, appeared before the Board on behalf of the
Applicant, 800 Cottontail, LLC. He stated that they were there that evening to present
an Amended Site Plan in which the Applicant was proposing a 96,200 sq. ft. addition to
the existing data center and parking lot realignment at 800 Cottontail Lane, Somerset;
Block 517.06, Lot 15.06, in an M-1 Zone - CARRIED FROM FEBRUARY 05, 2014 — no
further notification required.

Mr. Dominach’s Zoning report indicated that there were no variances needed unless the
Planning Board determined that the Applicant’s testimony justifying the proposed
number of parking spaces was inadequate. Additionally, the report showed that
Footnote 4 of Schedule 4 (parking requirements) allowed uses such as data centers
that aren’t listed in Schedule 4 to provide testimony in support of the number of spaces
and that that type of testimony was typical for data center uses.

Mr. Lanfrit described the existing property, including the 1-story, 168,462 sq. ft. building.
He added that they were proposing to add a two-story addition of approximately
160,000 sq. ft. Mr. Lanfrit gave some background on the project, noting that he had
appeared, in 2009, with the Applicant to request Site Plan approval to convert what was
then a vacant warehouse into a data center. He added that they also received approval



at that time to construct chiller plants and a utility yard. He added that, at the time, they
did note that they would be back in a few years for a second phase of development,
which was the subject of that night’s hearing. Mr. Lanfrit explained that they would be
giving testimony that evening regarding their parking needs. He then reiterated the
2009 testimony, indicating that there would be a total of 40 employees on-site over a
period of three shifts in a 24-hour period of time. In speaking with the Applicant
regarding the doubling of space, Mr. Lanfrit indicated that he stated that the worst case
scenario would be the doubling of employees and that they would provide testimony
that evening regarding the adequacy of parking spaces.

Mr. Fick, Engineer, employed by Carroll Engineering, came forward and was sworn in.
Mr. Fick indicated that his firm was involved in the original plan presented in 2009. He
then entered into the record as Exhibit A-1, the existing conditions plan, Exhibit A-2, the
new Site Plan and Exhibit A-3, the architectural plans for the new building addition. Mr.
Fick briefly described the current conditions on the property, including building location
as well as parking locations. He noted that there were three (3) access drives on the
property, two on Pierce Street and one on Cottontail Lane. He then explained that they
had to modify the detention basin in 2009 in order to take into account the
improvements that were being made to the existing building at that time as well as to
accommodate for the anticipated improvements that have turned out to be less
extensive than originally planned. Utilizing Exhibit A-2, Mr. Fick explained the proposal
that was before the Board that evening. He indicated that they were planning on
making some minor modifications to the driveway along the easterly property line. The
building would have two loading dock areas, some sidewalks, parking spaces and a
modification to the driveway going out onto Pierce Street, making it an exit only drive.
He then pointed out to the Board the significant landscaping around the proposed
building to soften the architecture. He then discussed the lighting proposed, noting that
they would be using the same type of lighting and fixture style that was used on the
current building as well as some minor utility modifications as well. Mr. Fick then
discussed site circulation, referring to Exhibit A-1. He indicated that the main entrance
on Cottontail Lane would now become a delivery truck entrance only (full movement)
and would be regulated with a gate. He added that the one entrance onto Pierce Street
would be for visitors and employees only and would also be regulated by a gate and be
a full movement driveway. A discussion ensued among the Board and Mr. Fick agreed
that there would be directional signage included to indicate one way egress from the
easterly driveway going out onto Pierce Street. Mr. Fick then discussed the number of
parking spaces being proposed for parking, not including truck parking. He indicated
that there would be parking for 217 vehicles and would be more than enough to meet
the needs of the facility.

Mr. Fisk indicated that they would be able to comply with all of the staff comments other
than the one comment in Mr. Healey’s Planning report concerning the easterly curb cut
onto Pierce Street which was just discussed. By complying with all of the staff reports,
Mr. Fisk indicated that it would not materially alter the plans presented that evening.



Mr. Potosnak opened a discussion regarding the need for both left and right turns out of
the facility with so little traffic being generated by the site. A discussion ensued
regarding the need for modifying the driveways to accommodate for trucks being able to
negotiate turns into and out of the facility. A discussion ensued among the Board
regarding the types of deliveries that would be made to the facility.

Mr. Lanfrit indicated that he had the architect present to give testimony; however, the
building addition would mirror the existing building.

Chairman Orsini then agreed that they could then open the meeting to the public. Mr.
Mettler made a motion to open the meeting to the public and Mr. Potosnak seconded
the motion. All were in favor. Seeing no one coming forward, Mr. Mettler made a
motion to close the meeting to the public and the motion was seconded. All were in
favor.

Mr. Mettler made a motion to approve the Site Plan. Mr. Thomas seconded the motion
and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Councilman Chase, Mr. LaCorte, Mr. Mettler, Mr. Pettit, Mr. Thomas, Mr.
Potosnak, Mr. Onyejiaka and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: None

e BUILDERS PRO, LLC/ PLN-14-00002

Mr. Dominic Cerminaro, Esq., Attorney, appeared before the Board on behalf of the
Applicant, Builders Pro, LLC. Mr. Cerminaro. Mr. Cerminaro indicated that they were
before the Board that evening for Preliminary & Final Subdivision in which the Applicant
was proposing to subdivide and build two single -family dwellings at 123 Douglas
Avenue, Somerset; Block 168, Lot 34.01; in the HBD Zone.

Mr. Dominach’s Zoning report stated that the proposed property received subdivision
approval in 1009, and since it was being re-subdivided within 10 years, it was
considered a technical major subdivision. The report included the description of the
proposal, noting that the Applicant was requesting approval to subdivide the existing lot
into two lots, each to have a single-family house erected upon it.

The following variances were required for both proposed lots:
1. Lotarea: 10,000 sqg. ft. minimum, 5,000 sq. ft. proposed

2. Lot frontage: 100 ft. minimum, 50 ft. proposed
3. Front yard setback: 0-10 ft. (min./max.), 25 ft. proposed



Mr. Cerminaro indicated to the Board that there was an attempt to contact the four
adjacent property owners with a buy/sell letter to eliminate the necessity of the
variances, with no response.

Mr. Gregory Kinsberg, Principal of Builder's Pro, came forward and was sworn in. Mr.
Kinsberg indicated that his company was in the business of constructing single-family
houses, mostly in the North Brunswick area, with 3 or 4 bedrooms, 1 or 2-car garages
and a full basement.

Mr. Paul Fletcher, Engineer/Planner and Principal of Fletcher Engineering, came
forward and was sworn in. The Board accepted his qualifications. Mr. Fletcher
indicated that they would be able to comply with all of the comments in the Township
Planner and Township Engineer’s reports. Mr. Fletcher discussed the impacts the
project would have on the surrounding area. He explained that two-family homes were
allowed in the zone and that the property complies with the minimum lot size of 10,000
sqg. ft. He went on to explain that the Applicant preferred to build two separate single-
family homes on the property and was requesting a technical major subdivision of the
property to create two 50 x 100 ft. lots. Mr. Fletcher then discussed the required
variances, including lot area, lot width, and front yard setback of 25 ft. He noted that the
request for a 25 ft. setback was more consistent and in character to what was present in
the neighborhood and would also allow for parking in the front yard in front of the single
car garage. Mr. Fletcher then went on to described the character of the neighborhood,
noting that it was mostly commercial development along Hamilton Street in addition to
some mixed uses and predominantly residential as you move away from Hamilton
Street. Mr. Fletcher then discussed the size of the residential lots and stated that they
vary quite a bit. He entered into the record as Exhibit A-1, a colorized tax map, to
illustrate the various lot sizes. He noted that there were a number of lots that had 50 ft.
frontages or less, so that the proposal that was being considered that evening would not
be out of character for the area. In response to a query from the Board, Mr. Cerminaro
indicated that none of the requests made in the Township Engineer’s report would
significantly alter the plans that were in front of the Board that evening. He noted that
there would be some modification to the drainage system to ensure compliance with
storm water regulations

Mr. Potosnak opened a discussion regarding single family homes being more likely to
be owner-occupied than two-family homes that tended to be rentals. Mr. Fletcher
agreed and pointed to that as a part of the positive criteria (c-2) of the Application,
where the benefits outweigh the detriments.

Mr. Healey asked the Board to look at the proposed house plans to give them the sense
of the proposed homes being attractive and well sized. He then discussed all of the
positive criteria the approval would bring to the area as well as encourage home
ownership in an area of the Township that they were looking to build up and provide
stability. A discussion ensued between the Board and the Mr. Dominach, the Zoning
Officer, regarding lot coverage options between building a duplex or two single-family



homes. Mr. Thomas noted that it would fit with the encouragement of in-fill
development.

Councilman Chase opened a discussed regarding setting a precedent of subdividing
and creating lots smaller than what was required in the zone. Mr. Dominach reminded
the Board that the Planning Board and Council had prevented that type of precedent
being set elsewhere in the Township; however, the specific property being discussed
that evening, located in the Hamilton Business District, a redevelopment area that had
different goals, would have a limited scope as a result. Mr. Healey stated that he felt
the density issue was key, in this instance, and that the Applicant had shown that 5,000
sq. ft. lots were fairly prevalent in the area. A discussion ensued among the Board
regarding the zoning in the Hamilton Business District and Mr. Dominach stated that the
whole district’s zoning was going to be reviewed within the next year.

Mr. Fletcher then discussed the second sheet of the submitted plans, showing the
proposed home on the plans. He stated that the home was planned to be 28 ft. wide,
with each side yard setback at 11 ft. from each property line.

Mr. Kinsberg then showed the Board members from a laptop, a photograph of a similar
sized property (50 ft. x 100 ft.) located in North Brunswick that was built approximately 7
years ago that also had a 28 ft. wide x 40 ft. deep home. Hi intention was to show the
scale of the home to the property.

Mr. Mettler then made a motion to open the meeting to the public for questions. The
motion was seconded and all were in favor.

Mr. Bob Raike, 32 Douglas Avenue, Somerset, NJ, came forward and was sworn in.

Mr. Raike stated that he was initially opposed to the smaller lot sizes, but after hearing
the testimony that evening, he felt it was a better plan than a larger duplex. He did want
the Board to know that there was a drainage problem in the area. Mr. Healey explained
that the Applicant had to work with the Engineering Dept. to work out the details of the
storm water management issues on the property.

Seeing no one further coming forward, Mr. Mettler made a motion to close the meeting
to the public. The motion was seconded and all were in favor.

Councilman Chase questioned the notes on the plan to remove two larger oak trees.
Mr. Kinsberg stated that they would most likely be cutting roots to both large trees while
digging the basements and foundations and didn’t want to have an issue a few years
later with a tree coming down and someone getting hurt as a result. When asked if the
trees could be saved, Mr. Kinsberg indicated that they would do everything possible to
save the two larger trees.



Mr. LaCorte made a motion to approve the Application, with Variances, subject to the
conditions discussed regarding the size and location of the proposed homes. The
motion was seconded and the roll was called as follows:

FOR: Mr. LaCorte, Mr. Mettler, Mr. Pettit, Mr. Thomas, Mr. Potosnak, Mr.
Onyejiaka and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: Councilman Chase

e F. GREEK DEVELOPMENT / PLN-14-00001

Mr. Steven Tripp, Esqg., Attorney appeared before the Board on behalf of the Applicant,
F. Greek Development. Mr. Tripp indicated that they were there that evening for an
Amended Site Plan w/Minor Subdivision in which the Applicant was proposing a two-lot
subdivision to build two warehouse buildings on each at 22-24 Roosevelt Avenue,
Somerset; Block 88.02, Lots 36.09, 36.10, 36.11, in an M-2 Zone.

Mr. Dominach’s Zoning report indicated that the subject property received subdivision
and site plan approval in 2003 and amended site plan approval in 2008. His report also
stated that the Applicant was now seeking a new subdivision and site plan approval to
create two lots and erect two warehouse buildings. One variance was needed, where
100 ft. minimum was required from a gas line and 76 ft. was proposed.

Mr. Tripp explained that the proposed property was vacant land, comprised of 38.31
acres having significant environmental constraints, including wetlands, floor hazard
areas, transition areas. He then spoke about the prior site plan approvals that were
also noted in the Zoning report, showing that the previous approval was for a three-lot
subdivision with a building on each lot for a total of 216,000 sq. ft. of total floor area. He
stated that plans for one of the proposed three buildings was approved and permits
were obtained, but no construction had taken place. Mr. Tripp explained that the
Applicant that evening was the contract purchaser of the property and planned to modify
the approvals and build two warehouses, one on each lot, for a total floor area of
208,750 sq. ft. Due to the proximity of the Sunoco Petroleum gas pipeline on the edge
of the property, the contract purchaser discussed the issue with the Fire Prevention
Director . He stated that their Site Engineer would discuss it, but basically they have no
issue with it based upon the type of construction that would be provided. Mr. Tripp then
explained that he had already discussed the issue with the Board Attorney who agreed
to the request that they would like the existing approvals to remain until such time that
all additional approvals needed were obtained and perfected. Mr. Murphy, Board
Attorney, concurred with Mr. Tripp’s explanation of their discussions.

Mr. Tripp then entered into the record as Exhibit A-1, a 3-sheet handout, Exhibit A-2, the
JMJ aerial map, Exhibit A-3, the JMJ-1 Preliminary and Final Development Schematic
Plan showing the previously approved site plan and Exhibit A-4, which was entitled



JMJ-1 Site Plan Rendering showing a colorized rendering of the proposed Amended
Site Plan before the Board that evening.

Mr. John Manilio, V.P. of Engineering for Redcom Design & Construction, came forward
and was sworn in. The Board accepted his qualifications. Mr. Manilio explained that his
firm represented the previous applicant and was involved in the previous site plan
renderings. Mr. Manilio briefly described the property to give the Board some
orientation. He utilized Exhibit A-2 in his discussions, noting that the property was
vacant and predominantly wooded, surrounded by industrial and commercial properties
and some residential properties to the south. He added that 53% of the property was
constrained by environmental issues, including wetlands and wetland buffers, stream
encroachments, D & R Canal Commission buffers and easements, with the majority
located to the easterly portion of the site. He added that there was also a 75 ft.
residential buffer along the south side of the property and a gas pipeline easement
along the western property line. Mr. Manilio explained that there was an existing LOI
(Letter of Intent) from NJDEP that was still valid from the previous approval as well as a
transitionary waiver, both approved in 2006. Additionally, there was a Flood Hazard
Applicability Termination given in 2008 and approval for general permits #2 and #10a
granted in 2006. The general permits were the only ones that would not be extended
with the Permit Extension Act and they were currently waiting for a response from
NJDEP for reapproval. Mr. Manilio then referred to Exhibit A-3, which was the
previously approved site plan, showing the three approved lots and their particular
measurements and building sizes. He noted that there were two storm water
management basins and a small infiltration basin included on the previous plan. He
explained that the previous approval only included Phase 1, which was for the
improvements on Lot 36.10 and the storm water improvements on Lot 36.11. He then
gave the Board a brief overview of the Amended Plans, utilizing Exhibit A-4, which was
the colorized Site Plan rendering. He noted that the eastern portion of the property
would remain similar to the approvals for the previous application, with minor
modifications to the basins. He testified that the new lot sizes were 14.68 acres (Lot A)
and 23.63 (Lot B). He also indicated that there will now only be two buildings, one on
each lot; Lot A’s building would include 86,400 sq. ft. and Lot B’s building would include
122,350 sq. ft. Mr. Manilio then indicated that the buildings would be used for similar
things to the ones previously approved, but that they were flex buildings as there were
no tenants secured at that point. He listed the possible uses as warehouse space, light
industrial or any other permitted use in the zone. He added that all the detention basins
would be located on Lot B and that they included minor modifications to the outlet
structure and increased output to the infiltration basin to handle the entire property. Mr.
Manilio then stated that access and parking was very similar to what was approved
previously. He added that there would be three access drives off of the Roosevelt
Avenue cul-de-sac just as in the previous application and one access drive off of
Veronica Avenue. He then noted the separate areas for parking and for truck loading
for both buildings, stating that there were cross easements for parking as well as
drainage maintenance so that the lots could function together. Mr. Tripp then indicated
that they would have to prepare a cross easement document to file with the plans. Mr.
Manilio then estimated the parking needs utilizing an average of 10% for office use for



both buildings, with the remainder for warehouse space. Using that thought process,
Mr. Manilio came up with 175 parking spaces required, 7 of which were handicapped
spaces. He indicated that they were proposing 214 parking spaces, 10 of which were
handicapped. Mr. Manilio then addressed the need for additional parking spaces,
noting the need to have more flexibility to lease the space to more potential users.

Mr. Healey then asked the Applicant to speak generally to the types of tenants who
might occupy the buildings.

Mr. Matthew Slomein, V. P. of Development with F. Greek Development, 33 Cotters
Lane, East Brunswick, NJ, came forward and was sworn in. The uses he indicated that
would be included were light manufacturing, warehousing and/or distribution centers,
with smaller businesses utilizing the spaces within the larger building. He added that
the additional parking spaces were being provided to attract more potential tenants for a
long-term outlook.

Chairman Orsini opened a discussion regarding the possibility of banking some of the
additional parking spaces for potential future use. Mr. Slomein indicated that it would be
more difficult to market without potential tenants able to see the available parking. He
also mentioned the allowed impervious coverage for the zone.

Mr. Manilio indicated that the allowed impervious coverage for the zone was 65% and
that they were at roughly 28%, well under the maximum. Chairman Orsini encouraged
the use of banked parking, wherever possible, on the site. A discussion ensued.

Mr. Manilio reiterated that the storm water management system would address storm
water reduction as well as water quality for the entire site. He then noted that the
conservation easement would be the same size and shape as it was on the previous
application, with the only difference being how much of it would be located on each lot.
He then spoke about a modification to the easement along the westerly property line for
the gas pipeline, indicating that they were working with Sunoco Petroleum to get
agreement regarding the easement. He then spoke about the Landscaping Plan, noting
that it was generally consistent with the previously approved plan. He added that they
were going to work to make the landscaping along the southern property line more
substantial to match what was listed in the previous approval. Mr. Manilio indicated that
they would work with the Township Planner regarding the tree removal process, noting
that there was some relief granted for that on the previous approval because the
approval came before the newer tree replacement plan. He then spoke about the
Lighting Plan, adding that it was consistent with the Township’s ordinance and including
building mounted and pole mounted lights that would prevent light spillage onto other
properties.

Mr. Manilio then discussed in more detail the area that contained the gas pipeline,
noting that the placement of the buildings in their present location was due to the
environmental constraints on the property and which caused the need for a variance for
not providing the required buffer from a gas line. They then discussed the FAR (Floor
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Area Ratio), which described how much building mass they can have on each of the
lots. Mr. Healey explained to the Board that what they were basically saying was that
they were well below the amount of building mass they were allowed (25%), so they
weren’t required to make the buildings smaller to accommodate for the gas pipeline
easement as it would create a hardship. Mr. Tripp explained that the Township
requirement was 100 ft. gas pipeline easement and Sunoco’s requirement was for a 25
ft. easement. A discussion ensued among the Board. Mr. Manilio then stated that they
had a pre-application hearing with the Township officials regarding the gas pipeline
issue, stating that in lieu of the 100 ft. distance to the gas pipeline, they would place a 3-
hour firewall along the westerly side of the building on Lot B. He added that the
construction of the building was not made from framing, but was a concrete building
with a solid, 9-1/2 inch concrete tip-up wall made with non-combustible material. He
testified that the purposes of the ordinance for fire safety have been met with this
alternate construction method.

Chairman Orsini asked for a more definitive tree replacement plan. Mr. Tripp indicated
that the original approval was granted in 2003 before the tree ordinance was in effect.
He added that the amended approval came with the understanding that they would
address the tree ordinance requirements for any additional removal beyond what was
previously contemplated in the first approval. Mr. Manilio stated that that would have
included the majority of the improvements that were going to be made on Lots 36.1. Mr.
Manilio showed the Board on the exhibit where they were asking for a partial exemption
on the smaller building on Lot B. A discussion ensued among Mr. Healey and Mr.
Dominach regarding prior discussions and agreements. Mr. Manilio indicated that they
would work with Township staff for agreement.

Mr. Tripp then discussed some items on the February 28, 2014 Engineer’s report that
they wanted to discuss. He noted item #1 as asking whether there was a need for a
major subdivision, but that the Zoning Office agreed that it was considered a minor
subdivision. A discussion ensued among the Board. The only other items listed in the
Township Engineer’s report that the Site Engineer would like to discuss with him were
items #22, #23, (pipe slopes and pipe material), #33 and #34 (related to Township
standards for sidewalks and pavement), #45 (access to outlet structures) and #52 and
#60 (technical issues regarding storm water). Chairman Orsini indicated that it would
be a condition of any approval that the Applicant work those items out with the
Township Engineer to his approval.

Mr. Tripp then discussed the Township Planner’s report, indicating that item #1 spoke to
the Applicant providing testimony for a variance, which he felt was covered by the
testimony of Mr. Manilio regarding a hardship (c-1) because of the environmental
constraints on the property that forces the FAR to be way below what the ordinance and
Master Plan had contemplated. He added that they could also argue that the flexible c-
2 variance could also be sought because of the alternative building products suggested
for an additional layer of safety. He then discussed the purposes of the MLUL
(Municipal Land Use Law) that would be advanced by the development of the property
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without any detriments because the deviation would not be visible. Mr. Tripp then drew
the Board’s attention to Mr. Healey’s comment # 2 regarding parking, noting the
previous discussion that evening regarding the reasons they want to install the number
of parking spaces they were proposing. He added that some of the comments in the
Planner’s report coincide with some of the comments regarding parking in the
Engineer’s report. He indicated that those issues would be worked out between the
Applicant and Township professionals regarding some of the access points and
reconfiguration of parking stalls. Mr. Tripp then drew the Board’s attention to comment
#3a in the Planner’s report that had already been discussed regarding the tree removal.
He added that they would comply with all of the other comments in the Planner’s report.

Mr. Tripp stated that they could comply with the comments in Mr. Hauss’s Fire
Prevention report and all other Township staff reports.

Mr. Healey asked what specifics they were working with Sunoco Petroleum on
regarding the pipeline easement. Mr. Tripp indicated that they were in discussions with
them regarding the access points and other items that would disturb their required 25 ft.
easement area. Mr. Healey stated that should the Board be inclined to approve the
Application, some demonstration from Sunoco that discussions regarding the
disturbance area were taking place should be a condition of any approval. Mr. Manilio
indicated that they didn’t think that would be a problem.

Mr. Mettler then opened a discussion regarding the access to Veronica Avenue being
both for ingress and egress. Mr. Manilio answered in the affirmative.

Mr. Mettler made a motion to open the meeting to the public. Mr. Thomas seconded the
motion and all were in favor. Seeing no one coming forward, Mr. Mettler made a motion
to close the public portion of the hearing. Mr. Thomas seconded the motion and all
were in favor.

Mr. Thomas made a motion to approve the Application, with Variance, subject to all the
conditions discussed. Mr. Mettler seconded the motion and the roll was called as
follows:

FOR: Councilman Chase, Mr. Mettler, Mr. Pettit, Mr. Thomas, Mr. Potosnak, Mr.
Onyejiaka and Chairman Orsini

AGAINST: None
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WORKSESSION/NEW BUSINESS

Chairman Orsini made a motion to adjourn the regular meeting at 9:15 p.m. Mr. Mettler
seconded the motion and all were in favor.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathleen Murphy, Recording Secretary
March 20, 2014
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