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WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

Regular Meeting of October, 13 2009
The Washington Township Zoning Board of Adjustment Meeting was called to order at 6:08 PM by the Chairman, Mr. Hatala.
1) Flag Salute
2) Sunshine Law
a) This is the regularly scheduled meeting of the Washington Township Zoning Board of Adjustment Meeting. Notice of this meeting was given as required by the Open Public Meetings Act in the Annual Notice of Meetings. In addition, notice of this meeting was given to the Township Clerk.
3) Roll Call
a) Voting Members:
Mr. Cianci - Present
Mr. D’Orazio - Absent
Mr. Garnes- Present (arrived 7:12 PM)
Mr. Hatala - Present
Mr. Imperato - Absent
Mr. Powers - Present
Mr. Sauter - Present
Alternate Members:
Ms. Ebbinger - Present


Mr. Mello - Present
4) Swearing in of Professionals by Shannon Cornelius, Esq. 
Ms. Cornelius made an announcement that the T-Mobile #889 is postponed to December 14, 2009 at request of the attorney.
5) Applications:
a) Spadea, 12 Wendee Way, 85.19/6, Escrow #891, Bulk Variance – Mr. Hatala recused himself from the application.  Mr. Sauter took over the Chair.  William F. Ziegler, Esquire stated that he is here tonight representing the Applicant. Mr. Ziegler indicated that the matter comes to the Zoning Board upon what he has characterized as a mistake. He is not certain whose mistake, whether the Applicant or the Township. However, at the end of the day, the applicant is seeking relief to allow an already existing decorative wall to remain in the applicant's front yard.   The applicant has provided various exhibits that are attached to the application for consideration by the Board.  Frank Spadea was asked to testify about Exhibit A attached to the application package.   Mr. Spadea testified that his builder did obtain a building permit and approval for certain renovations made at his house.   Mr. Spadea stated that he hired Bob Evans and Son Construction.   He spent approximately three (3) months going over the construction of the portico and the wall.   Once that design phase had been completed, there were meticulous drawings that needed to be done. The builder had to bring those drawings to the Zoning Board.  Marked as Exhibit B are the drawings which Mr. Spadea referred to as part of his testimony.  Mr. Spadea further testified that the first drawing in Exhibit B is the portico. It shows the upper part of the portico and the steps.  Mr. Spadea testified regarding the second page.  Again, the page shows the portico location as well as the wall in front, two walkways and the step to the portico.  Mr. Ziegler then asked Mr. Spadea if you had known that you needed a permit for the wall in the front yard, would you have applied for it?  Mr. Spadea responded yes and that he did ultimately obtained approval of the construction work for which he did have a permit.  In fact, the Township Inspector was out to the property twice because of something with galvanized nails and about the snow load on the portico.   Mr. Spadea testified that this information was told to him by the builder but that he did not actually see the Township Inspector. Mr. Spadea subsequently received a Certificate of Occupancy and approval which is marked as Exhibit A.  Mr.  Spadea then testified regarding Exhibit C which was a series of photographs.  The first page is the actual decorative wall picture was taken from the closest neighbor's driveway. The next page is taken from neighbor's house across the street from his property. The third and fourth photos in the series show the applicant's house. The final pages show the inside as well as the outside of the wall as it exists today.  Mr. Spadea then testified regarding Exhibit D which were photographs of other properties in the community that have very ornate walls with railings as depicted in the photographs. Some of them actually have concrete walls in front of their properties and others have what Mr. Spadea classified as picket fences.  Also, marked as Exhibit E was a survey the applicant's house.   Mr. Spadea testified that his intention was obviously to make his property look better including the construction of the ornamental wall.  Mr. Spadea further testified that once he became aware that he had failed to obtain a permit for the decorative wall, he went to the Zoning Board office to ask what the reason for the letter that he received was.  He was advised the letter was due to the fence in the front yard and he responded by stating "what fence".   Mr. Spadea never considered the decorative wall to be a fence but rather a beautiful piece of art. Basically that is the reason that it was constructed and was a costly project. The Zoning Office told Mr. Spadea that wall had to come down. Based on other conversations with the Zoning Office, Mr. Spadea retained Mr. Ziegler's services and, hence, the reason he is before the Board tonight.  Mr. Zeigler followed up by stating that the applicant is requesting the Board to approve something that was built in good faith and should be allowed to remain. Mr. Zeigler is not here to decide if anyone made a mistake, rather Mr. Spadea, in good faith, applied for permits, paid for permits for renovation work and unfortunately did not get a permit for the fence in the front yard and hence the reason for the application tonight. This Board has, within its jurisdiction, the ability to grant deviations when there is no real detriment to the public. It is important for the Board to take notice that there are other homes in Washington Township with attractive decorative walls in their front yard. Joseph M. Petrongolo, CLA, RLA, PP, Board Planner stated that the applicant is seeking a C-2 variance. For a C-2 variance, the applicant needs to demonstrate that the ornate wall advances a purpose of the Municipal Land Use Law and Township Zoning Ordinances and that the benefit outweigh any detriment by the granting of the variance. That is the question for the Board to answer tonight.   That is what the Board is looking at to decide whether the decorative wall advances the purpose of the zoning and whether the benefits of this variance outweigh any of detriments.    As to other signs or fences that have received variances throughout the Township, those applications are not the issue and each application must stand on its own separate merits.   Mr. Petrongolo further stated that while he did not submit a formal report, he did review the application. Mr. Petrongolo noted he had certain concerns regarding any potential safety hazards with the location of the sidewalk or any issues with site triangles, backing out and people walking along the sidewalk.  None of the other professionals had any comments or submitted any reports on the subject application.  The meeting was opened to the public and there was no one in the public who had any comment.  Mr. Cianci made a motion to grant a bulk variance to permit an existing decorative wall in the front yard and a variance from the strict application of Code Section 285-215 and such other relief as may be necessary on the condition that the applicant apply for and obtain the necessary building, footing, structural and electrical permits and inspections for the wall.  This approval is further conditioned upon the applicant obtaining and submitting to the Board, a survey of the property to demonstrate that the wall is not located within the right-of-way and must be located outside of the right-of-way and on applicant's property.  This approval is further conditioned upon the applicant obtaining verification from the Township Construction Official that the decorative wall meets all appropriate Code requirements and any other requirements.  In the event the conditions of this Resolution cannot be met, then the wall must be removed by applicant.  This approval is further conditioned upon the applicant obtaining any and all permits which are required by any other agencies of the Township, State, County or Federal Government, including the Gloucester County Planning Board, if necessary 2nd by Ms. Ebbinger.  Roll Call:  Mr. Hatala recused himself, Members Cianci, Powers, Sauter, Ebbinger and Mello in favor.  Motion Granted.
b) Thomas, 205 Eastview Avenue, 203/12.06, Escrow #893, Bulk Variance - Carol Thomas testified that she is requesting a front yard variance to allow for the installation of a 20.6 foot by 8 foot open porch to be added to the existing front porch. Ms. Thomas noted that the Township requires a 25 foot front yard setback and the applicant is proposing a 15.7 foot setback. Ms. Thomas testified that the porch would be an open view porch and would be built to match the rest of the house. Ms. Thomas further testified that the house used to have a wraparound porch and her intent is to replace the front section.  Joseph M. Petrongolo, CLA, RLA, PP, Board Planner, did not submit a written report.  He noted that the applicant requires a variance from Section 285.36(E), which requires a minimum front yard setback of 25 feet where the applicant proposes a 15.7 foot front yard setback. Mr. Petrongolo noted that the applicant's proposed front porch is in line with the existing porch on the property and in conformance with the neighborhood. Mr. Petrongolo saw no negative impact from the proposed relief requested.  None of the other professionals had any comments or submitted any reports on the subject application.  The meeting was opened to the public and there was no one in the public who had any comment.  Mr. Hatala made a motion to approve  the application for a front yard setback variance to allow for the installation of a 20.6 foot x 8 foot open porch as depicted on the survey of the premises attached to the application, be and is hereby approved subject to the following conditions:  the Applicant obtaining verification from the Township Construction Official that the front porch meets all appropriate Code requirements and any other requirements.  This approval is further conditioned upon the open porch being built per the Plan as noted on the plan of survey submitted with the application.  This approval is further conditioned upon the Applicant obtaining any and all permits which are required by any other agencies of the Township, State, County or Federal Government, including the Gloucester County Planning Board, if necessary/2nd Mr. Powers.  Roll Call:  All in favor.  Motion Granted.
c) Manor Care, 378 Fries Mill Road, 86/8, Escrow #756, Amended Site Plan - the Applicant was represented by Donna M. Erem, Esquire.   Mark S. Mayhew, P.E., Applicant's Engineer, testified that the applicant is requesting a variance for the fence surrounding the basin on the property.   Mr. Mayhew testified that the applicant was previously approved for a 4 foot high fence with black mesh to
surround the basin.  Joseph M. Petrongolo, CLA, RLA, PP, Board Planner, submitted a report dated October 6, 2009. He stated that applicant was initially approved for a 4 foot high, 856 linear
feet, split-rail fence with black mesh to be placed around the basin that is located in the front yard setback. Mr. Petrongolo further stated that the applicant is now requesting a 6 foot high aluminum fence which will be relocated such that the spillway will be outside of the fence,
resulting in a reduction of the overall fence length (766 linear feet proposed). Section 285-215 prohibits fences within the front yard.  Mr. Petrongolo questioned why an increase in height was needed and if any additional landscaping would be necessary.  Mr. Mayhew further testified that the 6 foot high fence is being proposed to satisfy the applicant's operations and insurance requirements where the extra 2 feet will help deter climbers.   Mr. Mayhew further testified that no additional landscaping was necessary because the fence would be depressed.  Mr.   Petrongolo requested that the plans submitted for signature show landscaping.  Richard E. Fini, PE, PP, CME, Board Environmental Engineer submitted a report dated October 6, 2009. Mr. Fini requested that the following documents be provided:  Copies of all investigation and remediation reports as to contaminated soil; Copy of subsequent groundwater monitoring report; Copy of the No Further Action letter for all concerned areas from the NJDEP and copies of all recorded easements.   John M, Perth, PE, PP, CME, Board Engineer submitted a report dated October 7, 2009. Mr. Pettit stated that the proposed 6 foot high fence would improve safety, Mr. Pettit requested a clear set of revised plans be submitted for signature.  The Applicant proceeded on with the application request for the construction of the 7 foot high illuminated monument sign at the property entrance.  Mark S. Mayhew, P.E., Applicant's Engineer, testified that the applicant is requesting a variance of Section 285-228(E) to allow for a 7 foot high illuminated monument sign instead of the maximum 5 foot height, Joseph M. Petrongolo, CLA, RLA, PP, Board Planner, submitted a report dated
October 6, 2009.    Mr. Petrongolo noted that the Applicant was initially approved for a monument sign measuring 7'6" by 5" (37 square feet) with an overall height of 5 feet.  The applicant is now proposing a new sign which will be 6'3" by 5" (31.25 square feet) with an overall height of 7 feet. Mr. Petrongolo questioned why the difference in height is needed. Mr. Petrongolo was concerned with the change in size of the floodlights used to illuminate the sign and the impact of the change with respect to vehicular visibility and glare along Fries Mill Road.  Mr. Mayhew testified that the proposed sign is the typical sign used by
Manor Care and that the location of the sign will not be changed. Mr. Mayhew further testified that the additional 2 foot in heights was to provide for a brick base for the sign. David Shropshire, PE, PP, Traffic engineer for the applicant, testified that there is single access to the site off of Fries Mill Road. The sign should be visible for 450 feet.  A 5 foot high sign would be difficult to see and the extra 2 feet would make the sign easier to see and make safe access onto the site.  Mr. Petrongolo stated that the proposed sign satisfies the requirements of the Zoning Ordinances. Mr. Petrongolo stated that he did not have any objection subject to review of the floodlight impact.  None of the other professionals had any comments or submitted any reports on the subject application.  The meeting was opened to the public and there was no one in the public who had any comment.  Mr. Hatala made a motion to grant the application to obtain an amended site plan approval for the construction of a 6 foot high ornamental fence to surround the retention basin and a 7 foot high illuminated monument sign at the site entrance to the property which is located within the Rural (R) zoning district of Washington Township, be and is hereby approved, subject to the following terms and conditions:  The Applicant shall be required to submit a revised set of plans for signature to include the landscaping approved and to confirm there is no impact to the landscaping from the
new fencing. This approval is conditioned upon the Board Planner being able to review the new floodlighting impact on the 7 foot illuminated monument sign at the site entrance.  This approval is further  conditioned upon the Applicant obtaining any and all other approvals required by other agencies of the Township, County, State or Federal
Government, including Gloucester County Planning Board, if necessary/2nd Mr. Sauter.  Roll call:  All in favor.  Motion carried.
d) WalMart, 3501 Route 42, 115.01/23, Escrow #894, Signage - Thomas Letizia, Esquire, attorney for the applicant stated that the applicant is requesting variances related to new facade signage at the Walmart store located in the Cross Keys Commons Center at 3501 Route 42.    Mr. Letizia advised the Board that previous variances were granted for existing signage. Prior variances allowed Walmart to have up to 16 signs at a maximum of 7 feet in height. Mr. Letizia further stated that the present application would reduce the number of signs to 6 and would result in an overall reduction in signage from 961 square feet to 957.78 square feet. The new signage will have a maximum height of 8 feet.  Mr. Letizia also advised the Board that the store had recently been repainted in a more earth tone palette.  James Gallagher, Applicant's architect from PB2 Architecture and Engineering testified that he is familiar with the site and the application and was involved in the preparation
of the plans that were submitted with the application. Mr. Gallagher testified that the applicant proposes to remove all of the previously approved signs and replace them with 6 signs.  Mr. Gallagher testified that the height of the letters on the current main Walmart sign are 5 feet tall.  The height of the new main sign will be 5 feet from the top of the "W" to the bottom of the "W" with the other signage letters being lower case and the logo being 8 foot tall from top to bottom. The secondary signs ("Home and Living") will be 2 feet 8 inches high. Mr. Gallagher further testified that the proposed new signage is approximately 957 square which is 3 feet less than what was originally approved.  Joseph M. Petrongolo, CLA, RLA, PP, Board Planner, submitted a report dated October 6, 2009.   Mr. Petrongolo stated that the applicant was requesting a variance for the height of the proposed signage. Section 285-230 states that only one sign is permitted, not to exceed 3 feet in height. Mr. Petrongolo further stated that the applicant is reducing the number of signs from 16 to 6 so he does not believe a variance is necessary for the number of signs.  Mr. Petrongolo advised that a variance is needed because applicant is proposing to increase the height of the signage from 7 feet to 8 feet. Mr. Petrongolo believes that the impact of this variance is not significant because applicant is reducing the overall square footage of the signage and bringing the overall signage more into conformance with the ordinance.  None of the other professionals had any comments or submitted any reports on the subject application.  The meeting was opened to the public and there was no one in the public who had any comment.  Mr. Hatala made a motion to grant the application for a sign variance to replace the existing sixteen (16) signs located on the Walmart store located at 3501 Route 42 with six (6) new facade signs as depicted on the exhibits attached to the application and as marked at the hearing, be and is hereby approved subject to the following conditions:   The applicant is approved to install the six (6) signed which will be internally illuminated with LEDs as follows:

A.  Walmart* (front)  


298 Square feet

B.  Walmart* (rear) 


298 Square feet

C. Walmart*(side)


246.35 Square feet

D. Market & Pharmacy(front)

65.84 Square feet

E. Outdoor Living(front)

49.49 Square feet

F. Home & Living (front)

47.07 Square feet

This approval is further conditioned upon the applicant obtaining any and all permits which are required by any other agencies of the Township, State, County or Federal Government, including the Gloucester County Planning Board, if necessary/2nd Mr. Powers.  Roll call:  All in favor.  Motion Carried.
e) Scafisi, 112 Ganttown Road, 156/1.03 & 1.04, 157/1.01, Escrow #892, Clarification of Use Variance - Robert J. Smith, Esquire testified that he is the owner of 112 Ganttown Road Washington Township, Block 156/Lots 1.03 and 1.04 and Block 157/Lot 1.01.   Mr. Smith testified that he has previously appeared before the Board for a use variance. At that time, the application as well as the Resolution (R-27-2006) included two lots as opposed to three lots although the actual property encompasses three lots.   Mr. Smith advised the Board that the Deed in which he took title to the property indicated that two lots were consolidated.   Mr. Smith further advised the Board that he is here tonight seeking a clarification of the original use variance granted on this property to confirm that the approval included all three lots. Mr. Smith distributed copies of the Deed which included a legal description and amended legal description of the property.  For clarification purposes, Joseph M. Petrongolo, CLA, RLA, PP, Board Planner advised the Board that the applicant had previously appeared before the Board and was granted a use variance in 2006.   The use variance was granted for this property.   The Resolution memorializing the previous approval (R-27-2006) indicated Block 156/Lot 1.04 and Block/Lot 1.01.    Mr. Petrongolo further stated that the applicant has submitted a new application regarding the site and the new plans include Block 156/Lot 1.03 which was not listed in R-27-2006.   Mr. Petrongolo stated that the applicant is now before the Board to confirm that the previous use variance granted under R-27-2006 included Block 156/Lot 1.03. Mr. Smith presented a survey of the property to the Board that was part of the transaction when he took title to the property. The survey showed a dotted line between Lots 1.03 and 1.04 which, in Mr. Smith's opinion, represents a previous lot line. Mr. Smith further testified that the legal description which was part of the Deed and incorporated into the title commitment, indicate one property as opposed to two separate parcels. Mr. Smith advised the Board that the 200 foot list for Lot 1.03 would be identical to the list which was necessary for Lot 1.04. Mr. Smith stated that he is requesting clarification of the original use variance to reflect that the original application included the entire legal description of three lots.  Rudolph Hatala, Board Chairman stated that it was his understanding that when the Board approved the original application, it was his understanding that lots 1.03 and 1.04 were one lot.  None of the other professionals had any comments or submitted any reports on the subject application.  The meeting was opened to the public and there was no one in the public who had any comment.  Mr. Hatala made a motion to grant the application for a clarification of the previously approved use variance, and  to acknowledge that the original use variance application and approval did include all blocks and lots and that R-27-2006 shall be amended by adoption of this Resolution to include Block 156/Lot 1.03 as part of the original application as well as Block 156/Lot 1.04 and Block 157/Lot 1.01. Roll Call:  Mr. Garnes recused himself.  All other in favor.  Motion Granted. 
f) T-Mobile, 321 Thies Road, Hurffville Fire Station, 82.92/25.02, Escrow #889, Conditional Use. (Postponed at attorney’s request until 12/14/09) 
g) Clearwire, 583 Delsea Drive, 50/1.04, Escrow #824, Site Plan - the Applicant was represented by Nicholas T. Menas, Esquire who stated that he is here tonight representing the Applicant, Clearwire US, IXC, with regards to a request for minor site plan approval to co-
locate cellular antennae on an existing lattice tower located at 583 Delsea Drive, a/k/a Block 50, Lot 1.04. Mr. Menas further noted that applicant had been before the Board previously and
received use variance relief to allow the applicant to co-locate four microwave antennae and three panel antennae on the existing 180 foot lattice tower. The antennae equipment arrays are
to be installed at a center line height of 154 feet.  Sheri Lamphere, PE, Applicant's Engineer, testified that there is no proposed
change regarding access to the site and the site is an existing approved telecommunication tower site.   The site is an unmanned facility which is monitored remotely and with regular monthly maintenance visits. Ms. Lamphere testified that electricity is the only utility necessary for the site and it will be run through an existing meter board.  Ms. Lamphere testified that there is one proposed equipment cabinet on the ground level which will be 2 ½ feet by 4 ½ feet.  The cabinet will be mounted on a steel platform which will be approximately 3 feet by 6 feet.  Ms. Lamphere further stated that from an overall engineering perspective, she believed the proposed installations at ground level to be de minimis.  Mr. Menas asked Ms. Lamphere if she had an opportunity to review the professional reports that were prepared and if applicant can comply with all of the requests.  Ms. Lamphere stated that she had reviewed the reports and was wondering about the survey.  She stated that applicant hoped a survey that has been performed in the past could
be provided because the compound has not significantly changed.

Mr. Menas elaborated by stating that applicant proposed, in lieu of providing a new survey and subject to the Board Professionals review and approval, to provide the survey information for the site from an existing survey.  Rudolph Hatala, Board Chairman, questioned that if the overall picture of the site is going to change, the applicant was not going to provide the Board with a new picture with the cabinet on it. Mr. Menas stated that the overall picture is not going to changes and the only thing that is new will be at ground level, Mr. Menas further stated in lieu of hiring a survey company to go out and perform a brand new survey, the applicant is requesting they be able to take an existing survey, compare it to the existing site conditions and to the extent it's accurate, put information on the plan and note that this survey information has been confirmed and it is part of the survey that was completed by "x" and "y" in consideration for what has already been approved at the site and no site conditions have changed.  John M. Pettit, PE, PP, CME, Board Engineer advised the Board that there have been other applicants that have requested the ability to do the same thing and the Board has allowed it. Mr. Pettit further advised that the applicant (Clearwire) must submit a copy of the previously prepared survey, insure that nothing has changed based on the new plan and show what changes to the existing conditions will be as a result of this application.  Joseph M. Petrongolo, CLA, RLA, PP, Board Planner submitted a letter dated July 15, 2009.   Mr. Petrongolo stated that applicant had previously indicated that they were willing to conform to the conditions in his review letter.   Mr. Petrongolo  requested that the applicant restate that intention on the record and that any and all of the conditions at the time of the use variance approval also be included and carried over to the time of site plan approval.  As long as the applicant is willing to conform to the comments in the letter, Mr. Petrongolo has no objection to the co-location of this application and no objection to the site plan.   Mr. Petrongolo further stated that the ordinance recognizes and prefers this type of application.  Richard Fini, PE, PP, CME, Board Environmental Engineer, advised the Board that the applicant has agreed to conform to all of the comments in his October 7, 2009 review letter.   Mr. Fini requested a Comprehensive Service Plan and an Interference Report that compares the applicant's radio frequency to the local fire, police and ambulance.   Mr. Fini stated that he had received the Safety Report and the levels are well below the FCC standards.  Mr. Pettit submitted a letter dated June 5, 2009.    In his letter, Mr. Pettit enumerated the checklist items that have not been submitted. Mr. Pettit asked if the applicant was requesting waivers of the checklist items that have not been provided with the exception of the survey.  Mr. Menas stated that the applicant would be requesting the waivers. None of the other professionals had any comments or submitted any reports on the subject application.  The meeting was opened to the public and there was no one in the public who had any comment.  Mr. Hatala made a motion to grant the application for minor site plan approval to co-locate three (3) antennae, at one-hundred fifty-four (154) feet level, on an existing lattice tower; with four (4) microwave dishes at the same height as the antennae; with a base station and other site improvements upon the existing lattice pole on property is located in the Highway Commercial (HC) Zoning District of Washington Township subject to the following terms and conditions:  The applicant shall conform to all comments as presented in the review letters presented by the Board Professionals.  The Applicant shall submit all required submission forms to the Township Environmental Commission for review and comment.  This approval is further conditioned upon the Applicant obtaining any and all approvals which are required by other agencies of the Township, State, County or Federal government, including the Gloucester County Planning Board, if necessary 2nd by Mr. Cianci.  Roll Call:  All in favor.  Motion Granted.
h) Clearwire, 119 Egg Harbor, 8/2.06, Escrow #883, Site Plan. - Nicholas T. Menas, Esquire stated that he is here tonight representing the Applicant, Clearwire US, LLC, with regard to approval for installation of up to two (2) microwave dishes at the centerline height of one -hundred forty-five feet (145'), on an existing one-hundred forty foot (140') municipal water tank, which property is located in the Commercial Industrial (CI) Zoning District of Washington Township.  Joseph Friega, Applicant's Engineer  provided testimony that the applicant is proposing to co-locate 2 parallel dish antennae on the existing water tank at a centerline
elevation of 145 feet. The site is unmanned and is remotely monitored. There are no proposed modifications to the site. Mr. Friega testified that any equipment on the site will be placed in the existing equipment cabinet.  Joseph M. Petrongolo, CLA, RLA, PP, Board Planner submitted a letter dated June 10, 2009.  Mr. Petrongolo stated that applicant had previously indicated that they were willing to conform to the conditions in the letter. Mr.  Petrongolo requested that the applicant restate that intention on the record and that any and all of the conditions at the time of the use variance approval also be included and carried over to the time of minor site plan approval. As long as the applicant is willing to conform to the comments in the letter, Mr. Petrongolo has no objection to the co-location of this application and no objection to the site plan. Mr. Petrongolo further stated that the ordinance permits and prefers this type of application.  Richard Fini, PE, PP, CME, Board Environmental Engineer, advised the Board that the applicant has agreed to conform to all of the comments in his July 7, 2009 letter. Mr. Fini requested a Comprehensive Service Plan and an Interference Report that compares the applicant's radio frequency to the local fire, police and ambulance.  John M. Pettit, PE, PP, CME, Board Engineer, submitted a letter dated June 30, 2009. In his letter, Mr. Pettit enumerated the checklist items that have not been submitted. Mr. Pettit asked if the applicant was requesting waivers of the checklist items that have not been provided with the exception of the survey.  Mr. Menas stated that the applicant would be requesting the waivers.  Mr. Pettit stated that there were no sidewalks located at the site on Egg Harbor Road. There was discussion as to the possibility of the applicant making a contribution in lieu of putting in sidewalks.  Mr. Menas stated that the applicant had not thought about the issue but would be happy to make an in lieu payment working with the Board's engineer.  None of the other professionals had any comments or submitted any reports on the subject application.  The meeting was opened to the public and there was no one in the public who had any comment.  Mr. Hatala made a motion to grant the application for site plan for installation of up to two (2) microwave dishes at the centerline height of one -hundred forty-five feet (145'), on an existing one-hundred forty foot (140') municipal water tank, which property is located in the Commercial Industrial (CI) Zoning District of Washington Township; be and is hereby approved subject to the following terms and conditions:  the Applicant shall be required to submit the following reports/documents as requested by the Board's Environmental Engineer.  This approval is further conditioned upon the Applicant obtaining any and all approvals which are required by other agencies of the Township, State, County or Federal government, including the Gloucester County Planning Board, if necessary, 2nd by Mr. Powers.  Roll Call:  All in Favor.  Motion Granted.
i) Clearwire, 131 Johnson Rd., 131/2, Escrow #885, Site Plan. - Nicholas T. Menas, Esquire stated that he is here tonight representing the Applicant, Clearwire US, LLC, with regard to approval to install up to two (2) parabolic dish antennae, along with up to three (3) panel antenna, all with a centerline height of one hundred ten feet (110'), to be mounted on the existing one hundred thirty-five foot (135') monopole, with related equipment to be stored in a cabinet on a proposed three foot by six foot (3' X 6') concrete pad; which property is located in the Highway Commercial (HC) Zoning District of Washington Township.  Mr. Menas further stated that electricity is needed for the site and that there will be one power connection from the existing meter to the cabinet.  Joseph M. Petrongolo, CLA, RLA, PP, Board Planner submitted a letter dated July 16, 2009.   Mr. Petrongolo stated that applicant had previously indicated that they were willing to conform to the conditions in the letter.  Mr. Petrongolo requested that the applicant restate that intention on the record and that any and all of the conditions at the time of the use variance approval also be included and carried over to the time of minor site plan approval. As long as the applicant is willing to conform to the comments in the letter, Mr. Petrongolo has no objection to the co-location of this application and no objection to the site plan. Mr. Petrongolo further stated that the ordinance permits and prefers this type of application. Richard Fini, PE, PP, CME, Board Environmental Engineer, advised the Board that the applicant has agreed to conform to all of the comments in his October 6, 2009 letter.  Mr. Fini requested a Comprehensive Service Plan and an Interference Report that compares the applicant's radio frequency to the local fire, police and ambulance.  John M. Pettit, PE, PP, CME, Board Engineer, submitted a letter dated September 3, 2009.  In his letter, Mr. Pettit enumerated the checklist items that have not been submitted. Mr. Pettit asked if the applicant was requesting waivers of the checklist items that have not been provided with the exception of the survey.  Mr. Menas stated that the applicant would be requesting the waivers.  Mr. Pettit stated that there were no sidewalks located at the site on Johnson Road. There was discussion as to the possibility of the applicant making a contribution in lieu of putting in sidewalks.  Mr. Menas stated that the applicant had not thought about the issue but would be happy to make an in lieu monetary payment working with the Board's engineer.   None of the other professionals had any comments or submitted any reports on the subject application.  The meeting was opened to the public and there was no one in the public who had any comment.  Mr. Hatala made a motion to grant the approval to install up to two (2) parabolic dish antennae, along with up to three (3) panel antennae, all with a centerline height of one hundred, ten feet (110') to be mounted on the existing on hundred thirty-five feet (135') monopole, with related equipment to be stored in a cabinet on a proposed three foot by six foot (3' x 6') concrete pad.  The Applicant shall be required to submit the following reports/documents as requested by the Board's Environmental Engineer.  This approval is conditioned upon the Applicant complying with the comments contained in the Board's Professional review letters submitted on this application. This approval is further conditioned upon the Applicant obtaining any and all approvals which are required by other agencies of the Township, State, County, or Federal government, including the Gloucester County Planning Board, if necessary/2nd by Mr. Powers.  Roll call:  All in favor.  Motion Granted.
6)  Open Meeting to the Public:
a) Mr. Hatala made motion to open /2nd Mr. Sauter.  All in favor

b) No participation

c) Mr. Hatala made motion to close/2nd Mr. Sauter.  All in favor.
7) Old Business:  
8) New Business:  Astro Sign – Judge decided in favor of the Board.
9) Resolutions:  None
10) Adjourn:
a) Motion to adjourn at 8:50 PM, by Mr. Hatala /2nd Mr. Imperato.  Roll Call:  All in favor.
These minutes are a brief summary of the proceedings that took place on 10/13/2009 and should not be taken as verbatim testimony.
Respectfully submitted,
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Rose Ann Lafferty
Zoning Board of Adjustment Secretary
Cc:      Mayor
Business Administrator
Council
Township Clerk
Tax Assessor

Director of Community Affairs
File

