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                             Minutes of the Park Ridge Planning Board                                   Meeting of November 3, 2010  –   7:00pm     **These minutes have not been approved and are subject to change by the public body at its  next meeting.**       The regular meeting of the Park Ridge Planning Board was called to order by the  Chairman, Raymond Mital, on the above date, time and place.         Chairman called for the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.     ROLL CALL:    Present:  Messrs. Browne, Mesiano, Mital, O’Donoghue, Oppelt, Schwamb,                                                    Von Bradsky, Ms. Eisen, Councilman Maguire          Absent:      Messrs.  Saluzzi, Brouwer                               Also Present:   John Ten Hoeve, Jr., Board Attorney                                                      Eve Mancuso, PE, Board Engineer                                                      Brigette Bogart, PP, Planning   Consultant     COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:       The Notice for this meeting required by Section 3(d) of the Open Public  Meetings Act has been provided by the adoption of a resolution by the Park  Ridge Planning Board on January 15, 2010, setting forth a schedule of  re gular meetings, by mailing of said schedule to the  Record   and  The Review   on January 15, 2010 and by posting of said schedule on the Municipal  Bulletin Board and the continuous maintenance thereat and by filing the said  schedule in the office of the Borough   Clerk.       ANYONE PRESENT WISHING TO BE HEARD :   (non - agenda items       There was no one.     PUBLIC HEARING:         RIDGEMONT SHOPPING CENTER   –   CHASE BANK                               166 - 169 Kinderkamack Road                       Lots: 1,2,3  Block: 1406       Joseph Basrali an, Esq., from the firm of Winne Banta, Hackensack,  N.J. came forward stating he was representing the applicant.     BASRALIAN:    The application involves a branch bank for Chase Bank.  The  proposal is to demolish the existing 5,468 sq ft two - story medical bui lding  and replace it with a 4,399 sq ft bank  building   for J.P. Morgan Chase.  It is a  modern building more in keeping with the shopping center.     The building size, in terms of square footage is somewhat reduced from  the medical office building so the entir e center is reduced in square footage to  73,953 sq ft.  The bank site and the entire site will contain the required  number of parking spaces in accordance with the Code.  The property, which  is really an outbuilding, removed somewhat from the shopping cent er has  cross - parking easements so that vehicles can be parked on either site even  though it is one site, on either location if you will.  That parking easement  has been in effect for quite some time.     In order to accommodate the bank building and the drive - thru  windows along with the by - pass, the applicant requires a number of  variances.  One is parking in the front yard, which currently is paved as the  driveway access.  It requires a side - yard, the south side setback and again to  bring the cars nearer the  property line, about a 2’ setback, although the  adjacent property, immediately to the south is paved right to the property line  itself.     By putting the parking in the front yard we are able to relocate the  entrance to this site or this portion of it from 4 0’ to 75’ back from 
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                            Minutes of the Park Ridge Planning Board
                               Meeting of November 3, 2010 – 7:00pm



**These minutes have not been approved and are subject to change by the public body at its next meeting.**


	The regular meeting of the Park Ridge Planning Board was called to order by the Chairman, Raymond Mital, on the above date, time and place.



	 Chairman called for the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.



ROLL CALL:  Present:  Messrs. Browne, Mesiano, Mital, O’Donoghue, Oppelt, Schwamb,    
                                           Von Bradsky, Ms. Eisen, Councilman Maguire

		  Absent:    Messrs. Saluzzi, Brouwer

                           Also Present:  John Ten Hoeve, Jr., Board Attorney
                                                  Eve Mancuso, PE, Board Engineer
                                                  Brigette Bogart, PP, Planning Consultant



COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:



	The Notice for this meeting required by Section 3(d) of the Open Public Meetings Act has been provided by the adoption of a resolution by the Park Ridge Planning Board on January 15, 2010, setting forth a schedule of regular meetings, by mailing of said schedule to the Record and The Review on January 15, 2010 and by posting of said schedule on the Municipal Bulletin Board and the continuous maintenance thereat and by filing the said schedule in the office of the Borough Clerk.





ANYONE PRESENT WISHING TO BE HEARD:  (non-agenda items

	There was no one.

PUBLIC HEARING:


	RIDGEMONT SHOPPING CENTER – CHASE BANK             
             166-169 Kinderkamack Road
                   Lots: 1,2,3  Block: 1406



	Joseph Basralian, Esq., from the firm of Winne Banta, Hackensack, N.J. came forward stating he was representing the applicant.



BASRALIAN:  The application involves a branch bank for Chase Bank.  The proposal is to demolish the existing 5,468 sq ft two-story medical building and replace it with a 4,399 sq ft bank building for J.P. Morgan Chase.  It is a modern building more in keeping with the shopping center.

	The building size, in terms of square footage is somewhat reduced from the medical office building so the entire center is reduced in square footage to 73,953 sq ft.  The bank site and the entire site will contain the required number of parking spaces in accordance with the Code.  The property, which is really an outbuilding, removed somewhat from the shopping center has cross-parking easements so that vehicles can be parked on either site even though it is one site, on either location if you will.  That parking easement has been in effect for quite some time.

	In order to accommodate the bank building and the drive-thru windows along with the by-pass, the applicant requires a number of variances.  One is parking in the front yard, which currently is paved as the driveway access.  It requires a side-yard, the south side setback and again to bring the cars nearer the property line, about a 2’ setback, although the adjacent property, immediately to the south is paved right to the property line itself.

	By putting the parking in the front yard we are able to relocate the entrance to this site or this portion of it from 40’ to 75’ back from Kinderkamack Road, which in and of itself is really better for traffic and you will hear that through the testimony of our planning consultant.  

We also need a variance as noted in Ms. Mancuso’s report for the retaining wall, which rises to as height as 8’ which is outside the scope of what is permitted in the ordinance.  The reason for that you will hear from our engineer but to tier it up would require us to go into the natural barrier that is already there on the slope and the disturbance that would cause.  Since it is only risers, it goes from the regular approved height to a point that is not the entire retaining wall itself.

The application also requests a sign on three sides, south, west and the eastern sides.  Two of the signs are permitted although one of them is required to be slightly smaller and our application is for signs of equal size as well as a pylon sign at the new two-way entrance, which is at the southerly part of the property.  

The initial submission involved what we thought were variances for colors but as it turns out, all of the signs but two are conforming in colors.  They have two principal colors plus white, which is the third permitted color...white or black.  In this case it is the white letters saying Chase.

We also request the use of our logo, which is part of their national identity.  As you probably know Chase is a national firm and the identity is something that is attached to people that they see all the time and is a consistency throughout all their branches in the country to have the same white letters with the blue logo.

With respect to the variances, we are withdrawing the request on the handicapped signs; two of those are required by statute to be a certain size and configuration.  So the application, which had asked for the handicapped signs in the blue and white color of Chase is not applicable, so we have withdrawn that.

Also there was an error on the initial submission that showed roof signs over the drive thru, that was an error and they have been relocated on the side.  That two is a conforming sign in terms of color.  It is difficult to see but when you see the actual layout, there shows a green arrow, which is a light and not part of the sign to tell people when the drive-thru is open, it is red when the drive-thru is closed.

That sum and substance represents what the application is and what you will hear from our consultants.  We have eight exhibits, which have already been marked and I have an exhibit list for you so we don’t have to stop as each matter is discussed.

I would like to call our first witness.

Andrew Missey, 12 Rte 17 North, Paramus, NJ came forward and was sworn.



BASRALIAN; Mr. Missey, what is your occupation and with whom are you associated.


MISSEY:  I’m a licensed professional engineer with the firm of Lapatka Associates in Paramus.



BASRALIAN:  Have you testified before municipal bodies before as an expert engineer?



MISSEY:  Yes, I have.  I have actually been before this board on at least three occasions but it has been something on the order of 14 or 15 years.  I was here for the two buildings on Madison between Hawthorne and Maple the Baseline Commercial Building and the six-unit residential building on Market and Maple also subdivisions in Park Ridge.



BASRALIAN:  Suffice it to say that you do appear regularly before various municipal bodies in connection with applications representing an applicant before the boards, is that correct?



MISSEY:  Yes.



BASRALIAN:  I would offer Mr. Missey.



MITAL;  Are you licensed?



MISSEY:  Yes, I am licensed in New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland.



MITAL:  Ok.



BASRALIAN; I think he said that initially but you may have missed it.

	Did you office, Lapatka Associates prepare the site plan and the various exhibits that comprise the site plan package that was presented to the Board.



MISSEY:  Yes, we did.



BASRALIAN:  And in connection with that site plan, did you also prepare an Existing Conditions map to demonstrate to the Board the existing conditions and then we can work from there.  And if so, would you please put it up as Exhibit 1-A.

	

MISSEY:  Actually it is in three parts.



BASRALIAN:  That isn’t 1-A…Existing Conditions is actually A-6.

	Mr. Missey, would you please review Exhibit A-6, Existing Conditions and advise the board exactly what is on site.



MISSEY:  A-6, which is the fifth sheet of the site plan set that you have before you is basically a survey of the premises as it exists right now.  It was performed by Laptaka Assoc and we issued the Existing Conditions map on September 27, 2010.

	It shows you the 8.2 acre site, which I am sure you are all familiar with…on the easterly side of Kinderkamack Road.  This is the last parcel in Park Ridge before you get to the Montvale boundary.  Our northerly boundary is the municipal line between Montvale and Park Ridge.  

	For a number of years this site was known as the Ridgemont Shopping Center on Lots 1,2,3 in Block 1406.  Street address is 169-199 Kinderkamack Road.

	The plan shows you two principal buildings on the site and then a third smaller accessory structure.  The two principal buildings are the main shopping center, which is comprised of two anchors, A&P, which is about 32,000 sq ft and Staples, which is on the southerly end, which is about 21,000 sq ft.  The medical office building, that Mr. Basralian mentioned to you earlier, which will be demolished is at the most southerly end of the site and is a two-story building with about 2,700 sq ft per floor.  To the rear of the site or the most easterly end of the property is an accessory garage, which is about 1,100 sq ft.  So all told, there is about 75,000 sq ft of floor area out there now in the buildings.

	There are 357 parking spaces the bulk of which are right in front of the main shopping center.  271 spaces are between Kinderkamack Road and the main shopping center, defined as A&P on the north and Staples on the south.  There are 36 spaces associated with the medical office building at the southerly end.  Those are the angled spaces immediately in front of the building.  The structure is not in use right now so those parking spaces are not being used but if the structure was in use, those parking spaces would be in use.  Lastly there are 50 spaces distributed about the center portion of the back of the site, in back of the main building.

	As far as we can tell, the shopping center dates from the mid-sixties because we see from the title search, an easement to Public Service for gas mains for a proposed shopping center in 1962, so that’s how this is dated.

	We do not know precisely when the medical office building was constructed but it has every appearance of being constructed in about that same era.  

	The overall site is in the B-1 zone and right now there are three points of ingress or egress into the site.  The most southerly ingress point is what serves the medical office building and then perhaps the Staples end of the center.  That’s “in” only from northbound Kinderkamack.  As I am sure you are well aware of, the central portion or the main driveway is a signalized driveway with Kinderkamack Road.  Kinderkamack Road is striped and the signal is phased to permit a left turn into the site and the light permits left turns out of the site onto Kinderkamack Road in a southbound direction.

	The final egress point is to the north of it; the very northerly end of the site and that egress point is Out only and puts you onto Kinderkamack Road northbound.  

	So if we are keeping track, there is one way to get out of the center to go southbound and that is in the signalized intersection.

	There is no other access. We are bounded on the south by a right-of-way called Highview Avenue and we do not have access to that.  We do not propose any access there and that access point is actually some 20’ higher than the property of the shopping center itself…actually 30’.  So topographically we cannot make a connection point nor would we want to in this instance.



BASRALIAN: Just before you move on.  I indicated initially that we are seeking a variance, and you will get to that in the next exhibit  for parking in the front yard but would you show the board the extent of the pavement that exists to the west of the existing two-story building to indicate how that works and tracks with what is proposed.



MISSEY:  What I am going to do is mark on the exhibit a red line where the pavement ends.  The red line that I have marked on A-6 represents the extent of the pavement at the southwesterly corner of the site where we’re proposing to demolish the building and construct the branch bank.



BASRALIAN:  Would you please go to Exhibit A-4, which is the proposed Site Plan and explain to the board what is proposed as part of this project?



MISSEY:  What I am placing up on the easel now is the first sheet of the site plan set, sheet 1 of 5 and we have colorized it…the orange represents the building and in certain areas the concrete sidewalk, the green represents the wooded portions particularly to the south and east of the main center, and the street trees along Kinderkamack are between Staples and the A&P site and our proposed landscaping is symbolized by the green surrounding the branch bank site at the southerly end of the site.

	Just to go over what Mr. Basralian mentioned a few minutes ago, we are really trying to do a half a dozen things at this southerly end of the site.

	The first is we are going to demolish the  medical office building.  The second thing we are going to do is rework the south end driveway and parking configuration to construct or facilitate a pad style circulation pattern, rather than the angled one-way circulation pattern that’s presently there right now to serve the office use.

	We are proposing to make the southerly entrance in and out.  The in movement from Kinderkamack northbound and the out movement back to Kinderkamack Road northbound direction. 

	We are proposing to redo the landscaping and lighting on that southerly end and we’re proposing as part of our project to relocate the Park Ridge electric facilities to the southerly end or to the southerly property line of the entire center and then to make the movement back to the rear of the site.  We have contacted Park Ridge Electric and we’ve been in contact with them for a couple of months now to go ahead with that relocation.

	And the last thing that we are proposing and you will hear more about that later…

BASRALIAN:  You received a report from the Park Ridge Electric, did you not?



MISSEY:  That’s correct.

	And the last thing we’re proposing here is to install signage for this new Chase branch to bring some identity to a portion of the site, which has, at present, no real identity.

	We are going to go through, in detail, what I just talked about…our work area is not that big on the site.  The entire center is 8.2 acres but our work area, as defined on the site plan, is only about 35,000 sq ft or .8 of an acre.  So we are proposing to rework only a tenth of this entire site.  The reworking of this southerly end doesn’t result in an increase in impervious area, in fact, it results in a very modest decrease.  So as a consequence there is really no meaningful change in drainage pattern.

	The existing medical office building is located about nine feet from the southerly property line and between that southerly property line and the medical office building, that area is paved in asphalt, it is an asphalt slope so runoff in that nine feet goes directly onto the neighboring bank property…the Mariners Bank property.  We will lessen the runoff to that southerly neighbor because we will capture and keep the runoff on this site so that is one small benefit to how we are reworking the site to an immediate neighbor.  It is not a significant quantity of water now and it will be less water in the future.

	The bank building itself is about 61’ in width, that’s what its façade or frontage would be along Kinderkamack Road and it is roughly 75’ in depth with the cutouts to facilitate the entrance appearance, it comes out to 4,339 sq ft that Mr. Basralian had mentioned and that represents a decrease of about 1,300 sq ft or so from the overall floor area right now.

	There are proposed to be drive-thru lanes in the rear but keep in mind those drive-thru lanes will be hidden from the street in contrast to the neighboring branch bank, the Mariners Bank, whose drive-thru lanes and exits are on their northerly side. 

	The front door for the bank will face Kinderkamack Road.  If you go to the medical building right now, even though it is not open, you would walk in a side door, away from the activity on Kinderkamack, so we are improving that sort of streetscape appearance type, orienting the bank the way we’ve got it.

	There is a back door to this bank that’s at the southwesterly corner of the building and I think in a few minutes the architect will much better describe how the branch bank looks, but I just wanted to give you an overview of what is on A-1.

	We will lose the angle parking configuration at the south end.  The south end is right now striped for angle parking.  The direction of the angle would leave one to believe that you can park on the southerly end only if you are headed in an eastbound direction, which is a little unusual, nonetheless, we are going to lose that angle parking configuration and we’re proposing head-in parking on three sides.  There will be 27 spaces surrounding the branch bank itself and then there are 3 spaces proposed for the drive-thru access.  That area right now, where those three spaces are to the ease of the drive-thru are paved surfaces right now.  So we are proposing to more formally separate and segregate those spaces from the drive aisles at least to the rear of the center and also along the front of the center if you enter from this southerly entrance.

	We are proposing to make the circulation pattern only only-way through the drive-thru aisles…they would be only in a counterclockwise direction but otherwise you could go both directions on three sides of this branch bank building.  I think that is a more current circulation pattern than what is present at this southerly end.

	We are also proposing to make the southerly entrance two-way, right in and right out.  We are going to widen that southerly entrance to adjust the curb cuts along Kinderkamack and in order to do so we have to ask the County and we’ve made that request.  We have filed a County application.  The drive aisle that is out there right now that leads you from Kinderkamack in back towards Staples is wide enough, it is 24’ in width at the present time to accommodate the two-way movement that we are proposing.  There are certain advantages to having that drive aisle be two-way and there are advantages to having the southerly drive two-way and one of those is to provide some relief to some of the movements from the southerly end of the site which must negotiate back to the very central portion of the site in order to make the movement out, particularly for the branch bank site and for Staples, the ability to not have to make the movement back to the center of the site and then west on Kinderkamack Road for a northbound movement is preferable and relieves some of the need for that signal to operate.

	I was going to earlier describe the topography of the site to you…and this is probably a good time to do it.

	The green areas on A-1, in addition to being green they are also steeply sloped.  The center is built in a way that is very reminiscent of the 60’s and that is, what was on site when you first developed the site was moved about the site in order to level the site out and a cut and fill balance with any slopes that had to remain steep remained steep and that’s the way you did it.  For instance, Highview is at an elevation of 208 when you make the little turnaround in the cul-de-sac and Staples southerly side is elevation 179, there’s a 29’ difference between those two points if you are standing on the ground.  Back by the garage at the very rear or easterly end of the site, if you are in the front of the garage, that is elevation 180 but if you are in the backyard at the adjoining residential property, you’re at elevation 200, so there’s a 20’ difference there.  Topographically the area that you see in green on A-1 are also fairly steeply sloped, the areas in white are more mildly sloped and that leads me to grading.

	When we redo this site, we must make it more or less a level pad area for the branch bank, it is all going to be on one floor and that floor plate is bigger than the medical office building because that occupies two floors.  So to make up the five foot difference on this work area, we are proposing a retaining wall along part of our easterly side of the parking area and along our southerly property line between us and Mariners Bank to the south.  Keep in mind that right now Mariners Bank is paved and uses the pavement all the way up to the property line, that’s there by-pass or thru lane.  So we are going to build our site up and that generates the need to have the retaining wall along that southerly side.  We will place a guide rail on top of that wall and we will have fencing as well so there’s little or no potential for a fall over that wall unless and you are clearly not supposed to be there and certainly not for vehicles to go beyond the property line.



BASRALIAN:  Would you just demonstrate the extent of the retaining walls.



MISSEY:  The retaining wall that is to go up on the southerly end of the site runs from this area about 20’ back from the right-of-way line to about 130’.  Also on what I term the “easterly” wall is a bit taller wall…the southerly wall is about 2 ½’  in average height, the “easterly” wall is going to be at maximum 12 ½’  in height and that’s also coincidentally the height of the retaining wall on Mariners Bank’s northeasterly corner of their parking area and that has to do solely with the topography…the existing conditions that we were given to work with in that vicinity.  We could tier the wall and we wouldn’t in that instance have to request a variance from the Board but in that case we would also be intruding further into what is a nicely vegetative sloped area and our preference is to do as little work in that area as possible and one of the ways we do as little work as possible in that area is by proposing a retaining wall that is a little bit larger than what the code might otherwise allow.



BASRALIAN:  Could you demonstrate and show the board exactly what you are talking about in terms of where the wall rises from and its highest point.



MISSEY:  According to A-1, the terminus point of the southerly wall and the beginning of what I call the “easterly” wall…at that location the wall would be about 7’ in height.  At we proceed back to the east along the drive aisle to the drive-thru area, that wall rises up to its maximum of 12 ½’  and then within 40’ that wall falls back down to pretty close to grade and we are able to terminate the need for a retaining wall back there because the slope of the land permits us to do that.



BASRALIAN: In your opinion, from an engineering perspective, is the utilization of this wall, although higher than is permitted by code, preferable to the tiering and intrusion into the vegetation that is just to the east of it?



MISSEY:  In this instance, it is preferable to have the taller wall.  The solution that was arrived at at the adjoining property and we’ve arrived at the same solution because as we work to the east it requires that the second tier be taller because the property continues to rise and as the second tier becomes taller, that also requires additional work beyond the face of that wall in order to adequately secure the tier that you’ve created.  So you reach a point where tiering the wall is less beneficial that just at the outset constructing a taller wall and adequately securing it.



BASRALIAN:  Thank  you and please continue.



MISSEY:  I think this is a good time to talk about some of the things that are below the ground, utilities…the branch bank will be served by  all the same utilities that serve the medical office building and that is the Park Ridge Water & Electric, Public Service Gas, the sanitary sewer that is out in Kinderkamack Road…there is every appearance that the lateral that served the medical office building is more than adequate to serve the branch bank building, so the net effect of all this is we really do not need to intrude into the Kinderkamack Road pavement in order to put the utility services in to service this branch bank site, so that’s unusual.  Most sites that we come into we need to go out into the road to have larger services or some different type of service and we don’t need to do that at this site.  The longest the services that are serving the medical office building are at adequate condition is really the determining factor, I think, due to their age.  Those services will serve the branch bank building and we will make every investigation necessary to minimize the need to go into the pavement at Kinderkamack.



BASRALIAN:  You also indicated that you would comply with the relocation of the electrical lines.  Would you please tell the board why that is being done?



MISSEY:  Yes, the reason that is being done …and I will go to sheet A-6…I will highlight the feed that goes to the back of the site.  The feed would go right over where we are proposing the branch bank to go so as a consequence we are proposing to reroute that line and we are working with the electric’s general supervisor to put that line so it no longer goes over parked vehicles.  The line right now does go over the parked vehicles and it is preferable on the part of the utility and also us, that the primary feed be located in some location where it would not go over parked vehicles if there were to be some incident where that line came down.



BASRALIAN:  Alright, would you continue please relative to the site plan and what all the improvements are…I notice that you moving back the driveway access from its current location as well as widening the road.  If you would just expand upon that please.



MISSEY:  If you were to enter this site right now northbound from that southerly entrance, and I’m going to point to it…in order to access the parking directly in front of the building, you are making quite a hard right turn in that southerly direction.  That permits you to access the parking in the front of the building as well as the parking along the front entrance to that building.  That hard right also puts you in close proximity to the very first parking space as you enter the site.  In the proposed conditions, we make that movement much simpler because you have much more distance to make that movement, we have increased it by about 20 something feet.

	We also pushed the first parking space whether you are headed eastbound or southerly to the front of the bank entrance further away from that entrance point in the proposed conditions.  It is maybe not quite so apparent because you are seeing it on a plan in front of you but that is one of the advantages to proposing the parking to be within the front yard setback at this location.  The parking isn’t any closer than the pavement is right now but what we have done is we have swapped the drive aisle from being along Kinderkamack Road to being away from Kinderkamack Road.

	We’re doing a couple of other things here that would actually be visible at the surface but we are not doing one thing that you frequently hear people talk about and that’s putting in a lot of drainage piping.  We have a configuration and adequate drainage piping on the site and we can reuse the drainage connections that exist right now to the storm drains in Kinderkamack Road so that’s another unique thing about this particular pad site development.  We are not doing a whole lot of utility work except for the relocation of that primary feed.

	Things that you can’t see we are doing. There are two things in particular besides the building itself and its aesthetics that make for a nice site.  One is landscaping and the second is lighting.

	If you have been to the center recently, you may recall that most of the center is adequately lit with the shoe-box type fixtures.  At least that’s my impression of driving through the site at night.  But that’s not the case at this southerly end.  The medical office building is lit by spot lights mounted on utility poles.  That will cease to be the case under the proposed conditions.  What we’re proposing is three new pole mounted fixtures and those pole mounted fixtures will be the shoe-box style lights that are already present on this site, 400 watt metal halite fixtures, which are a different type of light appearance or aesthetics or the halogen spot lights that light up this medical office end of the site.  

	The fixtures that we are proposing are only 20’ tall because we don’t really have a big expansive area to light.  We are relatively compact here.  The 20’ tall fixtures are more than adequate to light the 42’ parking plus aisle areas that we are proposing.  There will be one building mounted light up in the southeasterly corner of the site in the vicinity of the drive-thru but that’s only 12’ in height.  It is not a tall light at all.  Keep in mind that this site is depressed from the adjoining residences by some 30+ feet.

	There is no landscaping to speak of on this southerly end of the site right now with the exception of along Kinderkamack Road and even in that instance, because there are overhead lines on our side of Kinderkamack, the street trees that have been planted have been pruned and kept at a relatively low level so they don’t interfere with the electric lines above.  The years of pruning have shown themselves to take their toll on the trees because the trees look very densely branched, aesthetically they look as if they have had haircuts constantly for a number of years and have a very chopped off appearance.  We will remove those three trees along the frontage and that will have the benefit of improving the sight line back to the south.  We will replant trees to the rear of the site and I will talk about that in a minute.

	When we start from scratch along our frontage, there are a couple of things we want to accomplish.  We want to continue to offer some screening to the people that are parked, now facing westbound toward Kinderkamack Road from the activities on Kinderkamack and across the street.  We are going to do that with a dense Yew planting to shield those headlights from the neighbor and from Kinderkamack itself but in front of those Yews we are also proposing a second row of planted shrubbery and that is a couple of different varieties of Spirea in front for color and to break up that mass, we’re proposing Junipers, a different variety of Juniper at the end aisle where we are proposing a more lateral growing Juniper and that’s to promote the sight lines so that we do not have the overgrown Juniper style appearance of many shopping centers of this vintage.

	Along our retaining wall, particularly the taller wall, we are proposing where we are able to plant Vibernum, a couple of different varieties of Vibernum to break of the mass of the wall that you might see as you pass along Kinderkamack.  We can’t entirely hide a 12’ wall so we will hide certain elements of it, the first six feet of so and on top of that wall we are proposing Vibernum to give some variety of shape to the top of the wall so we don’t have just a uniform appearance throughout.  

	`The trees that we are replacing will be planted new as Lindens or as Sycamores toward the rear of the site.  We are planting trees that will eventually be significant shade trees and are just moving them back away from those overhead lines along Kinderkamack.  Those are a couple of things that you will see.

	This might be a good time to talk very briefly and quickly about some of the bank operations.  There is a representative of Chase here to explain them in detail but at least if I cover things in a minute, maybe that would help matters a little bit as you understand what’s proposed here.

	Deliveries…basically only money comes to the bank and that would be3 the armored car deliveries.  Those deliveries would be through the front door to my knowledge, there is no refuse area shown on the plan because private contractors clean the bank building and financial information is shredded and doesn’t go out to a dumpster area.  



BASRALIAN:  Just to clarify…you’re saying they use a service for cleaning and shredding and all of that is carted off daily from the bank and thus no refuse center is necessary or required since the bank hauls everything away itself.



MISSEY:  That’s correct.

	The employee count can vary but basically, right now, the application states that there are eight employees maximum, a manager, two to three financial advisors and three to four tellers.  There are no Sunday hours proposed, Saturday is a 9:00 to 3:00pm day and the balance of the week are 8:30am to 6:00pm.  So that’s the branch bank activity so it is not nearly as active as the A&P that anchors the center or even the Staples, which are open for a longer duration.

	We do have 30 parking spaces surrounding this branch bank site and I want to point out that immediately on the aisle adjacent or to the north of us are a dozen more, so there’s ample parking there. 

	We are proposing signage and we did submit a site signage plan to identify where the signage is going to go.

	I’m turning now to A-4, which is the single sheet entitled Proposed Signage Plan, Ridgemont Shopping Center, dated 9/27/2010 with a revision date of 9/28/2010 dealing with the pylon sign.

	If you are familiar with the present site, you know that the signage that you see or maybe don’t see as you go North and South on Kinderkamack says, Ridgemont Shopping Center and that’s it and that is set about 50’ or so into the site.  It’s in the middle 1/3 of the site.

	Chase is also proposing to get some signage identification on and what is proposed is the pylon sign depicted in the lower left corner of A-4 and that pylon sign rather simply reads, Chase and has the Chase logo on it.  There will be a signage representative to describe a little better than I am able to the aesthetic features of the sign.



BASRALIAN:  The next witness will address the size and elevation but if you just indicate where the location is because there was some misunderstanding and it was thought there would be two pylon signs being requested and that is not the case.  It is one for Chase at the access point and would you show where that is please?



MISSEY:  I will go to A-4 and the pylon sign is proposed to be located in the island that we are creating.  The sign will be set back 15’ in the property line in accordance with code requirement and it will be a very simple message.  The sign’s message is really only about 3’ in dimension.

	We do need variance relief for a number of these signs and I won’t go through all that right now because somebody else can do that better than I am able to. Basically we are proposing the basic signage that you would see at a pad site.  We are proposing signs that identify the building and then once you are into the site, once you have made your way to the premises and you are going to do your banking activity, we have directional signage proposed that directs y you to locations on this particular area where you can do that banking activity.  We are proposing two directional signs.  The first will be located right here at the (?) aisle and that sign will state simply that you have drive-up banking, customer parking and customer ATM all to the right.  So once you come into the site where it is that you might go to do the specific activity. The front door is right there so after you have been to the site once or twice it becomes second nature but if you are a Chase customer and you are not familiar with this particular site, these signs help you negotiate a site that otherwise you might not be familiar with.

	The second directional sign is in this location and that directional sign has directions for the drive-up windows, which are actually hidden from the street in contrast to a number of the other branch banks and also the ATM is located in that area.  So from an engineering standpoint the signage here that is proposed is really to help you get to this site and once you are at the site to help you get to your destination with a minimum of confusion if you haven’t been here before.



BASRALIAN:  Mr. Missey, you received a copy through me of the October 28, 2010 Brooker Engineering report.  There are a number of comments some of which you have already addressed but starting with the southern drive, would you address that in conjunction with that you have a proposed Kinderkamack Road restriping plan, which you have not reviewed yet and perhaps before we address these issues you might go to that restriping plan, which has been sent to the County.  Please explain to the board why it is presented to the County first before it comes to the Planning Board.

	

MISSEY:  As I am sure you are familiar with Kinderkamack Road is County Rte 503 as well so it is a designated 500 series thoroughfare.  To boil it all down, if you are a 500 series County Rte, that means you get special treatment from the DOT with regard to consideration for funding.  DOT issues a straight line diagram for all to see how the road functions and its purpose.  Similar to the US Highways which function as a backup to the Interstates, the County Rte 500 series function as a backup to the State Highway routes throughout the State.

	So recognizing that we are under County jurisdiction, we have to ask the County first to do things to Kinderkamack Road and one of the things that we are asking the County to do here, is to allow us to have that southerly entrance be a right in, right out.  So we went to the County first for that request.  As part of that discussion there was some discussion as to having the opportunity here to offer relief for southbound potential patrons, people who would be coming to the center who missed the signalized left because as I am sure you are all aware, if you miss the signalized left because you are unfamiliar with how to get to Ridgemont Shopping Center you have to go to some adjoining site and make a circuitous U-turn, you do not have two opportunities to get into Ridgemont Shopping Center. So we did submit to the County…



BASRALIAN:  Which has been marked as A-2…



MISSEY:  I am placing on the easel, Sheet A-5..the proposed left-turn striping into the center.  This has not been submitted to the Board, it is under review by the County at this time.  Let’s just say, that if the County tells us a flat out “No” we would not submit this plan to you and if the County says “this is a possibility”, of course we would submit this plan to you for consideration.  We really don’t know the County’s reaction yet.



BASRALIAN:  It has been submitted, it is under review and it has to take final action through the County Engineer. 

	Would you please demonstrate at Exhibit A-5 and indicate what is proposed for the striping and how that would operate.



TEN HOEVE:  This plan has not been reviewed by our engineer or planner?



BASRALIAN: No, because it has to go to the County first…



TEN HOEVE:  I heard that but I’m just wondering if it makes sense to do this now or at the next meeting when they have had an opportunity to look at it.



BASRALIAN:  Well, it really has no validity until the County approves it, so reviewing it before then just doesn’t have any basis, the County solely has jurisdiction and until they approve and say “yes” or “no”…



TEN HOEVE:  What are you asking this Board then to review and approve as part of this application?



BASRALIAN:  Once the County tells us it is Ok, we will come back to report…



TEN HOEVE:  So you will continue the hearings until you get word from the County, is that what you mean?



BASRALIAN:  Until we get an indication as to which way they are going to go on it but I think for the purposes of understanding what is being proposed, you should see this at this point and now that it has been submitted to the County we can debate on whether it has any validity until the County approves it or denies it.  

	Mr. Missey, would you please tell the Board what it is all about and tell the Board what has been submitted to the County.



MISSEY:  The center drive of the shopping center is the signalized intersection and at the present time is striped for a left turn only into the Ridgemont Shopping Center in conjunction with the phasing of the signal which permits the left turn.

	What we are proposing to do is to the south of that we are proposing a second location on Kinderkamack southbound to make a left-turn movement into the Center.  We are proposing to set aside an area about 80’ in length, which could take a stacking movement for people to make a left into the southerly portion of the site to the proposed branch bank building or to the Staples end of the site.

	What that does is it affords the opportunity to make the movement through the light and again make the left into the site without having to go directly to the front of the center and make a movement to the right or as you enter the site to make a rapid movement … because of the presence of the signal there is sufficient gaping created to make that a reasonable request at minimum, of the County, and really a benefit to the flow of traffic into and out of Ridgemont as its use becomes more familiar to people frequently going to this center.



BASRALIAN:  Again, there is proposed to the County a left-hand turn in, would left-hand turns out of the access point be permitted?



MISSEY:  No, it does not work with this pattern.  We do not want, from that southerly access point, a left-hand turn out.  



BASRALIAN:  So for north-bound traffic exiting and going to make a right-hand turn and no other movement, you could not make a left-hand turn into the center.  



MISSEY:  No, we would not want that movement, it would conflict with the left-hand turn in because we are proposing not to signalize this area.  We don’t need to signalize it, we’re proposing to offer it as relief for what’s, not necessarily a bottleneck, but certainly an inconvenience associated with the site, which has almost 800’ of frontage.  There is only one way to get into the site from the north and if you miss it, you’re out of luck.



MITAL: Ok, point take.  I guess we can wait for County.



BASRALIAN:  Plus our traffic consultant will address it because the movement distances are well within the County defined terms of distances between entrances and exits in shopping centers.  So we will address that with our last witness.



TEN HOEVE:  My only suggestion is that it makes most sense to do that only after the professionals here have had an opportunity to review it.



BASRALIAN:  Well, his testimony goes well beyond it in terms of circulation and so on and while it is part of it, yes, it will get submitted and his testimony will be here…conversely it is the jurisdiction of that we are asking the County and they can say “yes” or “no” or something else even.



TEN HOEVE:  But it is also subject to review by the Board and where the entrance is going to be has to have some impact on some parking spaces…



BASRALIAN:  It doesn’t, it doesn’t change the parking spaces, it keeps the parking ratio the same, it exceeds or is equal to what is required for this center.  It doesn’t have any kind of bad impact for this Center and it doesn’t even impact the fact that there is an entrance there now.  It widens it so that you can have a right-hand turn out, which is not now permitted but it is an access point for north-bound traffic already.

	Ok, I had started out with the Brooker Engineering report and some of the questions have been answered but would you please review it starting with #1.



MISSEY:  Yes, what I’m responding to is a report prepared by Ms. Macuso of 
Brooker regarding the site plan that is before you.

	The first comment relates to the southerly drive being one-way at the present time and being proposed to be modified to be the two-way drive.  Ms.Mancuso mentions that we are not widening the drive aisle width, in other words, the width from this curb line to the south to the first parking space is proposed to be 24’ and that is the same dimension that exists right now…I’m pointing it out on A-6, Existing Conditions Map..from that curb line to the parking spaces.  So that 24’ width remains constant, which is an acceptable width for two-way activity.  In our case, we are not increasing the potential for vehicles backing up into that active driveway because there is already 13 parking spaces configured along that driveway, which are actually just a little closer to Kinderkamack than our proposal, which moves the parking further away.  We also have overall 12 as proposed to 13 so there is no real gain or loss there but vehicles could right not back up into that area and actually would be closer to where you would enter the site…so I think we are improving that situation from what exists right now if the Medical Office building were active.



BASRALIAN:  Ok, #2 I think you have addressed already, which is the question of the height of the retaining wall and your rationale for not tiering it but having one retaining wall that goes from grade level up to a high point of 13.5’…do you have any other comments to add to that or shall we move forward to the other issues.

	#3, for example is really details, which Ms. Mancuso has pointed out that have to be submitted in accordance with the construction plan.



MISSEY: Yes, but our plan is that the retaining wall on the southerly property line will be concrete and the retaining wall, that I call the easterly wall tonight, will be the modular block wall and we will make that notation on the plan.

	Additionally, Item #4, the fence and guide rail locations, we would as well as showing them in details, show them directly on the plan so there’s some location and symbolism to that effect.



BASRALIAN:  And #5, with respect to the off-set dimensions to the south?



MISSEY:  Yes, that’s 46.6’ from the building corner to the property line and we have reviewed and confirmed that there is adequate distance there to construct the retaining wall within the two feet that we’ve allotted for it.



BASRALIAN: #4, again deals with structural calculations and certifications at the appropriate time, which isn’t site plan but rather construction issues.



MISSEY:  Yes.



BASRALIAN:  We have already addressed item #7, which is parking within 30’ and the rationale for it that replaces a driveway access that is already paved and instead with parking spaces and an adequate buffer.

	With respect to Item #8, I believe you have already addressed that but why don’t you address it in context with the Burgis report, which dealt with the landscaping that is recommended for that area.  I believe that’s Landscaping, Item I…in which you talked about what would go into the buffer.  Have you addressed that concern that was put forth?



MISSEY:  We will.  What we are proposing is, as I mentioned Sycamore Trees at the rear as well as the Linden and we will plant those trees…the planner’s report asks that we upsize the caliper of those trees and we are willing to do that.  We will do that.

	We do not propose to preserve in place those existing shade trees, those are the ones that look like they have been over pruned over the course of the years.  The shade trees that we are proposing would not need to be pruned to restrict their growth.



BASRALIAN:  And you are obviously proposing to replace them because of their constant pruning since they are under the power line.



MISSEY:    Yes.



BASRALIAN:  If you would, would you just return to the Brooker report, Item #9, regarding the handicapped stalls and would you address the comment by Ms. Mancuso?



MISSEY:  The comment is that right now on our Site Plan we show the barrier free parking to be 8’ in width and in-between two barrier free parking spots we show an 8’ striped off area, for a total dimension of 24’…Ms. Mancuso states that our van accessible space should be 11’ adjoining a 5’ wide striped discharge area and she mentions the most recent ADA Code change so I sought it on line to find the most recent ADA Code change and I was not successful but in any case we can accommodate the 11’ and 5’ dimension and then adjoining that an 8’ dimension, which would give us the same 24’ allotted for the ADA parking.  When I get an opportunity I will talk to Ms. Mancuso and find out where the Code change came from because it is important stuff to know but we can accommodate that dimensionally on the plan.



BASRALIAN:  We can accommodate that.



MISSEY:  Yes, we can.



BASRALIAN:  Item #10, the recommended striped walk?



MISSEY:  We’re willing to do that.



BASRALIAN:  And to indicate the ramp raise for the handicapped spaces on the plan?



MISSEY:  Yes, we will do that numerically.



BASRALIAN:  #12, she indicated a dash line in the vicinity of the bank entrance and asked what it indicated and whether or not it was the overhang, and if so, please so state and whether or not there are any columns in that area.



MISSEY:  It is, in fact, an overhang and that’s the purpose of the dash line.  There aren’t columns, however, associated with that, instead it is strictly an overhang that is supported by the structure of the bank…the bank entryway that is set back.



BASRALIAN:  And will that in any way interfere with the handicapped access to the building?



MISSEY:  No, it does not.



BASRALIAN:  Alright, #13 regarding the sidewalk width and how it…



MISSEY:  It’s 6’ in width at that location and we will dimension that on the plan…actually it is 6 ½’ in width, so we will dimension that on the plan so those type of checks will be assured.



BASRALIAN:  As I recall the doors are recessed into the building so there is no indication at all that there would be any hampering of handicapped access, is that correct?



MISSEY:  That’s correct.



BASRALIAN:  The next comment dealt with lighting and how you would deal with spillage.



MISSEY:  Yes, we do have a picture depicted on A-3, which does show some light cast on the adjoining property’s exit driveway.  We can shield that ,and if we shielded that we would actually reduce the client’s lighted path but we are willing to do that.



BASRALIAN:  She indicated in Item #15 a potential conflict between MH#3 and the proposed light bulb.



MISSEY:  We evaluated that and we found that, in fact, we can accommodate the light pole at that location but we will show that on the landscaping plan so that that can be confirmed by the engineer.



BASRALIAN:  You have already talked about the deliveries, that there are no deliveries except for money and the need is to be as close to the front door as possible rather than a loading dock to off-load money for security purposes, is that correct?



MISSEY:  That is correct.



BASRALIAN;  #17, you responded already…for the board members there is no trash enclosure provided, banks traditionally don’t have them since they cart everything off on a daily basis.



MISSEY:  Yes.



BASRALIAN:  #18 has already been addressed with the report on impervious coverage and the report submitted has been accepted and she indicates that a Soil Movement permit will be required and will be obtained in the requisite time and that County Planning Board approval and County Soil Conservation is required as well.  We are aware of that and the application has been submitted to the County.

	I don’t have any further questions at this point, Mr. Chairman.



MITAL;  Ok, we are going to start with the board members.  Anybody have any questions for the applicant’s engineer?



MAGUIRE:  Good evening Mr. Missey…you testified about the electric and it sounds like you have been working with the Electric Department and have moved the wire but can you just show on the drawing where you have moved it to because I think the drawings we have don’t reflect that change.



MISSEY:  Right, the drawings do not reflect that change because it has not yet been moved.



BASRALIAN:  The letter from the Electric Company came in after the plans were submitted and that’s why Mr. Missey has so indicated.  Please show the Mayor where exactly that is...you have indicated on here where it is currently located.



MISSEY:  A-6, the pink line at the right end of A-6 illustrates where that line is at the present time.  Our proposal, which is acceptable to Park Ridge Electric is to relocate that line to the southerly property line and then to a point away from the building and the parking and then connect back to the next pole to the east, so that would be relocated, at the applicant’s expense away from the branch bank building.

	We cannot right now do that work because there is the existing building which would interfere with that route, so it will be proposed.  So we can’t do that work until we have an approval from the board and the existing building is demolished.  At that point in time, we will relocate that line as discussed.



MAGUIRE:  And you have discussed this with the Park Ridge Electric and they are in agreement that you run it along that property line there?



MISSEY:  Yes, I have discussed this directly with Paul Longo of Park Ridge Electric.

MAGUIRE:  Is there any reason why, and I guess that line feeds the rest of the complex, right?



MISSEY:  It is one of several that feed the complex.  There’s a couple of redundancies.



MAGUIRE:  So it just doesn’t feed that building.



MISSEY:  No.



MAGUIRE: I was wondering why you are not just dropping it underground and running it underground.



MISSEY:  We are not dropping it underground because, in this instance, Park Ridge is an overhead provider and the provision here is to the back of the center.



MAGUIRE:  The reason I ask is because the Park Ridge Electric Supervisor attached “service entrance clearance distances” and he has an 18’ clearance required for public street, road, parking lot and shopping centers.



MISSEY:  That I don’t have.



MAGUIRE:  Maybe you can help me, I don’t know if that is height distance…



MISSEY:  Probably height.  Generally 18’ is the minimum clear height but we can clarify that.  We will review that in depth with the Park Ridge Electric.  One question they did have was how high was our retaining wall.



MAGUIRE:  And if you could just clarify that…so that retaining wall is 2’ and runs along the southerly property line?



MISSEY:  Yes.



MAGUIRE: And the electric would fit above that 2’ retaining wall?



MISSEY:  Generally the electric is within a foot or two of property lines in situations like this.  Actually, the one that runs across the parking lot, as it is right now, is a little unusual.  Most are on the periphery of commercial sites.  It may indicate that at one time the sites were not integrated as they are now.



BASRALIAN:  Well, that’s not true, it has always been the same and has not changed since it was constructed in terms of being an integrated site.  The second building might have been built after the original center but it has been in existence for at least ten years prior to this owner’s acquisition of the property.  It has been there at least thirty years of so.



MAGUIRE:  Thank you.  Mr. Missey, you testified about the driveways and I think at first you were considering a right in and right out approach to the driveway…



MISSEY:  That is still the proposal.  In addition, we have requested from the County the left in at that southerly drive.



MAGUIRE:  We have a report from the Police Chief indicating that a right out of that parking lot is a hazard because the traffic backs up from that traffic light and his feeling is that people will be looking at the traffic coming northbound and they try to pull quickly out of that and run into someone stopped at that traffic light.



BASRALIAN:  That will be addressed by Mr. Keller, our traffic consultant.  I think that is more appropriately addressed by him.



MAGUIRE:  The parking spaces on the north side of the building and I think you testified that it is going to be an improvement over what is there today because there are 13 spaces that someone pulling into that entrance or a truck making a delivery through that entrance could encounter someone pulling out of those parking spots.



MISSEY:  That’s correct.



MAGUIRE:  So your testimony is those spaces that you are putting along the northern side of the building don’t create conflict with people pulling in and out or trucks making deliveries?



MISSEY:  No, the conflict is minimizing because the spaces are located further to the east of that entry point.  That’s the point I want to make.  That we are moving those spaces away from the entry point at Kinderkamack.



BASRALIAN:  Importantly Mayor, those spaces are all much closer…the 13 spaces are much closer to Kinderkamack Road then are proposed with this plan, which moves them further back.



MAGUIRE:  Thank you, Mr. Basralian and just to clarify,  I am not the Mayor. Thank you though, I thought you knew something that I didn’t.



BASRALIAN  No, and my apologies to the Mayor.



MITAL:  Anything else, Councilman Maguire?



MAGUIRE:  Let me start over again…the retaining wall, is there any reason why you are using concrete on the southerly side and the easterly side is going to be block?



MISSEY:  Yes.



MAGUIRE:  And why is that?



MISSEY:  The use of the concrete on the southerly side is a little easier construction because we are proposing a guide-rail at the top of that wall and fence and it is easier, with the concrete construction to make a rigid and solid connection with the steel structure than it is with the masonry block along the easterly wall.  So that’s why the two differences in construction materials.



MAGUIRE:  You mentioned a guide rail and a fence.  



MISSEY: Yes.



MAGUIRE:  Why both?  Why the guide rail?



MISSEY:  The guide rail is to stop the parked vehicle from trying to proceed to the south and the fence is…

MAGUIRE:  That wall is going to be 12 ½’ high…



MISSEY:  No, the southerly wall is only about 2 ½’ at its maximum.



MAGUIRE:  So there is not guide rail on the easterly wall.



MISSEY:  No, there is not.  There is a fence at the top but there is no guide rail.



MAGUIRE:  Ok.  Thank you.



MITAL:  Anyone else from the Board?



EISEN:  You have a structure off the back of the building, is that a small structure?



MISSEY:  It’s a canopy over the drive-thru area.



EISEN:  That’s removed in the back?



BASRALIAN:  Do you mean as part of the building?  There is a canopy that goes over…



MISSEY:  It is a garage.



EISEN:  And what would that be used for?



MISSEY:  To tell you the truth, I don’t know what’s inside that garage.  I could find out.



BASRALIAN:  It’s in use and I don’t recall whether it is an equipment storage facility or not but it has been there for as long as I can remember and I have dealt with this center for probably 25 years.



EISEN:  Why would you leave it if you don’t know what is in it and what would you put in it if you had it?



BASRALIAN:  It is in use.  I can’t tell you specifically but it is still in use by the center.



EISEN:  And what would the bank use it for?



BASRALIAN:  The bank isn’t proposing to use it at all.  The building you are talking about, the garage to the rear, is used in conjunction with the center.  The bank wouldn’t use it at all.



EISEN:  Thank you.



MITAL:  How long has this particular existing structure been vacant?



BASRALIAN:  It is only more recently vacant when the owner elected to go with the Chase branch bank and so it was vacated within the last six months.



MITAL:  I was just curious about what the existing traffic flow and volume was within or when the building was utilized by the doctors.



BASRALIAN:  Our traffic consultant will speak to that.  There is really no difference in the traffic volume based upon the use of the two buildings.



MITAL:  Because that certainly, in my opinion, on the north side of the building having those parking spots and people like Councilman Maguire was pointing out, people backing out into that traffic there but he or she will have testimony on traffic patterns and impact on Kinderkamack?



BASRALIAN:  Sure.



MITAL:  Back to the retaining walls.  The retaining wall on the south of the property is just a concrete on a little spread footing?



MISSEY:  That’s correct.



MITAL:  Now it is going to travel down the property and it is going to go into that block wall.



MISSEY:  That’s correct.



MITAL:  And you testified that you are going to utilize that block wall to put less impact on that slope.



MISSEY:  Yes.



MITAL:  Now, either when you are constructing that block wall, how deep or how much impact will you have on that slope while you are actually constructing that 12’ wall?



MISSEY:  Our impact with be on the order of about 10’, so behind that wall will be a cut of about 10’ and that is represented in A-1 by the lighter green where we are proposing the new plantings after that wall is in place.



MITAL:  Now, when you say less of an impact, would exactly is that impact if you were to tier that wall?  Is it just geometrically impossible to tier it and have it drain properly or to make it safe or to aesthically make it pleasing?



MISSEY:  No, we can tier the wall in that location and accomplish both those goals.  We will have drainage behind this wall.  We’re proposing to extend the drains to the rear of the wall in order to catch the runoff but the tiering, in addition to just tiering, you have to step back to tier by about 5’ and once you step back that 5’ then there is additional disturbance necessary to secure and place that second tier more stable and that becomes, in our particular instance, a situation where we are going further to the south and the east than we would by proposing one single wall at that location.



BASRALIAN  I think the question is does it have an impact on what you have to do into this slope if you tier it, is this a lesser impact or does tiering create a greater impact because you disturb more areas as you go to the south and east.



MISSEY:  Tiering creates a great impact as we go to the south and east.



MITAL:  A greater impact but why is it a greater negative impact?



MISSEY:  It is a greater negative impact from an engineering standpoint because you would then be removing more vegetation, which right now seems to be doing quite well as a buffer between this particular part of the center and the residential properties to the south and east.



MITAL:  I am just thinking of people hanging out or going through…it’s just that 12’ wall is a little bit intimidating to me and I know you are going to put a fence on the top, which makes it even more fun to try and navigate and do whatever they want to do.  People come down from the street above or whatever…those are just my thoughts on having it tiered…maybe it’s safer it might not be that negative impact on the vegetation.



BASRALIAN: There’s a couple of questions in that, I think, because the height of the wall doesn’t go the whole length of the retaining wall itself.  

   Andy, if you would just repeat again how the wall starts out and where it goes to a point where it is sort of an angle and then comes back down…



MITAL:  It’s going from 12 to just about 8 or 9’.



MISSEY:  On average it is just about 9’.  Where the southerly wall ends and the easterly wall begins, that height at that location would be about 7’ and then that wall as it makes that angle to the east, would rise from about 7’ to the 12 ½’ and then very quickly, within about 20’ or so, that wall reduces back down to less than a 5’ height because the topography drops off that quickly.  So it is not a particularly long wall and I think we have laid it out to be as little of a wall as is necessary to stabilize that area.



OPPELT:  Do you envision any pedestrians coming into the bank and if so, how would they get in?



MISSEY:  Pedestrians would come in from Kinderkamack.  We would and probably should extend the sidewalk up along the first parking space into the site.  By my recollection there isn’t that much pedestrian activity in this part of Kinderkamack but we can make it more pedestrian friendly.



MAGUIRE:  One other question and I am also a member of the Utility Board.  I am aware of the remediation going on at the site and I believe there is going to be a temporary structure placed on the site shortly.



BASRALIAN:  Yes.



MAGUIRE:  Can you show me where that structure is proposed to go and also is there going to be any remediation on the site of the proposed bank?



BASRALIAN:  No, it does not affect the site and the temporary structure would be in the back of the Center.  It doesn’t have any effect on the rest of the Center and certainly not this portion of the site.

	That is the subject of another undertaking which is ongoing now with our remediation experts.



MAGUIRE:  I know our Director of Operations has been trying to get some information about that.



BASRALIAN:  Well just to clarify, it had not come from the consultant, it will come out from our office and we have already made at least one phone call to them and to the town because we will make a presentation.  So we have taken over that aspect and the information will be forthcoming.



MAGUIRE:  Thank you, Mr. Basralian.



MITAL:  If there are no further questions from the board…Mr. Ten Hoeve?



TEN HOEVE: What is the status, Mr., Missey, of the applications for the County Review of the separate entrance heading toward the south?



MISSEY:  It has been submitted and is under the County review right now.

TEN HOEVE:  So the formal plan is in their possession?



MISSEY:  Yes.



TEN HOEVE:  You anticipate receiving anything from them in the near future?



MISSEY:  Yes.



TEN HOEVE:  I think I heard you testify that you believed that the new ingress and egress that was provided for getting the County change that you might be making, was it a benefit?



MISSEY:  Yes.



TEN HOEVE:  Did you review the police report comments with respect to the Police Dept. considering it to be dangerous to have that egress there?



MISSEY:  Yes, I did read that.



TEN HOEVE: And you disagree with their position>



MISSEY:  Yes.



TEN HOREVE:  Were you going to provide any testimony or is that based upon the traffic engineer’s testimony that you are going to propose?



MISSEY:  The reason that I don’t agree with the Police Chief’s assessment of benefits or negatives at that proposal…the Police Chief feels it is a negative, is because we do not proposed to permit left’s out and I’m not sure the Police Chief entirely understood that we are signing this for “no left turns out”…so that’s one reason why I think it is important to remember.  We are not proposing left out of this southerly entrance.  As far as the quick movement to the north to beat the oncoming traffic approaching from the south for people stopping for the traffic signalization…that’s irresponsible driving, however you do it and we can’t sign and control everything but one thing that we can do is try to drive responsibly and to make the movement out to go northbound on Kinderkamack so that you beat a vehicle that is coming northbound at this location is irresponsible, particularly with pedestrian activity.  Never mind hitting a car full of people you could hit a pedestrian.  You could hit bicycles on the road but that can happen at any two-way intersection.



TEN HOEVE:  People drive irresponsibly.



MISSEY:  Correct.



TEN HOEVE:  And I guess that the exit that currently exists would operate differently because there is a traffic signal that stops the traffic?  At least some of it?



MISSEY:  Well that creates gapping at that location but the downside to that is that everyone from the southerly end of the site, if they chose to use the southerly parking field, if you want to call it that,  which is not half the parking but is pretty close to half the parking that this site would use, now has to go back to the front of the small “Mom and Pop” stores to make the movement back to Kinderkamack and northbound.



TEN HOEVE:  But that wouldn’t be required for customers of the bank, they are already south of that.  They don’t have to go backwards.  You’re saying that somebody parked over at the northerly end of the A&P is going to have to go backwards out to the….



MISSEY:  No, that’s not what I am saying.



TEN HOEVE:  Ok, I misunderstood.



MISSEY:  What I am saying is actually the opposite.  If somebody is at the Staples location and elected to park halfway in one of those aisles, that came from the north and entered on the left phase of the signal, would have to retrace their steps to exit the site rather than making the simpler movement of making a right out back onto Kinderkamack.  I think it offers fewer movements within the Center.



TEN HOEVE: How does the footprint, the area of the footprint of this building compare to the footprint of the building that is being removed?  Is it larger and do you know what the square foot of the footprint of the existing building is?



MISSEY:  About 2,730 sq ft.



TEN HOEVE:  And this is?



MISSEY:  4,339.



TEN HOEVE:  Do you know what the height of the existing building is?  I know it is two-stories.



MISSEY:  I know it is two-story but I can’t cite a specific height.



TEN HOEVE:  You gave a parking calculation on the site plan, both for the entire site and also for the demand for this particular building.  It said you need 40 spaces applying the ordinance for the new bank building, is that correct?



MISSEY:  Yes, based on the number of tellers.



TEN HOEVE:  And based on the square footage of one space for 200 sq ft and the number of tellers as well.



MISSEY:  No, just the number of tellers.



TEN HOEVE:  And I thought at one point during your testimony you said there were 23 spaces being provided and at another point you said there were 30.  How many spaces are there?



MISSEY:  There are 27 on the north….



TEN HOEVE:  How many total in this little section.



BASRALIAN:  Why don’t you go to the plan and show him.  It is not a separate site.



TEN HOEVE:  I understand your argument and in fact, that is one of the questions I am going to ask.



MISSEY:  On Sheet A-1, in this location to the south of the existing drive aisle, we are proposing 30 parking spaces.



TEN HOEVE:  And your contention is, I guess from your testimony, that there is more than enough parking spaces throughout the whole site and that the board should consider the parking as it applies to the whole site, so there is more than enough for this use.



MISSEY:  Yes. And I also want to mention there are a dozen spaces to the north of there.



TEN HOEVE:  Was the parking space number taken into consideration when you designed this building?  Both the location and the size of this building?



MISSEY:  No.



TEN HOEVE:  What factors went into that determination, particularly the location.



MISSEY:  The location was….



TEN HOEVE:  And with the parking spaces.  One of the variances you need is parking within the front yard and I think it is 5’ or something from Kinderkamack…7’.  I am wondering why those parking spaces were designed if you have more than enough parking spaces throughout that whole site for the building.  That is my question.



MISSEY:  We have, right now 357 spaces.  With the medical office building going out and the branch bank coming in, we have a Code requirement of 350 spaces.  Our arrangement as proposed gives us 351 spaces so we meet the Code requirement.



TEN HOEVE:  By 1.  Ok, I wasn’t aware of that.



MISSEY:  We don’t in this instance have an excess of 30 to 40 spaces.  Sometimes Centers do, this one doesn’t.



TEN HOEVE:  Do you know what the hours of operation are for the bank?



MISSEY:  Banks open from 8:30 to 6:00, five days a week, that’s Monday thru Friday and Saturday, it has 9:00 to 3:00 hours.  There are no Sunday hours proposed at this time.



TEN HOEVE:  The Chairman, I know is asking you questions about the wall and the tiering.  I assume you read the reports that were supplied by the board engineer and the planner with regard to requests that the wall be tiered?  One of the questions I had was the engineer’s report said it had a maximum height of 13.5’ and you have mentioned 12.5’…Eve Mancuso’s report says 13.5’.  Is it 13.5 or is it 12.5?



MISSEY:  I think it is 12.5’.  I’m doing the arithmetic at that highest point.



BASRALIA:  But in response to your questioning as to why it isn’t tiered…



TEN HOEVE:  I want to hear him tell me.



BASRALIAN: He already has.



TEN HOEVE:  But I want to hear him tell me, I don’t want to hear you



BASRALIAN:  He has already testified.



TEN HOEVE:  Well, you can ask him another question but I would like to have him answer my question.  I am not finished with it yet either.

	My first question…is it 12.5?



MISSEY:  Yes, that is what the numbers on the plan say.



TEN HOEVE:  And my question then was….if you read the planner’s report and you read the engineer’s report, I think they were recommending, for several reasons, it would be more appropriate to have a tiered wall as required by the ordinance both from a landscaping standpoint, from an aesthetic standpoint…do you disagree with the positions they have taken?



MISSEY:  In this particular instance, I do but again, we’re asking for a variance and if you are not willing to consider our variance request we will tier that wall.  We’re not drawing a line in the sand by any means.



TEN HOEVE:  That’s what I wanted to know.

	You had a comment about deliveries…you said that the only thing ever delivered to the bank was money.  There is no paper deliveries, no coffee deliveries, you have a kitchen inside for the employees…no trucks ever bring anything to the bank other than money?



MISSEY:   There is an operations person from Chase who will answer further on that but really the largest vehicle that we could reasonably expect at a branch bank site, would be the armored car.



TEN HOEVE:  And do the people who clean up take everything?  The food waste and everything else that is there?  I am assuming that people have lunch there, something in the kitchen there.



BASRALIAN:  They take absolutely everything.



TEN HOEVE:  This might be a question for Mr. Basralian.  There was a request in the engineer’s report that a soil moving permit is required.  Customarily those are applied for and a hearing held as part of the site plan review application otherwise your client, before they could do anything would have to do a new application, new Notice, new hearing and your comment, I think was at the appropriate time you would do that.



BASRALIAN:  It was an oversight.  It should have been submitted with this application.  When I got the report it was too late to submit it for this hearing so we will add it to the next one.



TEN HOEVE:  I am sure it is not going to be concluded tonight so you’ll correct that and make it a part of this hearing.

	

MISSEY:  We do know that there is a soil moving permit requirement in the Borough of Park Ridge and we did submit it.



BEER:  They did submit it, they just have to testify to it.



MISSEY:  If I can just briefly mention what those quantities are?  



BASRALIAN:  It is on the soil moving application.



TEN HOEVE:  The questions would be, how much is being moved, how much is coming in, how much is going out, how many trucks is it going to be, what routes are you going to take, will you comply with the standard conditions that the Borough usually imposes with respect to when you are going to do it, supplying the police department with routes…that type of testimony. 

BASRALIAN:  I guess if you’d let him answer the question, it is yes, yes and yes to compliance with the Borough requirements and notifying the police as to where it is going and coming from.  Let him respond, perhaps, to what is coming in and what is going out, if any.



MISSEY:  We have quantified the soil moving.  This plan as it is before you represents 475 cu yds of cut and a fill quantity of 772 yds.  So there will be a net import of 297 yds.  We do need a permit and the overall quantity of soil that would appear on that permit would be 1,247 cu yds.



TEN HOEVE  And you will agree to the conditions that I had started to discuss.



MISSEY:  Yes.



TEN HOEVE:  One last question I had, you mentioned that, when you were asked about why a concrete wall was being used rather than a block wall…you said it was easier to install the guide rail and the fence.



MISSEY:  Yes.



TEN HOEVE:  Is it impossible to install the guide rail and fence?  When you say easier, is it less expensive or is it for some safety reason that you can’t…



MISSEY:  It is more stable with the reinforced concrete wall to attach the guide rail to that reinforcement because it can be….the connection into the concrete structure is much sounder than if you would try to make connection to a modular block wall.



TEN HOEVE:  So your testimony is that there is a safety reason as to why you want to use the concrete rather than the block.



MISSEY:  Yes, it is preferable for an engineering point of view.



TEN HOEVE:  That’s my last question.



MANCUSO: Can we take a look at my review letter from October 28th, starting at #1, which was regarding the southernmost driveway.  You state it is an existing driveway and you propose to make it two-way, which I believe potentially to be problematic for the following reasons….if you are entering a one-way drive, that is currently 24’, the tendency would be to drive toward the middle of the drive, if you know it is a one-way drive and you have sufficient width.  Now that you are creating a two-way drive, the drivers will be forced to stay to the far right, which wouldn’t be problematic if there wasn’t parking there but as you have active 90 degree parking, that active entrance is now immediately behind the vehicle as opposed to the previous situation, where there was a good amount of variation in the distance between the rear of the parked vehicle and the potential vehicle entering the site.

	Suppose, in fact, someone was driving into the site and a vehicle was starting to back out, there would be more of an opportunity for reaction time of that vehicle entering because you would have that much more distance to react in, coupled with the fact that, again, you have parked vehicles 90 degree into the face of the proposed building and as know, today there are many 	quite large vehicles on the road and once again, as a vehicle is entering in that 12’ lane that is now solely an entrance and to the left of it would be, potentially, the exit, the entering vehicle is potentially going to be in conflict with those vehicles exiting the drive-thru area as well.

	So that was my primary concern and that’s why I stated there was the potential for more conflict in that drive aisle as you were not widening it.  So it is an existing condition of 24’ with one-way traffic and now it is still 24’ drive aisle but with two-way traffic.  So, in my view, you are essentially increasing the potential for conflict between not only the parked vehicles but the vehicles coming thru the driveway as well.



MISSEY:  In response, I think it is important to point out that a 24’ wide drive aisle is the standard for two-way movements, into and out of parking areas.  The standard parking module is 60’, two 18’ deep parking stalls and a 24’ wide aisle way with a two directional movement.  We are no different, we are not out of the norm with our proposal here.  To restrict a 24’ aisle to solely one-way traffic in the eastbound direction does support that extra reaction time or reaction distance that Ms. Mancuso spoke of, but our proposal isn’t, by any means out of the norm. And, in addition, if there were instances where the situation that Ms. Mancuso is concerned about was, in fact, occurring with the site in operation, we do have the opportunity to reconsider and make this solely in-bound in the easterly direction and return it to the on-way direction.  If it doesn’t work out, we can pull back that second movement.  It is reversible but we think that the plan that is before you can and will work in a reasonable manner in this particular site. One of the reasons why, is because the front door of the building that is on this site ceases to face the north but now would face Kinderkamack Road, so presumably those parking spaces would be more attractive to somebody who was intent on going in the front door of the bank.



BASRALIAN:  I think, in addition though, you’ve indicated that those parking spaces are moving further away from Kinderkamack Road than they are currently located and they are angled spaces.  Is that not correct?



MISSEY:  They are angled right now, that is correct.



BASRALIAN:  And are they not moved further back from Kinderkamack Road than their present location?



MISSEY:  Yes.  There would be a space or distance of about 90’, where the situation that Ms. Mancuso is concerned about would occur over a 150’ of drive aisle and it would be at the middle portion once you’ve actually made the movement into the site or the movement back towards Kinderkamack.



MANCUSO:  Would you say, in designing shopping centers of this nature, or this size…would it not be customary to have, as is on your main entrance and as is on the aisle in front of the building, actually the existing condition on all of your major aisles, they are strictly thoroughfare aisles as opposed to parking aisles.  So wouldn’t it be customary, if you’re introducing another access and egress point to design into it the same situation that there would not be any parking on that aisle, similar to the main aisle coming into the site or the main aisle in front of the building.



MISSEY:  I think it really depends on the site itself.  It depends on who the users are.  In our case the supermarket is the biggest draw, the biggest attraction, the second anchor is Staples. But we all know, with certain exceptions like the back to school rush, Staples is not as active as the supermarket.  So, as far as restricting that southerly aisle, that we are now proposing to make two-way, to not have parking would actually have the effect of encouraging a faster way to speed into the center.  The presence of the parking there does present a calming effect because, as I was stating earlier, if you make certain movements out of the site in an irresponsible fashion, bad things happen. That is true within the site as well and I think if you drive in a shopping center type of rate of speed in the easterly direction once you’ve entered the site, those 7 spaces immediately adjoining the branch bank’s northerly face, or those three spaces that are proposed to the east of the drive-thru exit can, and would be used in a way that it doesn’t hinder the movement into or out of the site and because of their location, where they are located, wouldn’t lead to the conflicts that others are predicting might occur there.  I think that the situation is reasonable at this location.



MANCUSO:  I don’t think this is an issue that is going to be resolved tonight so why don’t I move on to my next issue.



BASRALIAN:  But I think it is important to note that it is his opinion, as the engineer that has designed this, that this system works and the difference between one engineer’s opinion or comment versus the man that designed it as a feasible and rationale way to operate it….



MANCUSO:  I think we are agreeing to disagree.



BASRALIAN: I agree, however, the fact that he has designed doesn’t make it wrong because you think it might be something else.



TEN HOEVE:  Just so you understand the procedure that our board usually follows, the professionals will generally testify at the end of the applicant’s case and what is happening now is a question and answer period.  I would have them sworn so that they would be providing sworn testimony under Oath, if they are going to testify with regard to professional opinions that might differ.  I know it may have come out during the questions but…



BASRALIAN:  It sounded more like an opinion that a question….



TEN HOEVE:  I understand, I’m just alerting you to the process that will…



BASRALIAN:  I’ll abide by the process.



MANCUSO:  #2, we had a lengthy discussion regarding the retaining wall already and I had two concerns…my first concern was, typically the space constriction regarding the southerly retaining wall, it appears if you add up the dimensions, the retaining wall system and I will refer to the retaining wall as a system with the fence and with the guide rail, it seems that the space allocated for it is very tight and potentially there may be an encroachment during construction onto the adjacent site to facilitate the construction of that wall system.

	Is there any request or suggestion that a temporary construction easement is going to be requested.



MISSEY:  No. Not at this point in time.  The adjoining property’s curb and pavement come all the way to the property line and in some instances the landscaping encroaches but I think that the management is very familiar with construction and I think our proposal here is to have a retaining wall, which does afford the ability to construct the wall without unduly burdening the adjoining property and that’s why we’ve chosen the reinforced concrete system that is depicted on the second sheet.  Once that is in place then on top of that completed wall we will place the guide rail solely from this side of the property without having to go onto that adjoining property.

	If there were a need for a construction easement that would be requested and I am sure there would be appropriate restrictions on the timing of construction activities so it wouldn’t interfere with the banking business.



MANCUSO:  And the second part of that question is again regarding the wall height.  If you were to build a modular block wall on the eastern section of the wall, in general, the general rule of thumb is the distance of the geogrid modular block wall is approximately the (someone rustling paper)…would you agree to that statement in general?



MISSEY:  In general, yes.



MANCUSO:  So, for instance, if the wall is 10’ the geogrid would be 10’, if the all is 12’ the geogrid would be 12’.



MISSEY:  That’s correct.



MANCUSO:  So, with that said, if in fact the wall was 12’ and it looks like you are correct, my math was wrong, why could you not easily terrace the wall if that area was going to be cleared anyway.  You could come up the 8’, place the geogrid back approximately 8’ and then step the second tier back 5 or 6’ and still be within approximately the same limit of disturbance that you would be if you just built one 12’ wall.



MISSEY:  We can look into that.  I think at this point in time, certainly I understand the preference for the tiered wall in this location.  We have selected a system of wall, the Recon Wall System which is pretty massive block, it is not the typical block that we saw 10 to 15 years ago.  It is much massive system.  We have success with system in minimizing cuts into slopes and we recently used this system in Ramsey, NJ in the Interstate Shopping Center.  So that’s why I was sticking to what I had recently seen be successful in Ramsey but if it is the desire of the board and the professionals to see a tiered wall at this location, we will look into that as a very valid option at that location.



MANCUSO:  Thank you….a lot of my items you have either agreed to or discussed in sufficient detail, so I’m moving down to Item 14, regarding lighting.

	I didn’t specify clearly in the letter and I don’t believe you have discussed it but typically when banks have ATM’s, either drive-up or lobby ATM the intensity of lighting that is required is much greater than you have shown on the plan.  Is there, in fact, a 24-hour ATM in the lobby?

MISSEY:  I will let the bank operations person testify to that.

BASRALIAN:  I can answer that…the answer is Yes and the lighting requirements are statutory for the exterior ATM and the interior ATM.



MANCUSO:  Right and that is not shown on the plans and that was my concern.  Your lighting levels are low and typically, we find with banks that they are higher.



BASRALIAN:  Mr. Missey will place the information on the plan and you will have it before next Tuesday.



MANCUSO:  Potentially the lighting will be higher…



BASRALIAN:  That’s statutory and we have no choice.



MANCUSO:  Right and that’s what we need to see on the plans so we can see the actual levels that will be implemented on the site.



BASRALIAN:  When I read your #14 I thought you were talking about spillage over the site and off the site rather than the intensity of the ATM lighting.



MANCUSO:  That’s why I mentioned it.  I didn’t really state it in my letter but as Mr. Missey was presenting his information, it came to mind.

BASRALIAN:  We will put the information on and submit it.

MANCUSO:  That is all I have for Mr. Missey, thank you.



BOGART:  I want to go back a second regarding the new driveway, two-way driveway and the 90 degree parking spaces.

	You didn’t provide any testimony on how that driveway design complies with the borough standards as far as width at the entry.



MISSEY:  No, I did not.



BOGART:  Do you know if it does comply?



MISSEY:  No, I don’t.



BOGART:  I think, potentially, there may be some waivers required from the Site Plan Chapter of the Borough’s Ordinance due to the fact that it is being changed from one-way to two-way.



MISSEY:  We will design it in accordance with the borough’s requirements, if in fact, there are dimensional deficiencies.



BASRALIAN:  If there are, it will be on the plan that is submitted back to Ms. Mancuso when he puts the lighting on for the ATM’s and you will have that next week.

BOGART:  Within the same design element, I’m wondering if you looked into flip-flopping the building and the parking spaces so that the building was actually pushed up against the two-way drive aisle and you had a full private parking lot for the bank at the south side of the building, so you would have a double loaded circulation aisle and keep any of your vehicles from intruding upon that entering and exiting from the shopping center?



MISSEY:  As far as the overall process of figuring out whether we could accommodate a branch bank at this location, it has been going on for quite a while, over a year without knowing who or what that tenancy might be.  One of the negatives in addressing it in that fashion was pushing the building so close to the drive aisle and potentially blocking the movement out of the drive-thru lanes or having vehicles that would be using the ATM and vehicles using the teller window of the drive-thru departing at the same time.  Both would be making that movement back to the north and it just became an undesirable situation not to have the ability to have the vehicle make the movement completely out of that lane for the teller window without being able to make the movements in the east to west direction, just limited the sight lines in that location and so with those negatives in mind, we elected to push the building to the south and proceed in the manner in which we have gone.

	We have moved the drive-thru component to the south and east side…the east side simply works much, much better than anything could possibly work on the south.



BOGART:  Oh, no…perhaps you didn’t understand.  I’m just suggesting shifting the building north.



MISSEY:  When you move the building to the north, the sight lines coming out of the drive-thru lanes were not as desirable.



BOGART:  I understand they may not be desirable but did you weigh them against the aesthetics of having those 10 spaces pull out directly into the main entrance to the shopping center?



MISSEY:  It is not a main entrance to the shopping center and there are actually diagonal spaces there right now.  So those spaces back out into that same aisle.  That same movement that we’re concerned about occurs right now if that medical office building were in use.  It just hasn’t been in use.



BOGART:  My second question pertains to the fact that the site is very narrow.  You have the topography in the back with a 12’ retaining wall, you have your parking spaces pushed up encroaching into the front yard setback and I am wondering why you didn’t consider a one-way circulation pattern to reduce the width of your disturbed area.



MISSEY:  We’re disturbing an area that is already disturbed.



BOGART:  I understand that.  I mean just in order to accommodate the design that you are proposing.  If you proposed a one-way traffic pattern that might reduce the height of the retaining wall or the encroachment of the parking spaces into the front yard setback which are the two variances that you are seeking.



MISSEY:  Parking in the front yard…I think it is important to remember that parking in the front yard is actually parking there right now…you drive along the drive aisle.  If we were to put the medical office building back into use, the pavement is just as close to Kinderkamack…in fact, we’re pulling the pavement away…



BOGART:  I understand that but I also understand that your proposal is for two variances and my question to you is did you ever consider a one-way circulation pattern to reduce those variances.



MISSEY:  Yes, there will be a planner to address it from a statutory criteria but as far as from an engineering standpoint, we did consider solely having the counter-clockwise movement around the site and in the long view, it is preferable to have the plan that we have before you so the person that comes in the front door of the bank has the ability to depart the site and go back out the entrance he came in on than to push everybody back to the center of the site to make the movement back to the signalized intersection or to the northerly exit onto back onto Kinderkamack.



TEN HOEVE:  Are you talking about just those spaces that are in front?



MISSEY:  I’m talking about the counter-clockwise circulation.



TEN HOEVE:  I understand that.  I thought you said people who park at the front entrance to the bank…



MISSEY:  People who use the front door to the bank, if they have to go in a counter-clockwise fashion to exit the site would have to go back to the center of the site if this drive aisle were to remain one way.  It pushes all the activity that would occur at this branch bank site in the departing movement back to the center of the site.  I think our proposal for circulation is better suited to how people move about shopping centers now.



BOGART:  My last question pertains to the retaining wall in the back.  Is there a way we can incorporate a guide rail or curb along the wall for vehicles circulating immediately adjacent to that wall?



MISSEY:  Yes.



BOGART:  That’s it, thank you.



MITAL:  At this point, we would like to extend to the public if they have any questions of the engineer.

	No questions, Ok.



BASRALIAN:  Some redirect, Mr. Chairman.
	(to Mr. Missey) picking up on what Ms. Bogart said about moving the building further to the north, you indicated that was not practical from the standpoint of giving the exiting drive-ins proper sight line either to the east or to the west, is that correct?



MISSEY: Yes, mostly to the west.



BASRALIAN:  And that is the reason why the building is designed and located the way it has?



MISSEY:  Yes.



BASRALIAN:  She also indicated why you didn’t have one-way traffic around it and I’m not sure I understood because there are stacking lanes and there is only a by-pass lane which becomes a main thoroughfare…is that a practical way of designing a branch bank utilizing only a by-pass lane for exiting purposes for all traffic?



MISSEY:  No.



BASRALIAN:  And it is your opinion that the two-way in and out on the westerly side of the building is a more practical way of utilizing this property.



MISSEY:  Yes.



BASRALIAN:  I also note that the southerly property line is not parallel to the building location and if you did move the building forward as was suggested by Ms. Bogart, if that were possible and assuming there was no sight line issues coming out of the drive-thru, would you be able to replace those spaces on the site given the configuration of the lot line?



MISSEY:  Not on the southerly end, no.



BASRALIAN:  Nor in the back of the building if that was the case?



MISSEY:  Potentially but those spaces would be unused in all likelihood.



BASRALIAN:  Thank you.  I have no further questions at this time.



MITAL:  And there are no questions from the public.  We typically hear testimony until 10:30pm and at this point would you like to call up another witness?



BASRALIAN:  Yes, except it is going to take more than 15 minutes and I would rather have it done all in one fell swoop than break it apart because we then lose the continuity of it.



MITAL:  Agree completely.  We can finish up tonight and the next time we meet will be on December 1, 2010.

BASRALIAN:  December 1st.

TEN HOEVE:  It’s a bad month between Thanksgiving and the League conference.

BASRALIAN:  There is no other meeting in November.

BEER:  The next meeting is November 17th but we will be missing two board members with two additional ones out so the board will be down by four members and there is a public hearing already scheduled that is anticipated to be lengthy.



BASRALIAN: Enough said.

TEN HOEVE:  It is an on-going application.



BASRALIAN:  December 1st at 8:00pm and no further Notice required?



TEN HOEVE:  To those in the audience, this hearing will continue on December 1, 2010 and there will be no further Notice.





BUSINESS & CONDITION USES:

     70-72 PARK AVENUE, LLC.
         Lots: 1 & 2  Block: 1604

TEN HOEVE:  For the record we are marking into evidence as an additional exhibit in connection with the 70-72 Park Avenue application, a Certification by Board member Mesiano that he read the transcript of the hearing dated October 13, 2010.



     WHEREAS, 70-72 PARK AVENUE, LLC, a Limited Liability Company of the State of New Jersey, (hereinafter referred to as “Applicant”), being the owner of premises known as 70-72 Park Avenue in the Borough of Park Ridge, County of Bergen and State of New Jersey, said premises also being known as Lot 1 of Block 1604 on the Tax Assessment Map for the Borough of Park Ridge, together with the Borough of Park Ridge (hereinafter referred to as the “Borough”), owner of Lot 2 of Block 1604 on the Tax Map for the Borough of Park Ridge, had appli4ed to the PLANNING BOARD of the BOROUGH OF PARK RIDGE (hereinafter the “BOARD”), seeking Minor Subdivision/Redivision of the aforementioned parcels together with the Preliminary Site Plan Approval in order to permit the demolition of the structure currently located on the site and the construction of a new, commercial building on the site; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant received Minor Subdivision/Redivision approval and Preliminary Site Plan Approval by way of a Resolution of the BOARD dated November 3, 2010; and

WHEREAS, said Resolution included a provision conditioning the approvals on the conveyance of the Borough owned property; and 

WHEREAS, the BOARD wishes to amend said Resolution to provide that the Applicant may commence demolition and construction on the site with the understanding that the Applicant would have to return to the BOARD if it is unable to secure the conveyance of said Borough owned property.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING BOARD OF THE BOROUGH OF PARK RIDGE, that the BOARD hereby amends its Resolution of Approval dated November 3, 2010 to provide that the Applicant may commence demolition and construction on the site prior to securing a Deed conveying the adjacent Borough owned property subject to the condition that the Applicant return to the BOARD in the event it is unable to secure the conveyance of said property from the Borough.



Offered by:  Councilman Maguire
          Seconded by:  Mr. Oppelt

AYES:  Messrs. Mesiano, Von Bradsky, O’Donoghue, Browne, Oppelt, Schwamb, Mital, Ms. Eisen, Councilman Maguire.



ADJOURN;





	There being no further business to come before the board a 

motion was made by Mr. Oppelt that the meeting be adjourned.

           Second by Mr. Browne.

           Carried unanimously.

	.



Respectfully Submitted,





							

						      Helyn N. Beer

                 						Secretary

(10:30pm) 
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