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Florence, New Jersey 08518-2323
February 26, 2019

The regular meeting of the Florence Township Planning Board was held on the above date at the
Municipal Complex, 711 Broad Street, Florence, NJ. Chairperson Hamilton-Wood called the
meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. followed by a salute to the flag.

Chairperson Hamilton-Wood then read the following statement: “I would like to announce that
this meeting is being held in accordance with the provisions of the Open Public Meetings Act.
Adequate notice has been provided to the official newspapers and posted in the main hall of the
Municipal Complex.”

Upon roll call, the following members were found to be present:

Mildred Hamilton-Wood Bruce Garganio

Wayne Morris Tom McCue

Ray Montgomery Council Representative Ted Lovenduski
John Pagano Carl Mattson

ABSENT: Mayor Craig Wilkie

ALSO PRESENT:  Solicitor David Frank
Hugh Dougherty
Planner Barbara Fegley

RESOLUTIONS

A. Resolution PB-2019-05: Resolution of Memorialization, Capital Projects Review Pursuant
to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-31, Finding Florence School District Renovation and Construction
Proposals Conditionally Consistent with the Township’s Master Plan.

It was the Motion of Vice Chair Garganio, seconded by Mr. Montgomery to approve Resolution
No. PB-2019-05.

Upon roll call, the Board voted as follows:

YEAS: Garganio, Montgomery, Morris, Pagano, McCue, Hamilton-Wood
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: Lovenduski Motion carried

B. Resolution PB-2019-06: Approving the application of Wawa Inc. for Amended Major Site
Plan to construct a trash enclosure on property located at 2060 Route 130, Florence
Township, Block 163.02, Lot 13.

It was the Motion of Mr. Morris, seconded by Mr. Pagano to approve Resolution No. PB-2019-
06.

Upon roll call, the Board voted as follows:

YEAS: Morris, Pagano, McCue, Garganio, Montgomery, Hamilton-Wood

NOES: None

ABSTAIN: Lovenduski Motion carried
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MINUTES
A. Regular Meeting of January 22, 2019

Chairperson Hamilton-Wood mentioned there was an incorrect date in the draft minutes that
were distributed. Engineer Dougherty’s letter was dated December 27, 2018, not November 27,
2018. This has been corrected.

It was the Motion of Vice Chair Garganio, seconded by Mr. Motris to approve the minutes of the
Regular Meeting of January 22, 2019 with the correction that was made. Motion unanimously
approved by remaining members present.

CORRESPONDENCE
A. Letter from Solicitor Frank to Donna Ambrosius dated 1/28/19
B. Letter from NJDOT regarding Freshwater Wetlands Special Activity Transition Waiver
dated 2/8/19
C. Letter from Burlington County Planning Board regarding Academy Woods dated 1/30/19
D. Letter from Burlington County Soil Conservation regarding Florence Turnpike
Crossings-East dated 2/19-19

It was the Motion of Councilman Lovenduski, seconded by Mr. Montgomery to receive and file
correspondence A through D. Motion unanimously approved by all those present.

APPLICATIONS

A. Application PB#2019-05: Florence Turnpike Crossing-East, c/o IPT Acquisitions, LLC, for
Amended Preliminary & Final Major Subdivision, adjustment of lot lines, on property
located on W. Front Street, Florence, Block 156.01, Lot 90.

Christopher DeGrezia from Drinkle Biddle & Reath stated he was here on behalf of the
applicant, IPT Acquisitions, LLC. He mentioned they were before the Board in October 2018
with an application for a 528,000 sq. ft. warehouse and as part of that application, they also
applied for and received subdivision approval. That subdivision approval was for approximately
95 acres being broken into 6 parcels. The largest remainder lot was for the warehouse with the
other 5 lots created to be conveyed back to the municipality to be used for municipal uses. After
the October 2018 meeting, the applicant created an urban renewal entity and entered into a
redevelopment agreement and financial agreement with the township. As part of this process,
the township looked at a couple of the boundary lines and asked us to adjust those lines. The
applicant is here this evening to request an Amended Final Subdivision. There are no changes to
the site plan and nothing new is being proposed in terms of improvements; all that they are
looking to do is to adjust two of the boundaries on two of the lots that are being conveyed to the
township. The extra area that will now remain with the largest lot will be just become part of the
buffering and the non-developed wooded area. Mr. DeGrezia stated no new variances are being
created, this is just a lot line adjustment.

Engineer Dougherty stated that the application should be declared complete prior to hearing any
testimony. He stated that a Major Subdivision Application Checklist was submitted, but because
the October 2018 approval is so recent and that all of the items on the checklist have previously
been submitted, the applicant is requesting waivers to not have to submit them again. Engineer
Dougherty recommended that the waivers be granted by the Board and the application could then
be declared complete.
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It was the Motion of Mr. Morris, seconded by Mr. Pagano to deem the application complete.

Upon roll call the Board voted as follows:

YEAS: Morris, Pagano, Garganio, Montgomery, McCue, Lovenduski, Hamilton-Wood
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None Motion carried

Greg Oman from Menlo Engineering introduced himself as the applicant’s engineer. Mr. Oman
was sworn in by Solicitor Frank and Chairperson Hamilton-Wood stated Mr. Oman was
previously qualified as an expert witness in the field of site and civil engineering.

Mr. Oman presented Exhibit A-1, Monitoring Well Exhibit, and stated this is the amended
subdivision plan that was submitted as part of this application. The only addition they have done
is that there are monitoring wells that are currently on site and they have been highlighted on this
plan. The two parcels in which Mr. DeGrezia is referring to are identified as Parcels 1 & 2.
These two parcels are located adjacent to Fifth and Sixth Streets and are the ball field and rec
areas. Parcel 1, located to the north of the proposed building, was previously approved to be
2.34 acres in size and is now being reduced to 1.72 acres. Parcel 2, located to the northeast
corner of the property, was previously approved to be 9.96 acres and is now being reduced to
7.65 acres. Because of being here tonight for an amended subdivision approval, there is also a
minor reduction in Parcel 3, located adjacent to the township water treatment plan, of .03 acres
due to Burlington County Planning Board requiring a dedication along the frontage. The area
that was reduced from Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 will be added to Parcel 6.

Engineer Dougherty stated he prepared a letter dated February 20, 2019 which asked for
testimony as to why the amendment to the prior approved subdivision was occurring and stated
Mr. Oman’s testimony tonight has provided that information. He stated that Parcel 3, which he
hadn’t mentioned in his letter, will now be reduced because of an increased right-of-way demand
from the county and that no one will have ownership of that ground. It is being reduced due to
the right-of-way change. Engineer Dougherty stated that he also wanted to clarify the area that is
being reduced from Parcels 1 and 2. Using Exhibit 1, he pointed out what areas of Parcel 1 and
Parcel 2 were now being included into Parcel 6. He confirmed with Mr. Oman that the reason
this is being done is because of the developer’s negotiations with the township. Mr. Oman stated
that is correct. Engineer Dougherty stated that applicant has submitted this application on the
request of the township, but it changes nothing else on the subdivision of site plan.

Planner Fegley stated she prepared a letter dated February 20, 2019 as well. She said she had
noticed the small reduction in Parcel 3 and wasn’t sure if that was just a refinement because of
the final approval, but is has now been explained. She stated the application actually did request
variances; however, those were already approved and memorialized. She didn’t really have
anything else. And on the final subdivision with the final map, from an engineering or surveying
standpoint, she was deferring that to Engineer Dougherty. Engineer Dougherty stated there was
nothing further other than the applicant will be filing the amended subdivision with the county
because this will supersede the previous subdivision approval.

Vice Chair Garganio stated he was new to the Board and had a couple of questions. He first
asked Mr. Oman if he would explain the buffering plans to him, especially behind the housed.
Mr. Oman stated they are proposing an 8’ high berm behind the residential development along
Woodlawn Avenue and Second Street to the building with a 12 high sound on top. There will
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be evergreens planted on both sides to help further enhance the buffer. The second sound wall
will be located along the eastern end of the property where there will also be the existing
vegetation to help with the sound. Mr. Garganio asked if they were keeping the trees in that area
as is. Mr. Oman stated that outside their loop road that will come around their building
everything to the east of the road to the property line is remaining as is. Mr. Garganio asked if
there was going to be anything additional added to enhance. Mr. Oman stated that in that area,
no.

Mr. Morris asked how wide the dedication to the right-of-way will be. Mr. Oman stated that
total across the front is 8,000 sq. ft. and will be approximately 3 additional feet wider than was
original shown. The county’s specifications on where they would like the sidewalk makes it
approximately 1 foot into where the right-of-way was previously shown and another 2 feet had to
be given to them.

Seeing no further comments or questions, it was the Motion of Mr. Montgomery, seconded by
Councilman Lovenduski to open the meeting for public comment. Motion unanimously
approved by all those present.

Loretta Montero, 219 Woodlawn Avenue, introduced herself and was sworn in by Solicitor
Frank. She stated she thought tonight would be a good opportunity to request some changes.
She stated that in speaking with her neighbors, they do not want the two parking lots that were
offered to them. They do want to have the paved parking behind the houses that was offered, but
not the ones on either side of the houses. Because of it being pretty private in their area, there
are sometimes illicit things that take place and their feeling is that the parking lots will encourage
more to take place.

Solicitor Frank asked Ms. Montero to point out on the Exhibit exactly where she is talking about.
She pointed out the proposed parking lots areas on Woodlawn and Third Street and Woodlawn
and Fourth Street. Solicitor Frank stated that we are here tonight in regards to the subdivision
and he thinks that these parking lots are to be done on land owned by the township and not under
the Planning Board’s jurisdiction at this time. Mr. DeGrezia stated that they are here for the
subdivision approval and do not have the site plan opened up. He stated that they are to build the
parking lots at the request of the township and do not wish to have to come back before the
Board with an amended site plan. But he believes that the two areas in question are on municipal
land and if Ms. Montero and her neighbors meet with the township officials and it is then
determined that they do not want the parking areas built, the township could give them a letter
stating such and they will abide by that. Chairperson Hamilton-Wood stated she was concerned
with who was responsible for the cost. Solicitor Frank stated the cost was going to be on the
developer; however, this developer cannot build anything on municipal property unless the
township says it wants it to be built. Solicitor Frank addressed Ms. Montero and stated the
administrator is here at this meeting, Councilman Lovenduski is here, and they have both heard
her request. At this point, they are the right people for her and the neighbors to contact to bring
it to the governing body to see whether there really is that consensus fully in her neighborhood as
well as everything that needs to happen to step away from something that was previously agreed
to.

Chairperson Hamilton-Wood asked if this will be able to be called a field change or would the
Board need to have something more formal. Solicitor Frank stated this can done as a field
change because it is not part of the actual site plan. Chairperson Hamilton-Wood confirmed that
the parking lot spots are not being counted as part of the developer’s required parking. Engineer
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Dougherty stated that is correct. Mr. DeGrezia stated this was the developer’s neighborly offer
to accommodate the neighborhood if those were spaces they needed. Chairperson Hamilton-
Wood stated that we are talking about logistics. A field change means we don’t all have to come
back here to make that decision. The administrator and the governing body can make that
determination if that is in the best interest of the neighborhood.

Ms. Montero stated they are grateful for all the developer has offered and is willing to do. She
also asked if it could be explained so she could understand what tonight’s application is really all
about. She is concerned that they will be losing more of the wooded area than originally
thought. Mr. DeGrezia stated that visually there is no change. Everything that was to remain in
is natural state will still remain the same and it will become part of the buffer. The lot lines are
being adjusted. He explained the township did not want to have any property that had a deed
notice on it based on prior activities; it’s an ownership issue. Chairperson Hamilton-Wood stated
that if they were to do something different building wise or site wise, they would have to come
back before the Board with an amended site plan.

Seeing no one wishing to be heard, it was the Motion of Vice Chair Garganio, seconded by
Councilman Lovenduski to close public comment. Motion unanimously approved by all those
present.

It was the Motion of Mr. Pagano, seconded by Mr. McCue to approve Application PB#2019-05.

Upon roll call the Board voted as follows:

YEAS: Pagano, McCue, Morris, Montgomery, Garganio, Lovenduski, Hamilton-Wood
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None Motion carried

B. Application PB#2019-03: Application from AID Electric Corporation for Minor Site Plan
and Side Yard Setback variance to install outside backup generators for manufacturing use
on property located at 700 Railroad Avenue (ReadyPac property), Block 147.01, Lot 3.11

Kate Coffey of Day Pitney LLP stated she was here on behalf of the applicant, AID Electric
Corporation. The property for this application is located at 700 Railroad Avenue in the SM
(Special Manufacturing) Zone. The owner of the property is Foxdale Properties LLC and the
tenant that occupies the building on-site is ReadyPac. The applicant is seeking a minor site plan
approval to install a generator system which is comprised of two 1400-kilowatt natural gas
generators, one 900-kilowatt diesel generator and related plant equipment that is required for a
functional generation system, along with a new walkway, and relocating the shed that is
currently straddling the property line to get it fully onto Foxdale’s property. There are no
changes proposed to the principal structure on the site. There are 2 variances being requested:
one for a side yard setback, as the code requires a minimum of 50’ for accessary buildings, and
the generators will be setback between 10’ — 12” and the shed that is being relocated is proposed
to have a 35’ setback; the second is for the requirement of accessory buildings to be a minimum
of 50’ from other buildings and the proposed generators will be closer than 50’ from one another.

Robert Stout of Stout and Caldwell was also present and was sworn in by Solicitor Frank.
Chairperson Hamilton-Wood declared Mr. Stout an expert witness in the field of site and civil
engineering.
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Engineer Dougherty stated that before the Board hears any testimony that the application should
be declared complete. He stated this is a minor site plan application and the Minor Site Plan
Checklist was submitted. The applicant has requested waivers from 13 of the items which he is
in concurrence with most of those. He has no objection to either waiving or as a condition of
approval to the following:

- The Environmental Impact Statement - the site is currently developed and there will be
minimal disturbance as a result of the generators.

- Additional Wetlands — there will be no additional wetlands as the generators are to be
located within the side yard of an existing site within a railroad right-of-way which
houses a railroad bed.

- Stream encroachment — there is nothing in the way of a stream encroachment

- Structures in wooded areas — because it is within that developed area of the right-of-way,
it will not be within a wooded area.

- Lot lines — the names of owners within 200’ is typically something requested on a
subdivision plan, it is requested that this be a condition of approval.

- Drainage conditions and direction of flow — there will be minimal disturbance with this
application.

- Providing the location of existing easements — it is requested that testimony be provided
on this. Engineer Dougherty did not believe there were any easements, but would like
testimony provided.

- Soil and Sediment Control — the applicant is below the threshold for the requirement for
this to be provided.

- Storm drainage calculations — this will be a de minimis increase in impervious.

- Drainage map — this would go along with the storm drainage calculations

- Details of generator pads — Engineer Dougherty is requesting some details in regards to
the generator pads just so we know what is being constructed. This could be a condition
of approval.

- Methods of stabilization — there will be minimal disturbance

- Test borings and water table — the application is for above-ground installations so there
would be no need for this.

Engineer Dougherty stated that with the above waivers or conditions of approval, this application
could be deemed complete.

It was the Motion of Mr. Morris, seconded by Mr. Pagano to grant the waivers and deferrals to
the hearing as stated by Engineer Dougherty and deem the application complete.

Upon roll call the Board voted as follows:

YEAS: Morris, Pagano, Garganio, Montgomery, McCue, Lovenduski, Hamilton-Wood
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None Motion carried

Mr. Stout began with providing testimony for the items mentioned by Engineer Dougherty. He
stated there are no easements in the place where the generators are to be installed. It is a clear
right-of-way owned by Foxdale Properties. In regards to the details of the pads for the
generators, Mr. Stout stated they will be happy to provide those details on the plans.

He stated Ms. Coffee pretty much summed up the reason behind the application. He presented
Exhibit A-1, an older aerial of the site, which outlines the ReadyPac 17.5-acre parcel. The
generators are proposed to be placed in the small area on the left-hand side. He pointed this out
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because of any questions there may be in regards to the noise being produced by the generators
and how close they will be to any residences. The noise is based on distance and line of site. All
utilities proposed are blocked in the corner of the building. They will not be visible to any
residences. From the corner of the building, it is 660’ to the property line and 900’ to the nearest
residence. By the time the noise gets to the property line, it will meet state standards of 50 dba
for residential areas from 10 PM — 7 AM and 65 dba all other times.

Mr. Stout presented Exhibit A-2, a blowup of the generator installation area. He pointed out the
existing ReadyPac facility. He stated the existing building has an approved setback of 8.3 feet
and they are asking for a 10-12 foot setback for the generator pads. The existing shed that
straddles the property line is proposed to be relocated to the back portion in the area that was
used for propane tanks that has been abandoned over the years. This will be 35’ off the property
line and they are requesting a variance for that as well. The generators are being proposed for
this area because all of the utilities come into the site at this location. ReadyPac is a food service
industry and the biggest thing that could happen to them is that the power goes down,
refrigeration goes out and they then lose product. The only reason the applicant is proposing to
do this is to be able to continually have power 24/7. The generators will not be operating all the
time, they will operate during total and partial loss of power. The three generators, two 1400-
watt natural gas and one 900-watt diesel, will be enough to power the entire facility. The
generators will need to be exercised once a month if there has been no need to have them
running. There are also some miscellaneous transformers, PSE&G meters and a gear switch
setup that all in this area as well.

Mr. Stout stated there is an existing walkway near the parking along the side. The last generator
on the outside will be straddling the existing walkway, so they will need to relocate the walkway
along the outside edge, once the shed has been moved. He then referred to Engineer Dougherty
mentioning the drainage. This application will only generate approximately 1500 sq. ft. of new
impervious coverage so there is no need for new drainage calculation because it does not meet
the NJDEP criteria. The site itself is pretty much contained; it is all fenced in and non-
accessible.

Chairperson Hamilton-Wood asked what is the use of the shed. Mr. Stout stated it is a storage
shed used for outside equipment and its size is 10 X 12°. Everything inside the building is
product, so the shed is for exterior stuff. It will be placed to the back of the site. Chairperson
Hamilton-Wood asked if there were any generators onsite now. Mr. Stout stated that yes there
are, and they are located in the same area where the new ones are proposed. They are much
smaller and are only emergency generators, such as for lighting. Chairperson Hamilton-Wood
asked if the existing generators were going to be removed. Ms. Coffey stated that to her
knowledge, they are going to be removed as the new ones will be able to provide power for
everything.

Mr. Mattson asked how much diesel on site. Mr. Stout stated he did not know the quantity that
would be onsite. He did state that the Fire Marshal has reviewed the plans and did not have any
concerns or made any comments on the plans. He also stated they do not have a plan for a tank
on site to hold diesel and that most of the times, these generators do not have a holding tank
because they are not run continually.

Solicitor Frank asked Mr. Stout and Ms. Coffey if their client was amenable to the condition that
the generators be exercised during regular business hours for purposes of maintenance exercise.
Ms. Coffey stated that will be fine. Mr. Morris asked how often and how long the exercise will
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last. Mr. Stout stated it would be done once a month and from 10-15 minutes at a time. The
maximum running times per DEP is 100 hours per month for the diesel and 200 hours per month
for the natural gas generators, unless it is in an emergency situation.

Mr. Garganio confirmed that with the generation, they are not going to be running these units to
sell energy back into the grid and this is strictly for a brown out or black out. Mr. Stout stated
that is correct and that these generators will only generate enough power for the existing facility
and no energy will be sold off to anybody or back into the grid.

Mr. McCue said it was mentioned about high-grid demand and asked if the generators will be
run in conjunction during peak hours. Ms. Coffey stated she did not know how often high
demand would be, but that they can be run during peak times to help take pressure off of the
existing grid. Mr. Stout stated peak hours and high-grid demand is usually in the summer
months (June through August) and the generators would run in conjunction with brown outs.

Engineer Dougherty stated his letter is dated January 16, 2019. He stated Mr. Stout did address
through testimony all of his comments and has agreed to provide the details on the plans that he
was seeking. One thing he wanted to point out is that the exhibit is not updated and does not
show B&H Foto’s building, so there will be even less visibility of the generators from any of the
surrounding areas.

Planner Fegley stated her letter is dated January 29, 2019. She stated it wasn’t clear if the 8.3-
foot current setback was a previous approved variance. Mr. Stout stated that it was a prior
approved variance and he mentioned it because they are looking for a now 10-12 feet variance.
Planner Fegley asked if the applicant is amenable to the number of revisions to the charts. Mr.
Stout stated they are. Planner Fegley asked if there will be any additional lighting needed for
this. Mr. Stout stated there is no lighting needed for this and that these are self-contained and are
not needed to be monitored because they will be monitored off-site. There is no need for anyone
to be there other than if someone is there to repair something. Planner Fegley asked if warning
signs are needed for the employees. Mr. Stout and Ms. Coffey stated signs are required by DEP
which will be in the form of stickers on the generators. There will be no stand-alone signs.

Solicitor Frank stated for purposes of the resolution, the applicant is agreeable to comply with
the plan detail and design comments of items #5 and #6 on page 3 of Engineer Dougherty’s letter
and items #3 - #7 on page 3 of Planner Fegley’s letter. Mr. Stout that they will comply with all
of these.

Seeing no further comments or questions, it was the Motion of Councilman Lovenduski,
seconded by Mr. Montgomery to open the meeting for public comment. Motion unanimously
approved by all those present.

Seeing no one wishing to be heard, it was the Motion of Councilman Lovenduski, seconded by
Mr. McCue to close public comment. Motion unanimously approved by all those present.

It was the Motion of Vice Chair Garganio, seconded by Mr. Montgomery to approve application
PB#2019-03 with the conditions agreed to by the applicant in regards to Engineer Dougherty’s
and Planner Fegley’s letters. Solicitor Frank also noted the condition of exercising the
generators during daylight hours, any approvals by the required outside agencies and the usual
conditions regarding escrow and taxes.
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Upon roll call the Board voted as follows:

YEAS: Garganio, Montgomery, Morris, McCue, Pagano, Lovenduski, Hamilton-Wood
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None Motion carried

C. Application PB#2019-04: Application from Burlington Coat Factory for Preliminary & Final

Major Site Plan for expansion of their headquarters on property located at 1830 Route 130
North, Florence Township, Block 160.01, Lot 1.01, 1.03 & 1.04.

John Gillespie of Parker McCay introduced himself on behalf of the applicant, Burlington Coat
Factory Warehouse Corporation. He stated they are here tonight for Major Preliminary & Final
Site Plan approval, two variances and one waiver for construction of an annex to the existing
Burlington Stores office building on Route 130. This annex will be 217,617 sq. ft. He stated this
is pursuant to the Redevelopment Plan that this Board reviewed and recommended back to the
governing body in November 2018 with the Ordinance adopted by the governing body in
December 2018. The variances being requested are for the height of the facade sign (5’ is
permitted, 13’ is being proposed) and the square footage of the sign (100 sq. ft. is permitted, 169
sq. ft. is proposed), and the waiver being requested is in regards to the DEP’s best practices on
the infiltration system. The current system works and works fine; however, under DEP’s
practices manual, it requires it to be submitted to them regarding this new application.

Robert Stout, Engineer from Stout and Caldwell; Nathan Mosley, Traffic Engineer from
Shropshire Associates; and Shirley Culman, Vice President of Facilities from Burlington Coat
Factory were sworn in by Solicitor Frank.

Chairperson Hamilton-Wood stated this application was deemed complete January 22, 2019.

Mr. Stout presented Exhibit A-1, a 2015 aerial of the existing site. The site was part of a
Redevelopment Plan in November 2012. The original approval was for a 218,000 sq. ft. office
complex. Mr. Stout pointed out the border with Burlington Township and stated the big building
shown on the bottom of the exhibit is over 800,000 sq. ft.; this is the original Burlington Coat
Factory built in the 1990’s. On the original application, approval was given for a full build-up
with a hotel pad site and retail; it’s actually 2 separate lots into the front and a large lot in the
rear. There was also a large parking area that was done for future build-out for an expansion of
75,000 sq. ft. This was all part of the original designs. As Burlington has grown, there needs
have changed. They’ve decided that instead of building out forward, to build towards the
Burlington Township side to create more of a complex as opposed to an individual stand-alone
building.

Mr. Stout presented Exhibit A-2, a landscape plan colorized for presentation purposes. He
pointed out the existing building in red which is a 4-story component. The pink section is also
the existing building, but the 3-story component. The lighter gray portion is the existing parking.
The section in tan is the proposed 217,000 sq. ft. addition, which will be a free-standing building
with an inner connection that connects this as one big facility. This is proposed to be located
where there is currently a parking lot. The parking will be relocated. There are 826 parking
spaces on the existing approval. Last year, approval was given to expand the parking by an
additional 75 spaces. They have decided not to go forward with that approval and have come up
with the plan before the Board tonight. All of the existing parking is to be relocated, including
the portion along the township line and it will now surround the office buildings. An inner
connection has also been created from Florence Township to Burlington Township to have a
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more cohesive site. The applicant will be going to the Burlington Township Planning Board for
approval as well. Mr. Stout stated that they are now proposing 2,000 parking spaces on this site.
They are doubling the size of office space, so are more than doubling the amount of parking
spaces to give them a little bit of room to grow, if needed. The parking area in the center is now
gone.

Mr. Stout explained the existing detention basin sits on the upper portion, so that will be
removed. The back detention basin will stay in place. The existing facility has the main
entrance in front, another entrance out the rear and one on the side which will be closed off. On
the new building, there will be access points directly in the front corner, middle, and exit on the
other end. There will be a lot of pedestrian traffic between the two buildings so they are creating
an inner connection, a walkway. The building is predominantly office space and will have a
small events center for the use of the employees only. There will be circulation completely
around the building and for fire safety as well.

Mr. Stout stated that they have designed the site to the NJDEP regulations for stormwater
management. In 2016, after the original application was approved, NJDEP instituted what they
call best management practices. Chapter 9.5 of that practice states you cannot infiltrate more
than the water quality of a 2-year storm. That’s an impossibility on this site; this site is lower
than anything else. Usually you have a place to discharge your water to, but this site is lower
than everything else around this site. They are asking for a waiver from that. Will this impact or
affect the area? The answer is no. The soils here are very good and the basins that are there
today have been in operation since 2013 and are dry. They are keeping that exact same design
mentality for this proposal. They have enlarged the basins and have made them so large that the
maximum water service elevations are still only a little bit above the 2 foot that’s required and
they are asking for a waiver from that requirement. It does meet all of NJDEP requirements.

Mr. Stout continued by explaining other things that will be done with this proposal:

- They will match the lighting throughout the entire site. All the lights that are currently
on-site are LED and 20’ high.

- When this site is done, it will look seamless. You will not be able to tell which is the
addition and which is the original building.

- Extensive landscaping will be done throughout the site. On the Burlington Township
side is a nice berm with evergreens and miscellaneous plantings along the front. The
berms will be continued and will be in front of the new basin. The out parcel will be
bermed as well. They have worked and will continue to work with Planner Fegley’s
office on the landscaping. They have some moisture tolerant plants along the basins
themselves and have done landscaping on each of the islands. They’ve mimicked the
look that is currently there so that it remains continuous.

- They have also done a walkway, an inner connection, to make this pedestrian friendly to
connect the Burlington Township side with the Florence Township side.

- Currently, there is a right in, right out. They have gone to the DOT and are looking to
install a traffic signal at one of the intersections. They have been working with them for
about 2 years and feel They are almost towards the end to be able to finalize this. They
are proposing to have an exit lane dedicated to the left and to the right with a
reconfiguration of the intersection.

- They are proposing to have a sidewalk all the way out to Route 130. As part of the traffic
signal, they’ll then install sidewalks all along the frontage making this entire site
pedestrian friendly.
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- They are doing this in 2 different stages, not phases, but stages because it will take a
while to get the DOT permits in place. All the improvements can work without a DOT
approval as are shown today; the widening and the signal intersection is a condition of
DOT so that is out second phase of this.

Mr. Stout had several exhibits to present that were submitted with the application:

- Exhibit A-3, a colored rendering of the building elevation of the front of the building.
The current look, glass facade, will be carried all the way through the new building. The
will be a 3-floor inner connection of a 4-floor office component.

- Exhibit A-4 is the elevation you would see from the back of the building. The center
section will be the event center, an 11,000 sq. ft. center that is similar to a conference
room, but is basically for training sessions, events, etc. for the employees only. This can
accommodate up to 750 people associated with the facility. This will be a 2-story
addition into the center back. This will also be all glass facade. One of the plusses on the
lower story, because of the way it is able to be graded, this is that the basement level will
actually have full window views on the back.

- Exhibit A-5 is the view you would see from Route 130 traveling from Burlington
Township to Florence Township. A variance is requested for the sign itself that will be
on the side of the building. This exhibit shows the Burlington logo as it will appear. The
ordinance requirement is 5% of the fagcade that it is on, or 100 sq. ft. If you take the
facade area, they could have a sign that’s 435 sq. ft. if you calculate the 5% size. But the
ordinance allows for 100 sq. ft. They are proposing a 13° x 13 sign, 3 ' floors up,
making this sign 169 sq. ft. where 100 sq. ft. is allowed. The reason for the proposed size
of the sign is that the building will be 700 feet off of the road and almost 4 floors up. It is
just barely visible and if they had anything smaller, it would not be able to be seen.
Chairperson Hamilton-Wood asked if it would be a lit sign. Ms. Culman stated they have
not worked out those details at this time. Mr. Stout stated that the architecturals are
usually in good shape before coming to the Board; however, in this application, they are
ahead of the architect. He assured the Board that what they are seeing tonight is very
close to what will be done, with maybe a few minor tweaks here and there.

- Exhibit A-6 is a perspective looking from the Burlington Township side back towards the
building. This is to show that they are keeping the current look all the way through.

Engineer Dougherty stated that he did prepare a letter dated February 21, 2019. He did confirm
that they have been meeting with the applicant and that is why his letter is very minimal to the
items he had comment on. He stated they first met with the applicant in December 2018,
completeness was determined January 22, 2019, he prepared a letter February 18, 2019 and met
with the applicant again February 19, 2019, leading to his final letter dated February 21, 2019.
Engineer Dougherty stated it comes down to what Mr. Stout mentioned about the waiver
regarding stormwater management. Giving the Board a little history, he stated the EPA basically
had a mandate under the Clean Water Act stormwater regulations. The EPA then went to the
states and turned the program over to them requiring the states to regulate it. This state then
turned to the municipalities and required us to adopt ordinances to regulate storm water in
accordance with the state’s standards. DEP basically is the overseer of the township’s
ordinances. The DEP now checks in on us on a periodic basis, so the reviewers, such as himself
and Mr. Stout, are required to take a course at DEP every 5 years to be renewed in our ability to
review storm water on behalf of the DEP. The DEP also conducts audits and come to the
township to review an application and grade us on how well we’ve enforced the township’s
ordinance. He stated he has sat through an audit and they did point out things such as what Mr.
Stout is requesting a waiver for.
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Engineer Dougherty explained this application is sort of exceeding the standard; it will be
infiltrating 100% of the runoff into the ground. Nothing is leaving the site; it’s not changing
anything for surrounding property owners. It’s going above and beyond what the rules require;
however, the DEP says you can’t do that and you can’t infiltrate more than the water quality
storm. They would technically say They are violating our own ordinance, so this process where
we’re granting a waiver because it makes sense, it is practical and they’re meeting every other
intent of the rules. A waiver is required because if the DEP comes in and does an audit, we will
have addressed this. Engineer Dougherty stated the waiver is justified based on the testimony.

Engineer Dougherty stated the only other issue he had was with traffic and would like an update
from Nathan Mosley on the DOT application and where it stands. Because this site does show
the improvements with the traffic light, the Board would be approving that as well as a sidewalk
along Route 130, but that is all basically pending the DOT approval. We wouldn’t want to make
it a condition of approval because it’s independent of our site plan approval, but he would like to
have the Board be aware of where that application stands and what’s the intent.

Mr. Mosely stated they have been talking with DOT for a long while with this application. They
have been working in conjunction with both parcels because it’s an inner connected facility. The
way it works today, most of the access comes through Dulty’s Lane. The other access point is a
right in, right out only. They have been working with Burlington Coat Factory and DOT on this
site for about 2 '2 years. They have finally received a conceptual approval for a new traffic
signal at where the right in, right out is today. What they are proposing to do is basically to
double the number of lanes coming into the site to accommodate the future needs. The new
signal at the existing corporate headquarters will have a dedicated left turn lane for people
coming in with 2 lanes going south on Route 130. Coming out of the site, there will be 2 left
turn lanes coming out for people coming south and a dedicated right turn lane for those going
north. They are looking to double the number of outbound lanes and double the number of
inbound lanes. Critical to the DOT are the lefts out and lefts in which is what they look at the
most. In addition, they will be doing some additional improvements to the existing signal at
Dulty’s Lane as well. They are adding a full dedicated right turn lane in the northbound
direction so they will have their own lane to get into to turn into the site and be able to get out of
the free flow of traffic. They have resubmitted everything to DOT in September 2018. Once you
get your conceptual approval, you then submit your real hard design documents with all the
details with the traffic signal. That is currently under review. They have submitted a
resubmission earlier this month to make sure DOT has everything that they see on this plan
exactly as it is. They are hopeful that we will have final approval in the next 6 to 9 months.

Engineer Dougherty stated that was all he had regarding this application. Basically, they can
proceed with this site plan approval pending the DOT approval. They will be able to start their
site work without having that traffic light approved by the DOT. Solicitor Frank stated that is
because Mr. Mosely’s testimony is that the traffic in and out of the site works presently with the
right in, right out that they have and the cross easement onto the Burlington Township site for
left turns. Functionally, the site will continue to work based on the fact that we can continue to
go ahead and allow the project to proceed.

Chairperson Hamilton-Wood asked what the grading was currently for the intersection at Dulty’s
Lane. Mr. Mosely stated the intersection today is an overall Level Service C during the morning
peak hour, which is good, and in the afternoon, it is a Level Service D. Until this new portion is
built and occupied, there is not going to be an issue with the existing access as it is. Chairperson
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Hamilton-Wood asked that when the new traffic light is put in, if it is anticipated for any
improvement at the Dulty’s Lane. Mr. Mosley stated they will be adding another lane for people
coming north to turn in. He also thinks they will be adjusting the timing slightly. Chairperson
Hamilton-Wood asked if it was the anticipation that it will improve the intersection with the
additional lanes. Mr. Mosely stated that overall it will still operate the same, but there will be a
big improvement in the fact that there are a lot of left turners coming out of that signal today and
it will alleviate the congestion coming out onto Route 130. Chairperson Hamilton-Wood stated
it’s really only alleviating what’s leaving the site and not what’s on Route 130. They have
worked with the DOT extensively because they are working on 7 or 8 signals along Route 130 in
this area. Chairperson Hamilton-Wood stated that usually when the Board looks at an
intersection, it is an intersection of 2 roads, not an intersection of a parking lot and a highway so
this is a little different to look at.

Vice Chair Garganio asked if they had looked at the intersection of Florence Columbus Road and
Route 130 because of the traffic coming off of this site and travelling north to get to Route 295,
and vice versa, which is already a nightmare. In their traffic study, do they show the impact on
that intersection? Mr. Mosely stated that they looked at that intersection with regard to the
traffic signal timings and maintaining progression on north and southbound Route 130. That is
all DOT required them to do as part of our traffic study for the conceptual approval. He stated
they did not do any formal counts or analysis on that intersection. Vice Chair Garganio
commented that the traffic study does not show where the traffic is coming from or going to and
just shows it accessing and leaving the site. Mr. Mosely stated it shows them coming in and out
of the site based on the existing traffic patterns of the existing facilities and kind of mimicked
that. More of the traffic comes from the south and goes to the south, he believes it’s about a
60/40 split today and anticipates it will stay about the same. DOT dictates how far out you have
to go for your traffic study based on big your site is and where it’s drawing traffic to and from.

Vice Chair Garganio asked Engineer Dougherty if this is something that we can request as
additional information. Engineer Dougherty stated we have requested that the DOT perform a
study, and they are currently in the process of doing a corridor study. Vice Chair Garganio asked
that since this is more of a direct impact right now is this something that we can ask of this
applicant to extend out to that one intersection. Hugh Dougherty stated that as an off-tract
improvement, it’s really a DOT jurisdiction and not something this Board could direct them to
do; to make this applicant bear the responsibility for something that already exists when it’s
marginally impacted by their improvements. Vice Chair Garganio asked if it is only going to be
marginally impacted. If you have an additional 300 cars that are going to be going through that
intersection, he would like to have a feel for that. He stated he is aware that the county and state
are involved in improving our roadways, but all applications are going to impact our
intersections.

Solicitor Frank stated the legal challenge is that this Board gets to require applicants to deliver to
it information to aid this Board in making an informed decision on things that are within the
jurisdiction of this Board. Route 130 is a state highway. By definition, we do not have
jurisdiction over the intersection on a state highway. We have jurisdiction with the Master Plan
with regard to the zoning along that state highway, but not with regard to the improvements
concerning the traffic on that highway. Similarly, with the regard to a county road, we do no
have jurisdiction over a county road, the county does. He stated if this Board were to demand
that any applicant fronting on one of these roads perform a fairly global traffic study up and
down the corridor, which is information we’d like to have, this is not something that can deliver
information to this Board to help it make a decision under standards within its jurisdiction.
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Mr. Mosely stated that if you look at the car numbers in their report, in the future conditions after
everything is built out, it is 2300 cars going north on Route 130 towards that signal and in both
directions during the PM peak hours. Of those 2300, about 100 of those are as a result of the
proposed expansion. That is a little over 4% as a result of this expansion and not a significant
portion of the traffic.

Mr. Pagano asked if on a corporate level, does Burlington Stores encourage the use of the light
rail. Mr. Stout stated they do have a Burlink stop right at the facility which is connected to mass
transit. Burlington Stores does encourage that.

Planner Fegley stated her letter is dated February 21, 2019. She stated the variance being
requested for the sign is pretty insignificant even though it’s more than what is allowed. She
commented that Mr. Stout has stated he will comply with most of the items but asked him which
ones they were not going to comply with. Mr. Stout stated the only one they have a question on
is #9 regarding the irrigation system. They will be irrigating everything around the building but
at this point, they are not at that point right now to agree to the drip irrigation for the front of the
site along Route 130. They will be subjected to a maintenance bond and a performance
guarantee, but can not commit to that at this point and time. Chairperson Hamilton-Wood asked
what exactly the drip irrigation was. Planner Fegley stated that instead of having sprinklers
spraying, it’s just a line or pervious kind of hose that supplies water to the grounds. Mr. Stout
stated the site has been in operation since 2013 and it is kept beautifully and they will guarantee
all the plantings. Planner Fegley stated that was all she had.

Seeing no further comments or questions, it was the Motion of Mr. Montgomery, seconded by
Councilman Lovenduski to open the meeting for public comment. Motion unanimously
approved by all those present.

Seeing no one wishing to be heard, it was the Motion of Councilman Lovenduski, seconded by
Mr. Montgomery to close public comment. Motion unanimously approved by all those present.

Chairperson Hamilton-Wood confirmed with Mr. Stout that he was going to comply with all of
the requirements of the Fire Marshal’s letter. Mr. Stout stated they responded with a letter to
Fire Marshal Richardson but have not heard back from him, but yes, they will comply with all of
his comments.

Vice Chair Garganio questioned about the sidewalk along Route 130 and if they were going to
wait until they get the intersection approved. Mr. Stout stated there are 2 phases to that and they
will do the sidewalk from their site all the way out Route 130 and stop it at the intersection.
They will do the entire sidewalk along the frontage once they have the signal approval. Mr.
Gillespie stated they will separately bond that part of the sidewalk so the township has the
guarantee that it will be done. Vice Chair Garganio asked if DOT decides not to give the
approval, will the sidewalk still be put in. Mr. Stout stated that if the light does not go in, they
agree to put the sidewalk in regardless.

Mr. Gillespie asked that the motion they are looking for is to grant the final site plan approval,
the variances for the height and square footage of the sign, the waiver from the best practices
manual for the infiltration system, and finally, that the sidewalk can be on a separate bond.
Chairperson Hamilton-Wood added that if the traffic light does not get approved, the sidewalk
will still be put in. Mr. Gillespie agreed. Solicitor Frank added that the applicant will comply
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with all the comments made by Engineer Dougherty, Planner Fegley and Fire Marshal
Richardson except with regard to the drip irrigation in Planner Fegley’s letter. He also added the

usual conditions regarding escrow, taxes, bonds, etc.

It was the Motion of Mr. Pagano, seconded by Vice Chair Garganio to approve application
PB#2019-04 with the conditions noted above by Mr. Gillespie and Solicitor Frank.

Upon roll call the Board voted as follows:

YEAS: Pagano, Garganio, Morris, McCue, Montgomery, Lovenduski, Hamilton-Wood
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None Motion carried
OTHER BUSINESS

There was no other business.

PUBLIC COMMENT
It was the Motion of Councilman Lovenduski, seconded by Mr. Montgomery to open the
meeting for public comment. Motion unanimously approved by all those present.

Seeing no one else wishing to be heard, it was the Motion of Mr. Montgomery, seconded by Mr.
Morris to close public comment. Motion unanimously approved by all those present.

Chairperson Hamilton-Wood stated Mayor Wilkie was not in attendance tonight due to his
brother passing away and the Board will be recognizing this by sending a donation to the charity
of his family’s choice.

MASTER PLAN DISCUSSION
No Master Plan discussion took place.

ADJOURNMENT
It was the Motion of Mr. Montgomery, seconded by Mr. McCue to adjourn the meeting at 9:07
p.m. Motion unanimously approved by all those present.

Wayne Morris, Secretary
/kf



