
TOWNSHIP OF LOWER MAKEFIELDZONING HEARING BOARDMINUTES – OCTOBER 7, 2014
The regular meeting of the Zoning Hearing Board of the Township of LowerMakefield was held in the Municipal Building on October 7, 2014.Chairman Bamburak called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.Those present:Zoning Hearing Board: Paul Bamburak, ChairmanJerry Gruen, Vice ChairmanAnthony Zamparelli, SecretaryKeith DosSantos, MemberMark Moffa, MemberOthers: Robert Habgood, Code Enforcement OfficerMaryellen Saylor, Township EngineerBarbara Kirk, Zoning Hearing Board SolicitorKristin Tyler, Supervisor Liaison
APPEAL #14-1705 – CHRISTOPHER AND DONNA CRONThe Application submitted was marked as Exhibit A-1.  A copy of the Notice ofDisapproval issued by the Township was marked as Exhibit A-2.  A Site Plansubmitted was marked as Exhibit A-3.  Notice of tonight’s Hearing was published inthe Bucks County Advance, and a copy of that publication was marked as ExhibitB-1.  Notice was also posted as the property, and a copy of that posting was markedas Exhibit B-2.  Notices were mailed to property owners as required by theOrdinance, and a copy of that letter with the list of addressees was marked asExhibit B-3.Mr. Christopher Cron, Ms. Donna Cron, and Mr. John Schulgen, contractor weresworn in.Mr. Schulgen stated the Application is for a three-season sunroom built on the rearof the home which will be 18’ by 13’ and an additional 8’ by 13’ open deck.Mr. Bamburak stated it appears the problem is the impervious surface coverage.He stated there was not a calculation provided on the existing impervious surface.Mr. Gruen asked who drew the Plan, and Mr. Schulgen stated someone in hiscompany did.  Mr. Gruen stated it seems that the driveway is going into the backyard.  Mr. Gruen stated he is familiar with the house and the driveway goes to Keats
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Road; but the way the Plan is drawn, it shows the driveway going into the back yard.He stated the driveway is on the left side of the house, not on the right side of thehouse from Keats Road.  After further review, Ms. Cron stated the Plan is upsidedown.  Mr. Gruen stated it is a mirror image.  Mr. Bamburak stated the north arrowis also wrong.Mr. Bamburak asked if anyone has a problem moving forward with this recognizingthat the drawing is flipped around, and it was agreed they should proceed at thistime.Mr. Habgood stated the lay out of the site Plan is correct, but they put the name ofthe road on the wrong side.  He also noted that Exhibit A-2 does have impervioussurface information on the left side.  He stated they have shown the addition, so youwould have to take out the amount of the addition to determine what is existing.Ms. Kirk stated the proposed three-season room is 13’ by 18’ which is 234 squarefeet.  She stated the open deck is 104 square feet.  She asked if the open deck willhave a barrier underneath; and Mr. Schulgen stated while it could, it does notnormally.  Ms. Kirk stated if there is no plastic barrier underneath, then 104 squarefeet should be removed from the calculations since an open deck does not getincluded in impervious.  She stated if they remove the amount of the addition, theactual calculation would come down to 4,505 square feet which is 30%, and addingthe 234 square feet for the proposed three-season sunroom, it will increase thecoverage to 31.5%.  Mr. DosSantos stated they are therefore requesting a 1.5%increase in impervious surface.  Mr. Zamparelli stated he came up with the samecalculations.Ms. Cron stated they did not plan to put anything under the deck.Mr. Habgood stated for this property the permitted impervious surface is 24%.Ms. Kirk stated when the property was built the driveway of 2,075 square feet wasnot included in the impervious surface coverage calculations as it was under thebuilding coverage calculations, and Mr. Habgood agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated at the timethe property was built, the driveway was not considered impervious surface.Mr. Bamburak stated there was no one present in the audience to speak on thisApplication.Mr. Moffa asked when the brick walkway was installed, and Mr. Cron stated it wasthere when they bought the property over twenty years ago.Mr. Moffa stated typically they ask that they consider offset for the additionalcoverage such as a dry well or other mitigation for stormwater.



October 7, 2014 Zoning Hearing Board – page 3 of 5
Ms. Saylor stated she looked at the aerial and it appears there is landscaping in therear, and Ms. Cron stated there is a fence between her and her neighbor’s property.Ms. Saylor stated it appears there are trees for which they could get credit forstormwater management; however, Ms. Cron stated there are not trees, there arehedges.Mr. Gruen stated he would be looking for a dry well as opposed to trees asmitigation for a 2” event.  Ms. Saylor stated she feels they would need a 2’ deeptrench filled with stone which would be 8’ wide along the length.  She stated it couldbe river stones.  Mr. Gruen stated he feels they could have topsoil and grass over theswale that would be 2’ wide by 2’ deep by 10’ long.  He stated they would fill it with1” gravel and then have fabric and 2” to 3” of topsoil so that the water wouldpenetrate into the trench.  He stated the downspouts would be run into this.Mr. Zamparelli asked if there is any accumulation of water on their property now,and Ms. Cron stated there is not.Mr. Gruen stated he still feels there should be mitigation since they will be at over31%, and that whole area has no storm drains.  He stated there is a cumulativeeffect, and he feels a little mitigation here would go a long way.Ms. Saylor stated she agrees that stormwater management was not a priority whenthese houses were built so she does feel an infiltration trench is appropriate if theyare going to add more impervious.Ms. Kirk stated she feels this would be included as part of the Permit process so thatwhen the property is ultimately inspected, the dry well would be marked.Mr. Gruen stated he feels the Township engineer should determine the dimensions.After doing some calculations, Ms. Saylor stated she feels it should  be 4’ wide by 20’long and 2’ deep.  Mr. Zamparelli asked how much this would reduce it effectively,and Ms. Saylor stated she feels it would take up a good part of the volume.Mr. Bamburak stated this seems very big and would cost more for the “pit” than itwould for the three-season room.  Mr. Gruen stated he also feels what has beenrecommended is way oversized.Ms. Cron asked if this would have to be put right next to the room, andMr. Gruen stated it could be put back and fed with a 4” pipe from the roof.Mr. DosSantos stated the closer it is, the easier it would be to get the run off.Mr. Gruen stated it would not have to be 20’ wide since it could be deeper andshorter.
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After doing further calculations, Ms. Saylor stated a 2” storm would produce 39cubic feet of water which makes 98 cubic feet of volume that has to be taken upsince you are only getting 40% volume.  She stated if they make it 2’ deep by4’ wide by 10’ long you would get 80 cubic feet.   Ms. Kirk stated this seems to be alarge dry well for an increase of 1.5%.  Ms. Saylor stated this is the formula that isused.  She stated what she has proposed would just be for the 234 square feet beingadded.Mr. Gruen stated if it is done right, you do not even know it is there.Mr. Zamparelli stated possibly the Applicant would like to have their own engineerpropose a design to present to the Township engineer.  Mr. Bamburak stated hewould like to move this forward so that they do not have to come back to the Boardwith another Plan.  Mr. Gruen stated he feels they should meet afterwards with theTownship engineer.  He stated if the Applicant has to hire an engineer, it will costmore than the plan.Mr. Zamparelli asked if there are water problems in the area, and Mr. Habgoodstated he is not aware of this. Mr.  Zamparelli stated he feels they are asking them todo a lot, and Mr. Bamburak agreed.  Mr. Moffa stated he wants to see them take careof the water that is being displaced.  Mr. Gruen stated normally he would agree withMr. Zamparelli that 1 ½% is not a lot, but they are at 30% already; and the wholearea has changed with flooding.  He stated he feels the Township needs to show thatthey are serious about reducing the impervious surface.Mr. DosSantos moved and Mr. Gruen seconded to approve the increased impervioussurface coverage as requested and as amended at tonight’s Hearing subject to theinstallation of a stormwater management facility subject to the approval of theTownship engineer to mitigate 1% stormwater coverage.Mr. Cron asked if they will have to have this calculation prior to getting approval,and Mr. Bamburak stated prior to the Building Permit being issued, they will havethis from the Township engineer.  Ms. Kirk stated they would not be limited tobuilding a dry well, and instead they may be able to put in rain gardens or someother type of mitigation other than a dry well trench covered by gravel.  It couldalso be a combination.Motion carried unanimously.
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Mr. Gruen moved, Mr. DosSantos seconded and it was unanimously carried toadjourn the meeting at 8:00 p.m. Respectfully Submitted,

Anthony Zamparelli, Secretary


