VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD
WORKSHOP MEETING
MARCH 14, 2012
MINUTES

PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Syrianos, Niemotko
Engineer O’'Rourke, Attorney Levinson, Planner Dotson, Building
Inspector Wilkins

Chairman Parise opened the meeting at 8:00 p.m. with the Pledge of Allegiance to the
flag. An announcement was made regarding the location of fire exits.

1. Louisa Smith — Minor Subdivision — (230-1-1.23)
Present: Jerry Bashualdo, KC Engineering’ Mary Israelski, Rand Realty

Engineer O’Rourke stated that all engineering comments have been addressed.
Engineer O’Rourke noted that a sidewalk has been shown along Lot 1 but has not been
extended all the way to the corner with the intersection of Rye Hill Road. Engineer
O’Rourke does not have issue with that but will check with the Village highway
superintendent if it is acceptable to him. Engineer O’'Rourke also suggested a note be
added to the plan concerning specifics of the completion of the removal of the existing
dwelling and existing utilities on Lot 2. In addition, OCSD approval is required and
comments are still outstanding from Orange County Planning.

2. St. Paul Lutheran Church — Amended Site Plan — (222-1-4)
Present: Barry Terach, Pendergast and Terach, Architects

Engineer O’Rourke indicated that all outstanding engineering issues have been met.
Chairman Parise stated that Orange County Planning responded to the 239 review with
local determination. Member DeAngelis stated that lighting is still an issue. Architect
Terach stated that the entire parking lot will not be having new poles installed, however
the plan now shows that lighting has been added to the building itself.

3. Terpsichore — Conditional Use — (207-1-11)
Present: Michael and Lori Glick; Tanner Arton, Solar Realty

Chairman Parise stated that a synopsis of the business and hours of operation have
been submitted with the application and that the location is where the old Family Dollar
store used to be. Building Inspector Wilkins stated he has not been able to get the
owner of the property to complete the site work that the Planning Board approved.
Chairman Parise corrected Building Inspector Wilkins that although the owner
previously appeared with an amended site plan, the matter was dropped by the owner
prior to any approvals being decided upon. Chairman Parise explained to the current



applicant that the Board is concerned with parking and described the history of the
parking lot renovations. Attorney Levinson stated there were easement issues that the
owner needed to resolve through a Title Company that were never resolved. Mr. Tanner
of Solar Realty explained that the renovation project was ultimately terminated due to
financial reasons but that with the applicant leasing the space they are now committed
to renovating the property. Mr. Tanner stated that the lease that was signed has a
provision that the parking lot will be repaved and restriped within 12 months of the
beginning of the lease. Attorney Levinson stated the Board is not prepared to approve
anything unless it is done now. Mr. Tanner stated due to financial reasons the work
cannot be done right now but with the income of this tenant it can be done within 12
months. Mr. Tanner stated the Board is referring to a parking lot renovation but he is
committing to repaving and restriping within 12 months and can consider the renovation
at a later date. Building Inspector Wilkins stated he will need planning board approval
to repave and restripe the parking lot. Engineer O’Rourke clarified that the lease
agreement states the owner will repave and restripe the parking lot as it exists today.
That is different from the remodel proposed on the amended site plan that was never
completed. Mr. Tanner stated that renting the space to the Glick’s is something
completely separate than the parking lot, in his opinion. Chairman Parise stated that
the applicant will be expecting 25 cars at a time for classes and nothing is striped, and
asked how many spaces are currently on the site. Mr. Tanner stated there are 74
spaces. Member DeAngelis asked how many spaces is the owner giving to the
applicant. Mr. Tanner stated that specific spaces are not allocated to each tenant, it is
just a parking lot. Building Inspector Wilkins stated he has too many people parking in
that lot besides the tenants, such as taxis and people who walk around the ponds and
asked how he will enforce the parking. Mr. Tanner stated he cannot control who parks
in the parking lot. Chairman Parise suggested that at the least Mr. Tanner stick to the
old plan as to striping. Mr. Tanner stated again that the parking lot issue should not
affect the Glicks moving in. Mr. Tanner explained that they are short on their mortgage
payments and need this tenant. Chairman Parise stated the Board has no intention of
denying the applicant, however the owner needs to take care of the parking lot which is
in terrible condition. Mr. Tanner stated the parking lot will be repaved and restriped
within 12 months and the renovation will happen after. Chairman Parise asked why he
would spend the money to repave now only to tear it up later to do the renovation, it
didn’t make economic sense. Mr. Tanner stated he will do what he has to do. Attorney
Levinson stated that the Board would like to see the use come into the space, but
adding more traffic to an inadequate parking lot will cause problems. Chairman Parise
is looking for a commitment from the owner that the parking lot will be resurfaced and
restriped. Building Inspector Wilkins stated the owner needs to update the dumpster
enclosure. Mr. Tanner stated he received the letter and is aware of it. Chairman Parise
stated a conditional use permit should be given to the applicant to give the owner time
to fix the parking lot and to not hold up the dance school from their business. Member
Niemotko and Member Cocks agreed. Building Inspector Wilkins requested the
applicant provide documentation on what they propose to do with the parking lot before
a conditional use is given. Chairman Parise reminded Building Inspector Wilkins that
the applicant was the dance school, and that the owner is the one responsible for the



parking lot, not the applicant. Mr. Tanner stated he will have a plan submitted for next
month with details for restriping and repaving.

4. Smith Farm - Site Plan - (203-1-1.22)
Present: Jim Sweeney, Esq, Joe Pfau, Vince Pietrzak

Attorney Sweeney stated he has been contacted by DOT to redesign the drainage
system on Route 17M. DOT originally signed off on the plans in 2008 and have since
reviewed the plans and have determined that the pipe needs to be moved to the other
side of the road. Because of this that element of the outside approvals has been
reopened. Attorney Sweeney is hoping to have the DOT situation resolved by the May
extension date and requested authorization of Leslie Dotson to begin drafting the
Resolution of conditional final approval. Attorney Levinson asked if the Town engineer
had reviewed the plans yet. Attorney Sweeney stated that is true and the Town was
unable to accommodate them for their agenda this month as well, but since the Village
is lead agency and Leslie Dotson will be drafting the Resolution Attorney Sweeney is
requesting that she be authorized by the Village to begin drafting the Resolution.
Chairman Parise stated that Engineer O’Rourke and Planner Dotson have comments
on issues and inconsistencies in the plans that need to be addressed. Planner Dotson is
concerned that the site plans submitted by JMC and the subdivision plans submitted by
Pietrzak and Pfau are truly the same and is concerned with the possible implications if
there is a slight difference between the two. Another question is what will ultimately be
filed in the County Clerk’s office, the site plan or subdivision plan. Attorney Sweeney
stated he has no problem filing both. Engineer O’'Rourke stated that changes will have
to be made to the site plan for filing such as text sizes and other clean up, and that
notes referencing each plan should be on both plans. Planner Dotson discussed
situations where certain decks are too close to adjacent buildings or are right up to the
property line which need to be clarified. There is also an inconsistency with the
disturbance area between the site plan and the landscape plan which needs to be
cleared up. Another issue is how the temporary swale is supposed to function when it is
shown to be running through the location of a unit in phase | and the upper portion is in
phase Il. Another concern was lighting and the need for consistency and specific unit
lighting on the buildings. Attorney Levinson stated specifics on the unit lighting can be
addressed through the homeowners association. Planner Dotson discussed problems
with other subdivisions when it came time to map out utilities as it sometimes interferes
with landscaping or other plans approved by a planning board. Engineer O’Rourke
suggested submitting to the utility company now to have the utilities mapped out prior to
an approved plan to alleviate conflicts in the field. Engineer Pietrzak stated he would
submit now to the utility company. Planner Dotson suggested the Planning Board write
a letter in support of the request for utility mapping to avoid any conflicts. Chairman
Parise asked the status of the traffic light. Engineer O’Rourke stated it was something
that needed to be coordinated with Crystal Run and the YMCA to work together and
share the cost of the traffic light since all were going to impact the light. Member Cocks
commented that in the townhouse area he would like to see dumpsters for garbage
instead of individual trash cans as it will be neater.



ADJOURNMENT

On a motion made by Member Niemotko and seconded by Member Syrianos it was
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be
adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 9:15 p.m.




