VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
FEBRUARY 10, 2014

MINUTES

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

Chairman Parise opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with the Pledge of Allegiance to the
flag. An announcement was made regarding the location of fire exits.

PUBLIC HEARING:

1. Talmadge Court Day Care — Amended Site Plan (201-1-9.3)
Present: David Niemotko, Architect;

Chairman Parise read the Public Hearing notice dated 1/14/14 into the record, and
requested the proofs of mailings from the applicant. Architect Niemotko did not have
the proof of mailings with him and stated he would deliver them to Village Hall.
Chairman Parise advised the applicant that the Planning Board is short one member,
and Member Cocks would be late, and advised the applicant that he had the right to
adjourn the Public Hearing until there was a full board. Architect Niemotko stated he
wanted to proceed. Architect Niemotko presented the project to the public as an
existing barn approved for commercial use and located on Talmadge Court to be
utilized as a day care facility. There will be no changes to the building on the outside.
Vehicles will enter Talmadge Court and travel around the rear of the building with a drop
off on the western side of the building for the children to enter in the existing front door.
The ground level of the barn will house the day care facility and the second level will be
used only for storage. There will be a staircase located inside the building providing
access out the second level at the rear of the building to provide safe passage for the
children to access the playground area located in the back. Chairman Parise opened
the matter to the public.

Margaret Barry, 14 Talmadge Court, commented that the main entrance to the barn is
on the road and voiced concern for the safety of the children and parents entering the
building. Architect Niemotko stated that this had been discussed and is why the drop off
will be on the side of the building and not in front. Ms. Barry stated that although drop
off is on the side of the building there is no door on that side of the building, the actual
door is located right on the road. Vehicles come in and out of that road all day and it
poses a safety issue for anyone walking to that door. Architect Niemotko stated that
various ways of traffic flow and drop off have been discussed at length with the Planning
Board and this set up has been agreed on as safe. Ms. Barry stated that her parking lot




is directly across from the entrance door to the barn and when cars back out of her
spaces they come very close to the barn door entrance. Architect Niemotko agreed
with that statement. Ms. Barry is concerned that with small children they could get away
from their parents or the day care workers, and since there are patrons and delivery
trucks and other large vehicles traveling Talmadge Court in and out all day long, and
this presents a danger to the children. Ms. Barry suggested reversing the direction and
drop off point for safety reasons. Architect Niemotko stated it was a supervised facility
with day care attendants who would meet the children at the cars at the drop off point
and the children would be brought into the building which is less than 5 feet from where
the cars would drop off. Ms. Barry stated that regardless the distance there is no
walkway for anyone to walk, they children will be actually walking on the road to get into
the door. Chairman Parise stated that the traffic pattern has been rearranged so that
the cars would not stop and drop off in front of the building and that cars would stop on
the side of the building for drop off. This will prevent the roadway from being blocked.
Ms. Barry understood this however her concern was more that the children and parents
will be walking directly on the roadway as there is no walkway to the entrance of the
barn. Architect Niemotko stated that 14’ of the road is the applicant’s property therefore
it can be utilized for entrance into the building. Ms. Barry disagreed and stated that
there was an easement on that road for all the property owners and disagreed that there
was 14’ from the building to the property line and also commented that the existing wall
is in the easement. Ms. Barry stated that the doorway is facing the road and there is
currently no walkway, no railing, no protection for anyone walking along the road to
enter the building. The previous owners lost a dog that ran out on the road and she is
concerned that small children can run out as well. Ms. Barry feels it would be better to
have the children enter over the grass. Engineer O’Rourke showed Ms. Barry a photo
that was submitted at a previous meeting showing two concrete steps at the door
showing the doorway is not at grade but has space as an entry area. Attorney Levinson
stated that the photo has been marked as an exhibit with respect to the public hearing.

Jeremy Schuck, 27 Talmadge Court, is concerned with the construction of the road and
if it can handle the extra traffic coming in and out. His truck is 7 ft wide and is
concerned with the extra traffic coming in and out, how will two vehicles going to
maneuver if the road is only 14’ wide. As it is today vehicles have to pull to the side to
get through and he is concerned with added vehicle traffic. Mr. Schuck also is
concerned that parents will pull up in front of the building despite wanting the traffic to
flow around the building, and this will create a bottleneck. Mr. Schuck has dump trucks
and trailers as he works out of his house and feels the roadway is already tight and is
concerned about the children and parents who will be walking on the road to get into the
building. Mr. Schuck asked if any of these concerns have been addressed and if any
traffic studies have been done. Architect Niemotko stated the concerns have been
discussed and addressed at length. Chairman Parise stated that Talmadge Court is a
private road therefore the board really can’t conduct a traffic study. Mr. Schuck is also
concerned with wear and tear on the road as the 4 property owners have to share the
cost of the maintenance of the road, and also commented that if Ms. Barry desired to
put up a fence on her property, which she can, this would create even more of a
bottleneck and how would this be addressed. Mr. Schuck also asked if there would be




signs put up and asked if this is a school. Architect Niemotko stated there will be one
way signs, entrance signs and a sign indicating the day care facility. Mr. Schuck asked
if there will be speed signs put up. Attorney Levinson stated a speed limit sign cannot
be put up on a private road. Mr. Schuck asked who was going to enforce all of this
traffic and parking on a private road and within the easement and stated he did not feel
it was fair that he would have to maneuver around so many vehicles and onto Ms.
Barry’s property just to access his own property.

Margaret Barry asked why they were not using the middle door rather than the door
right on the road and that the plan as presented is so dangerous for the children as well
as for traffic on the road.

Jeremy Schuck asked if this building was conforming and thought there was supposed
to be setbacks off of a road. Architect Niemotko stated the building was complaint and
the use is in compliance with the road.

Margaret Barry asked how many parking spaces would be available for the day care
center. Architect Niemotko stated 8 parking spaces and 1 handicapped space. Ms.
Barry asked if there are 3 employees how can 5 spaces be enough for 25 cars coming
in and out and what if parents park and leave their cars to go into the school. Architect
Niemotko stated that the setup is for the parents to drop the children off and pick them
up and the attendants to bring the children to and from the cars therefore the parents
will not have to park their cars. Any meetings between parents and teachers will be
scheduled ahead of time. Ms. Barry asked if the applicant was aware that the parking
across from the building is not for them. Architect Niemotko understood that those
spaces are not for the day care center. Ms. Barry is concerned that the parents coming
to the site are not going to be aware that the parking across the way is for everyone and
that the day care people cannot park in those spaces.

On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Syrianos, it was
unanimously Resolved, that the Public Hearing for Talmadge Court Day Care —
Amended Site Plan, be held continued to the March 17, 2014 Planning Board
meeting in order to receive the proof of mailings, receive 239 review comments
from Orange County, and receive and review the revised plans.

REGULAR MEETING:

1. Talmadge Court Day Care — Amended Site Plan (201-1-9.3)
Present: David Niemotko, Architect;

Chairman Parise stated that the 239 review from Orange County Planning has not yet
been received and the mandatory 30 days have not expired yet. Attorney Levinson
asked the board to consider what happens after a year of operation of the day care and
the adjoining property owners concerns are correct, how will the board handle the
conditional use permit. The Board agreed that the conditional use permit would be for a



period of one year only. Attorney Levinson noted Ms. Barry’s concerns about safety
and parking, possibly using her spots, and Mr. Shuck’s concerns over bottlenecks and
traffic, and commented that he doesn’t want to see the Board approve something today
that could possibly need to be revoked in a year due to the issues raised by the
neighboring property owners coming to fruition. Member DeAngelis stated concern on
the comment raised by Mr. Schuck regarding Ms. Barry possible putting up a fence
whether it be wood or shrubbery and how that would affect things. Engineer O’Rourke
stated that any fencing or shrubbery would have to be outside of the easement.
Attorney Levinson stated he reviewed the easement as to maintenance and restrictions,
if any, on the number of cars using that particular easement, which there were none.
Engineer O’'Rourke added that any agreements with regards to maintenance of the
easement are a private matter between the property owners as this is not a Village
street. Member DeAngelis confirmed the width of the easement as being 14’ wide at its
widest and then it narrows to 12’. Chairman Parise stated to Architect Niemotko that he
should address the concern of the neighbors regarding the safety of the drop off
location, traffic and parking issues. Architect Niemotko stated that these matters have
already been addressed. Chairman Parise noted that the neighbors raised these
concerns and they should be revisited. Engineer O’'Rourke commented that a railing
could be installed to section off the entryway from the roadway. Member DeAngelis
commented she is concerned with the parking and stacking of cars especially if parents
need to speak to one of the day care workers and go inside. Chairman Parise agreed
and stated at prior meetings that parents have needs to speak to day care providers at
times that aren’t scheduled and this can cause issues. Architect Niemotko stated that
emergency services responded with no comment on the site plan, and day care is a
permitted use per Village code. Architect Niemotko stated that the applicant is going
through all of the proper processes to have the project approved based on Village code.
It's also understood that we have to wait for Orange County to respond to the 239
review. Architect Niemotko commented on points from the last meeting that needed to
be addressed. Architect Niemotko added a revised note regarding the public hearing;
bollards have been added to the plan along the parking spaces in the back of the
building; signs have been shown on the plan; and the note regarding no bus traffic has
been added to the plan. Architect Niemotko is agreeable to proposing a wrought iron
railing at the front door and stated there is plenty of room for this as the applicant’s
property line is 14’ from the building. Ms. Barry disagreed and feels the easement runs
up to the building. Chairman Parise informed Ms. Barry if she feels there is a
discrepancy or dispute with the easement and property line location she can provide
proof in the form of her survey showing the exact location of the property lines and
easement.

2. The Pets | Love — Amended Site Plan — (213-6-1)
Present: Ernie Johnson, Fusco Engineering; Richard Spisto, Architect;
Debra and Anthony Smatt

Chairman Parise stated he visited the site and noticed the neighbor is parking vehicles
on the site and asked if those vehicles would continue to be parked on the site and
commented that those vehicles would interfere with the dumpster and trash removal.



Debra Smatt stated that once construction is finished they will no longer be parking
there. Anthony Smatt stated that the area will be paved. Engineer Johnson stated that
hours of operation, additional landscaping and notes regarding the driveway have been
added to the plan. Engineer O’'Rourke commented that due to the workshop being
cancelled, a newer revised plan was submitted and all comments from him have been
addressed. Engineer Johnson submitted the latest revised plan to the board. Member
DeAngelis asked how they were going to prevent cars from parking in front of the
building. Debra Smatt stated that there would be a receptionist at the front desk at all
times and if cars parked there the receptionist would ask them to move their cars.
Chairman Parise stated that this was a service business and anyone coming to the site
with their pets would choose a parking space to park in. Itisn't like the deli where they
would be running in and out quickly and choose to park out front.

On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Syrianos it was
unanimously Resolved that the Planning Board types this application as an
unlisted action, and issues a negative declaration under SEQRA.

On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Syrianos, it was
unanimously Resolved, that the Planning Board grant approval for the site plan for
The Pets | Love last revised 2/7/14 subject to all conditions and notes on the site
plan and incorporation of comments of John O’Rourke, P.E. from a review dated
2/4/14; and all fees, bonding and administrative actions are paid.

On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Syrianos, it was
unanimously Resolved that the Planning Board make a recommendation to the
Village Board to accept the bond estimate in the amount of $10,140.00 which
estimate has been reviewed and approved by John O’'Rourke, P.E.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Cocks, it was
Resolved that the Minutes of the January 8, 2014 meeting be approved.

On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Syrianos, it was
Resolved that the Minutes of the January 13, 2014 meeting be approved.

ADJOURNMENT

On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Syrianos it was
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be
adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 p.m.




