VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
JUNE 15, 2015
MINUTES

PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Karlich, Graziano,
Building Inspector Cocks, Attorney Levinson, Planner Dotson, Engineer
O’Rourke

ABSENT: Member Convers

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. 104 Elm St. — Residential to Commercial Conversion - (207-2-8)
Present: Michael Sandor, MJS Engineering; Joel Markowtiz

Chairman Parise read the Public Hearing notice dated 5/19/15 into the record and
acknowledged that the applicant submitted the proof of mailings. Engineer Sandor
presented the project to the public. Engineer Sandor explained that the applicant
purchased an existing 2 family home with a detached garage. The garage has been
continuously used as various businesses for many years. The applicant now proposes
to convert the use of the house from residential to commercial, in order to have a small
showroom and offices for his drywall, stone and stucco business. There will be no
changes to the exterior of the building. Due to the showroom, handicapped parking
spots and a handicapped ramp will be added alongside the building on the parking lot
side. A dumpster will also be added in the parking lot behind the exiting hedge. There
will not be any other changes to the exterior of the building. The business will be open
Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. — 6:00 p.m. with the occasional office work being
conducted on Sunday. Workers will arrive at the property in the morning, pick up
supplies and leave for jobs. The showroom will be open for potential customers to view
samples of the work. Chairman Parise opened the matter to the public.

Ed Lewis, 121 North Main Street — Will material be stored at the site, such as stone and
gravel. Engineer Sandor responded that material associated with the business will be
stored in the garage. No drywall will be stored on site, that gets delivered directly to the
job. No stone or gravel will be stored on site. There will be a delivery once per week.

Gene Moran — 206 Elm Street — Mr. Moran commented that there is too much
commercial traffic on EIm Street and asked how much more commercial traffic would be
brought to the area due to this business. Engineer Sandor responded that three vans



would arrive at the site each morning but would leave to go to the jobs. Once a week
will be a delivery of supplies. Customers could come to the property to look at the
samples in the showroom but would not be heavy traffic. Mr. Moran stated he is not
opposed to this business, but is opposed to the added business as it would result in
added traffic on the road.

Tammy Rao — 20 Anderson Place — Ms. Rao stated her property is south of the subject
property and is greatly affected by the conversion to a business. The road is
deteriorating under the commercial conditions and is constantly in need of repair. Ms.
Rao asked how conversion to a commercial business benefits anyone in her area and
how it benefits her. Ms. Rao feels her home value will decline because of the
conversion. Ms. Rao felt that Member Cocks should recuse himself because he once
owned the property and that would be a conflict of interest.

Jami Flynn — 110 Brooks Avenue — Ms. Flynn noted she has children who like to play in
her front yard on Brooks Avenue and is concerned on the increase of traffic on Elm
Street and because of a commercial use on this property on EIm Street she is afraid of
letting her children play on her front lawn. Ms. Flynn stated she moved to Monroe to
live in a residential neighborhood.

Jason Gabari — 258 EIm Street — Mr. Gabari stated he attended a Planning Board
meeting once before about a zoning change across the street from him and voiced his
concern then about the truck traffic. Mr. Gabari also bought his house because he
wanted to live in a residential area.

Jen Forzono — 8 Brooks Avenue — Ms. Forzono asked what the hours of operation
would be; and how would large flatbed trucks negotiate the narrow turn onto North Main
Street. Engineer Sandor responded the hours of operation would be Monday — Friday
7:00 a.m. — 6:00 p.m. The Board had previously asked about traffic coming in and out
of the site. Engineer Sandor stated there would be vans operated by the employees
which would come in the morning then leave for jobs. Supplies would be delivered
approximately once per week by a large truck with a hi-lo, or forklift, which would bring
material into the garages. There would be a minimal number of customers who might
visit the site to pick out the products they would want for their projects. Overall there is
not expected to be a high volume of traffic to and from the site. Ms. Forzono was
concerned that the business might be successful and expand which would expand the
amount of traffic. Ms. Forzono stated that forklifts are noisy.

Tammy Rao — 20 Anderson Place — Ms. Rao commented that if the Board gives a
variance to change the property to commercial zoning it will affect everyone around
them.

Chairman Parise explained to the public that 104 Elm Street is located in the GB Zoning
district, which is General Business, and it has been General Business for a very long
time. Chairman Parise further explained that the Planning Board does not grant
variances, that is for the Zoning Board of Appeals to do. A residential to commercial



conversion is a permitted use within the General Business District. There is no zoning
change happening. There are no variances being requested, or needed. Thisis a
permitted use which requires a conditional use permit through the Planning Board.
Despite the fact that there are prior existing residential homes in the area, the district,
and this particular property, is in a General Business district. It is not zoned residential.

Anthony Rao — 20 Anderson Place — Mr. Rao asked why the applicant needed a
showroom and feels the whole thing is a smoke screen. Mr. Rao doesn’t understand
what the applicant would need to show especially in 500 square feet. Engineer Sandor
responded that the business is doing facades on buildings; therefore the customers
would like to see what the different options of fagade look like before they place their
order. Contractors who work in the same trade would also come to the showroom to
buy specialty tools related to the trade. Mr. Rao was upset that now there would be
some retail. Mr. Rao asks if the business collapses what would happen to the
conditional use permit. Chairman Parise stated that the property would be commercial
but if a new owner were to buy it and wished to change the use they would have to
come to the Planning Board.

Ed Lewis — 121 North Main Street — Mr. Lewis asked if any part of the building would be
allowed to be rented as residential. Engineer Sandor replied absolutely not, there would
not be any residential area of the building at all.

Engineer Sandor pointed out the location of the property and the surrounding area on
the Village of Monroe Zoning Map showing the public the borders of the GB district.

David Weeks — North Main Street - Mr. Weeks asked about hours and days of
operation. The business will be open Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. — 6:00 p.m.
with the occasional office work being conducted on Sunday.

Jason Gabari — 258 EIm Street — Mr. Gabari asked the property owner what he will do if
he doesn’t get approval. Mr. Moskowitz responded he will deal with that if/when it
happens.

Tammy Rao — 20 Anderson Place — Ms. Rao stated she knows there is a Village
Ordinance about noise before 8:00 a.m. so why can they open at 7:00? Engineer
O’Rourke stated that the Village Noise Ordinance is 7:00 a.m.

Paul Truax — 124 EIm Street — Mr. Truax stated that trucks are already delivering to the
site and are coming equipped with their own fork lift. They have been operating for
about two months out of the garage. Building Inspector Cocks responded that they are
permitted to operate out of the garage. The application is for conversion of the house
from residential to commercial.

Anthony Rao — 20 Anderson Place — Mr. Rao complained that the street is blocked
whenever a truck is backing into the driveway and there is noise from the beeping. Mr.
Rao also complained that they don’t maintain the property and the grass hasn'’t been



cut. Mr. Rao stated this was a smokescreen and asked the Board if this is the way they
want Monroe to go.

Chairman Parise noted there were no additional comments from the public and
guestioned the Board as to how they want to proceed. Member DeAngelis stated that
she felt that all who would want to speak were present and have spoken and it would
not be beneficial to keep the public hearing opened. Member DeAngelis stated the
property is in a General Business district and this is a permitted use in that district with a
conditional use permit. The conditional use permit is a tool for the Building Department
and the Planning Board to monitor the use and if there are issues or violations then the
permit can be revoked, but if the applicant is in compliance this request cannot just be
denied, since it is a permitted use. Attorney Levinson added that the applicant has a
legal right to use this property as a commercial use because of the current Zoning Law
that was adopted by the Village Board 25 years ago. Because of this Zoning Law, the
Planning Board cannot deny anybody the right to use their property legally within the
district subject to certain requirements that can be imposed to promote the health safety
and welfare of the public. Mr. Lewis asked if the applicant was given permission to use
tractor trailer trucks or not. Member DeAngelis stated the Board was not told what type
of trucks would be used. Chairman Parise added this was the first the Board heard
about tractor trailer trucks. Mr. Markowitz stated he has minor deliveries only once per
week. Attorney Levinson stated no tractor trailers, no religious services and no
residential use of the building. Chairman Parise asked if the tractor trailers would even
fit and could they safely back up into the driveway. Member DeAngelis added that
outside storage of merchandise is not permitted either. Mr. Rao commented that there
are pallets all over the property. Attorney Levinson stated all the issues need to be
outlined and included in the Conditional Use Permit. Ms. Rao asked who would be
enforcing any issues. Chairman Parise responded that the Building Department is
responsible for enforcing violations. Ms. Rao felt there is a conflict of interest because
the Building Inspector is related to Member Cocks, who used to own the property.
Attorney Levinson stated there is no conflict of interest as neither own the property. Mr.
Weeks added that he disagrees with Ms. Rao, he feels there is no conflict of interest
because the property has been sold, it's a done deal and over with, and neither
Member Cocks nor Building Inspector Cocks have any ownership or ties to the property.

On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Cocks, it was
unanimously Resolved, that the Public Hearing for 104 EIm Street Residential to
Commercial Conversion be closed.

REGULAR MEETING:

1. 104 Elm St. — Residential to Commercial Conversion - (207-2-8)
Present: Michael Sandor, MJS Engineering; Joel Markowtiz

Chairman Parise noted that 239 review from Orange County Department of Planning
has been received and they had no recommendations and the action should be locally
determined. Engineer O’Rourke noted there are no outstanding engineering issues.



The Board discussed how to proceed. Member DeAngelis felt that notes about outside
storage and property maintenance need to be included on the plan. Attorney Levinson
suggested that a list of conditions and/or restrictions should be compiled as to how the
premises is to be used and maintained and once agreed upon the list can be included in
the conditional use permit. Engineer Sandor agreed to create a list of conditions and
submit to the Board for review at the next work session. Chairman Parise explained to
the public that the applicant will compile a list of concerns discussed this evening and
will return to the Board next month for discussion.

2. Copy Center — Amended Site Plan — (202-1-3)
Present: David Niemotko, Architect

Chairman Parise confirmed with Engineer O’Rourke that due to the large number of
changes to the site plan this should be considered a new Site Plan, as opposed to an
Amended Site Plan. Engineer O’'Rourke agreed and felt due to the number of changes,
the additional square footage and the fact that the building was never built, it should be
considered a new Site Plan. Architect Niemotko agreed and would change the title on
the Site Plan. Engineer O’Rourke noted that many of the Board’s concerns have been
addressed since the last submission. Building Inspector Cocks stated he reviewed the
variance for the property and it covers the building and setbacks, however there is
nothing in the variance for the sign, and the sign as its shown on the plan does not meet
the setbacks. Architect Niemotko stated they would remove the sign from the plan at
this time.

On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member DeAngelis it was
unanimously Resolved that the Planning Board declare itself Lead Agency for
Copy Center — Amended Site Plan.

On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Graziano it was
unanimously Resolved that the application be sent to Orange County Department
of Planning for 239 review, and to NYS DOT for review.

3. Smith Farm — Site Plan — (203-1-1.1, 1.2)
Present: Jim Sweeney, Esg.; Mark Siemers, Pietrzak and Pfau

Also Present: Town of Monroe Planning Board Chairperson Tutini, and Members
Schwartz and Abrignani.

Attorney Sweeney stated the draft resolution of approval has been reviewed and they
are in general agreement with the terms. Regarding the issue of the trigger of the traffic
signal, and the installation of the traffic signal, the adjustment to 35 C.O’s is acceptable.
The dedications to the Village for the Gilbert Street improvements are nearing
finalization. Discussion was held regarding other options for the traffic light trigger.
Engineer Siemers suggested alternative options to be included in the findings
statement. The Board felt that there should not be options, that an option should be
agreed on prior to adoption of the amended findings statement and whatever is agreed



upon, details should be included in the final statement. Engineer Siemers discussed the
option of making a cash contribution to the Village and having the Village pursue the
installation of the traffic light. Attorney Sweeney commented that DOT would be more
amendable to the Village’s request for the light, than a builder’s request. Chairman
Parise stated that the Village Board would have to be informed of the proposed option
and discussions would have to be held to see if this was something the Village would
want to undertake. Attorney Sweeney stated he would prepare a proposal for the
Village Board to consider regarding the traffic light and installation. Chairman Parise
noted that the proposal should be submitted to the Planning Board first, and that the
Planning Board will need to ensure that the Village Board understands the entire
situation. Engineer Siemers discussed the retaining wall details. Notes have been
placed on the plans stating that designs of the retaining wall will be done prior to
construction. The resolution wording states the design will be done prior to approval,
however that is not the issue. Planner Dotson will clarify the documents. Engineer
O’Rourke noted that there are notes on the plan outlining the visible look of the walls.
Town Planning Board Chair Tutini asked how high the trees would be which would be
planted around the water tower and wants to ensure they are large trees, not just
saplings. Engineer Siemers stated the trees would be 7ft tall. Chairman Parise
discussed the water tower which is proposed for phase 3, and asked who would be
responsible for dismantling the water tower if in the future it is determined the Village no
longer needs it? Engineer O’'Rourke explained that on the plan there is a water tower.
In addition the Village has put out to bid to build a new water tower in the Village. It's
believed that once the new water tower is built, the Smith Farm water tower will not be
needed, and will be eliminated from the plan. To do this some new pumps and
equipment would be needed for the new tank, and Smith Farm has agreed to contribute
toward the cost of the upgrades to the new tank which would eliminate the need for the
proposed tank on the plan. Attorney Levinson requested that notes be placed on the
plan indicating this to explain in the future why the tank wouldn’t be there. Chairman
Parise asked about if the age restricted dwellings could ever be sold as non-age
restricted. Planner Dotson confirmed that those specific lots will always be age
restricted. The units on the plans are marked with an A and it is also in the
Homeowners documents. Chairman Parise noted that in 2011, Mr. Weeks was present
and mentioned that a water line was to run through his property via an easement and
would like confirmation of that easement. Attorney Sweeney stated an easement has
been recorded and would provide proof to the Village. Chairman Parise noted Mr.
Weeks comment regarding who was going to maintain the buffer area on the site.
Attorney Sweeney stated this is addressed in the Homeowners documents. Greg
Panzarella, 71 Gilbert Street, asked about the improvements to Gilbert Street, would
there be any land taking for the widening and will the residents be notified when the
work will begin. Engineer O’'Rourke responded that no land taking is involved and that
the work on Gilbert Street would be for widening, water and drainage improvements.
Work is scheduled to begin this month and typically residents are not notified. The
Board agreed that the Resolution needs to be completed, reviewed and approved
before any approvals can be granted.



APPROVAL OF MINUTES

On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Karlich, it was
Resolved that the Minutes of the May 13, 2015 meeting be approved.

On a motion made by Member Karlich and seconded by Member Graziano, it was
Resolved that the Minutes of the May 18, 2015 meeting be approved.

ADJOURNMENT

On a motion made by Member Graziano and seconded by Member DeAngelis it was
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be
adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 8:45 p.m.



