VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD
WORKSHOP MEETING
AUGUST 5, 2015
MINUTES

PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Karlich, Graziano,
Building Inspector Cocks, Planner Dotson, Engineer Higgins
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.

1. Alta East — Conditional Use Renewal — (201-2-3)
Present: Mark Dombal, Alta East

Chairman Parise stated that a memo was received from the Building Department
indicating the only issue with the site was the presence of two porta-john’s on the site,
otherwise the site was in complete compliance. Chairman Parise added that when
passing the site he’s found the site to always be neat, clean and maintained. Member
DeAngelis added the landscaping looks nice. Mr. Dombal was not aware the porta
john’s were there and would have them removed as soon as possible.

2. 104 Elm St. — Residential to Commercial Conversion - (207-2-8)
Present: Michael Sandor, P.E.; John Cappello, Esq.; Joel Moskowitz,
Applicant

Engineer Sandor added some notes to the plans. One note states that the existing sign
is to be removed; note #10 states if the sidewalk is damaged the applicant is
responsible for repair; and note #8 adds the words “in perpetuity” regarding the
landscaping. Attorney Cappello has reviewed the draft Conditional Use Permit and
does not have any problem with the wording. Chairman Parise questioned if the turning
radius sheet provided by Engineer Sandor should be incorporated onto the plan.
Engineer Sandor agreed to update the plan to include the turning radius information.
Member DeAngelis stated she did not want the applicant to store any materials on the
outside porch. Attorney Cappello responded that the terms of the Conditional Use
Permit state no outside storage of materials and the applicant agrees with the terms of
the Conditional Use Permit. Member DeAngelis added she doesn’t want to see signs
on the house. Building Inspector Cocks stated that they cannot put up a sign without a
permit and any sign applied for would be reviewed within Village Code. Chairman
Parise reminded Member DeAngelis that since this is a Conditional Use this will be
periodically reviewed and if there is an issue it will be dealt with. Chairman Parise
continued that the applicant needed to operate his business and we will see how it
works. If the applicant violates the terms of the Conditional Use Permit it will be dealt
with. We cannot limit him on what we anticipate might happen. Chairman Parise



reminded the applicant that the property needs to be continuously maintained. Mr.
Moskowitz added that once they are in the facility and operating they will be on
premises and will be better able to maintain the property. Chairman Parise noted that
the Board has done its best to satisfy the comments and concerns raised by the public
and the terms of the Conditional Use Permit will have to be adhered to.

3. 577 Route 17M = Conditional Use Renewal — (220-5-16.1)
Present: Shulem Brach, Property Manager

Chairman Parise noted that it appears the site is not maintained unless the Conditional
Use Permit is up for renewal. Chairman Parise informed the applicant that the property
is to be continuously maintained and it shouldn’t take reminders from the Building
Department of Planning Board to get the job done. Chairman Parise informed Mr.
Brach that he needs to be responsible in the maintenance of the site in conformance
with the site plan. Most of these things are common sense. Grass cut, bushes
trimmed, garbage picked up, site kept clean. The Building Inspector shouldn’t have to
continuously tell you what to do. This has been going on for two years. Building
Inspector Cocks stated he visited the site today and everything has been addressed. If
Mr. Brach isn’t sure how the site should look, he should look at the site as it is today and
make sure it stays this way. The Board agreed that any renewal of the Conditional Use
Renewal cannot be any longer than 6 months due to past history.

4. Monroe Plaza Free Standing Sign — Field Change - (203-2-5)
No One Present

Chairman Parise explained that the applicant had appeared last month and indicated
they wanted to increase the size of the sign. They have now, however, decided to go
back to the original submission and keep the original size. Chairman Parise advised the
applicant he did not need to appear at this meeting as he travels from New Hampshire,
but wanted to take the time to explain to the Board that they are going back to the
original submission and would be at the Regular Meeting for review. Member
DeAngelis commented that she doesn't like the sign and does not like where the new
sign is going and suggested it go back farther or in a different location. Chairman
Parise stated it cannot go back any farther as it will not be seen from the road. Member
DeAngelis stated if it were located farther back it could be made larger so it could be
seen. Building Inspector Cocks stated that based on the Village Code the size of the
size is dictated by the width of the road frontage, and that the size of the sign proposed
is the largest they can go per Village Code. This lot is unique in that it has a very small
road frontage. They are very limited on options for a sign. Member DeAngelis stated
she does not like the sign and feels this is a terrible compromise. Chairman Parise
disagreed with Member DeAngelis and stated that this is a huge improvement over the
sign that is currently there. Member Karlich felt that the sign is too big and does not like
the location either, as it will be right in your face as soon as you turn in the entranceway.
Member Karlich added it’s too close to the light pole. Member DeAngelis suggested
taking the light pole out because it was too cluttered. Chairman Parise reminded the
Board that Brixmor has no obligation to install a new sign. They were before the Board



a few years ago and with the few changes the Board requested, Brixmor cancelled the
project. Chairman Parise feels this is a huge improvement over what is there today and
understands this is a very limited area to work with and this is the best solution.
Member Graziano agrees the light pole should be removed. Building Inspector Cocks
stated that the light pole is part of the site plan and is required for safety. The light has
to be as high as it is to properly distribute the light. Member DeAngelis stated that since
the sign is going to be illuminated she felt would be enough light so they could eliminate
the light pole. Engineer Higgins responded that if the sign was the only light source the
road will be black and the only thing you will see is the sign. This will cause a
dangerous situation. The light pole is necessary to keep that intersection safe and lit.
Chairman Parise asked Member DeAngelis and Member Karlich what other suggestions
they have that would be satisfactory to them. Member DeAngelis and Member Karlich
had no suggestions. Member Cocks stated that the sign is a huge improvement that is
long overdue. If some members of the Board want to reject the project then they have
the right to vote no. Member Cocks suggested not arguing over it and just putting it to a
vote at the Regular Meeting.

5. Smith Farm — Site Plan — (203-1-1.1, 1.2)
Present: Mark Siemers, P.E., Pietrzak & Pfau

Chairman Parise noted that the street names have been added to the Plan. Planner
Dotson noted she incorporated some language Attorney Levinson had requested for the
Resolution and those changes have been made. This involved the issue of the possible
cost change over time of the traffic signal and how to adjust for this. Planner Dotson
explained that the 35 unit threshold is intact for monitoring for warrants and signaling,
but used a 50 unit threshold for monitoring the potential cost adjustment, as the 50 units
is done by phase. Planner Dotson provided for communication with the Village and the
Town Building Department as the Village is holding the money for the traffic signal and
the light would be installed in the Village it makes sense the Village be the main contact
with regard to monitoring the traffic signal situation. Chairman Parise voiced concern
over that communication once Phase 1 is completed, as the Village does not have any
more homes after Phase 1, and there is very little faith in the Town Building Department
communicating with the Village or following the site plan, and the Village has no
jurisdiction over the lots in the Town. Chairman Parise feels there should be more
controls in place. Building Inspector Cocks added concern over selling off Phases to
other builders, and would they be bound by this Resolution or even know about it. This
is common lately with large subdivisions. Member Cocks agreed there is potential for
problems as there are two different engineering firms, and two different Building
Inspectors. Chairman Parise agreed as its already happened in the Village, and its
happened in other areas and is concerned over who will monitor the one site plan that
straddles two municipalities, especially if one municipality is not strong with
enforcement. It was discussed at length and since all of the homes will be using Village
water, monitoring could be done through water taps. Planner Dotson added that
architectural guidelines are filed with the subdivision plan and the HOA documents are
so specific. Member DeAngelis stated this project needs to be carefully watched and
suggested a project manager be utilized because there are too many issues crossing



two municipalities. Chairman Parise agreed a third party manager is needed. The
applicant was not interested in hiring a third party manager. Planner Dotson indicated
that a joint inspector will not be acceptable to the Town. Engineer Siemers noted that
he understands the Board’s concerns but doesn’t think there is anything the applicant
can do to remedy this.

ADJOURNMENT

On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Graziano it was
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be
adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 p.m.



