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               November 3, 2021            
  6:30 PM 

  
 The regular meeting of the Monroe Township Planning Commission was called to order 
by Chairperson Nelson.  The Pledge of Allegiance was said by all. 
 
  
ATTENDANCE 
 
Sharon Nelson, Chairperson   Gregory Rogalski, Engineer   
Sheldon Brymesser, Vice-Chairman  Matt Bugli, Solicitor 
Mark Swartz, Secretary   Holly Wood, Recording Secretary    
Michael Mira               
 
 
MINUTES 
 
 On the motion of Ms. Nelson, and seconded by Mr. Mira, and by unanimous vote of 
the Planning Commission members present, it was duly RESOLVED to approve the 
minutes of the October 6, 2021 regular meeting with minor spelling edits. 
 
 
CORRESPONDENCE      
 
 None 
 
 
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION    
 
 None   
 
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS   
 
Amsterdam Minor Subdivision Plan 
 
 On the motion of Mr. Brymesser, and seconded by Mr. Swartz, and by unanimous 
vote of the Planning Commission members present, it was duly RESOLVED to table this 
plan until next meeting. 
 
 
Zoning Ordinance Update 
 
 Ms. Nelson noted that this will be an on-going subject for the Planning Commission for 
some time, and recommended moving the subject until the end of the meeting, if there were no 
objections from any staff or audience members. 
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 On the motion of Mr. Brymesser, and seconded by Mr. Swartz, and by unanimous 
vote of the Planning Commission members present, it was duly RESOLVED to move the 
Zoning Ordinance Update discussion to after the new business topic. 
  

 
NEW BUSINESS  
 
Mongelli Conditional Use Application 
 
 Derek Mongelli was present to discuss his request for Conditional Use approval to hold 
events in the pre-revolution historic barn on his property at 55 Sinclair Road.  Derek explained 
that the barn dates back to 1768 and has been in his family for the last 70 years.  He believes the 
barn may be the most historical building in Monroe Township.  Mr. Mongelli noted that he 
recently invested in repairing and restoring the barn; and as a way to maintain and upkeep the old 
barn, he would like to be able to hold 12 – 26 events per year to establish a way to maintain the 
barn appropriately.  He wants everybody to understand that this is also his home, so he has no 
desire to have events going on all the time. 
 
 Mr. Rogalski talked about his review comments dated November 3, 2021.  He noted that 
this project is in the suburban residential zone (R1), unlike the last 2 projects of this type, which 
were in the agriculture zoning (Ag).  He noted that conditional use is being sought because this is 
a “use not provided for” and the most similar definition in our Ordinance would be a 
Commercial Recreation Facility which has requirements listed in Section 415. Mr. Rogalski 
noted that he used the prior approved conditional use written decisions as guidelines to review 
this request which creates consistency.  He noted that with the fact that an existing structure is 
being used, SALDO does not apply, but some of the SALDO guidance is relevant. 
 
 Mr. Rogalski noted that this project being in the R1 zoning, water and sewer services are 
not anticipated to be a problem.  There is not current capacity limitation in our Northern Sewer 
District, and with the Suez water main project that is currently in the works, water supply is not 
anticipated to be an issue either.  He noted the fact that parts of the property are in the regulated 
floodplain, even though the building is not, additional requirements may apply.  He also noted 
that the driveway will become an “access drive” and must meet certain requirements, along with 
requirements for ADA access, signage and UCC codes. 
 
 Mr. Rogalski stated that if there would be a recommendation of approval made tonight, 
the Planning Commission members should consider making the suggested conditions noted in 
his comments part of their recommendation. 
 
 Ms. Nelson asked Mr. Mongelli if he had time to review the Engineer’s comments since 
they were dated today.  Mr. Mongelli affirmed that he reviewed them and was ok with them.  He 
noted that the 150 vs. 225 occupancy limit was requested with the hope that increasing the 
occupancy would net fewer events overall for the year.  He also noted that the barn could hold 
400 people, but since this is his home, we would like to keep things smaller and less intrusive 
overall.  
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 Mr. Mongelli noted that he does not anticipate anything more than a wedding ceremony 
to be outside the barn itself, and only the top floor of the bank barn will be used for events, so he 
does not anticipate being unable to meet ADA compliance.  With regard to landscape screening, 
Mr. Mongelli noted that the stormwater basin in Trindle Station was to have landscape screening 
when it was designed and it was never installed.  He will do what is required on his side, but he 
would hate to detract the view of the creek and pond to others.  Some of his favorite views 
growing up involved the view of the creek from an area in what is now Trindle Station.  Mr. 
Mongelli also noted that with regard to event noise from inside the barn, the barn has 2-foot-
thick limestone walls, and the roof was repaired to include 2 metal roofs with insulation between 
them to gain insulation value and deaden sound. 
 
 Mr. Nelson asked if Mr. Rogalski and Mr. Mongelli were on the same page with parking 
and such.  Both answered yes, parking is planned to be on the far side of the barn, away from the 
residential area.  And with regard to occupancy limits, Mr. Rogalski believes the Conditional 
Use approval must have a particular number noted.   
 
 Ms. Nelson asked Mr. Bugli if he had anything to add.  Mr. Bugli said he felt the Mr. 
Rogalski summed things up pretty well.  He also noted to the audience that the Planning 
Commission would only be recommending approval or not recommending approval.  The final 
decision would come after the hearing in front of the Board of Supervisors.  
 
 Ms. Nelson opened the floor to public comments. 
 
 Frank Tamanini or 832 Tamanini Way stated that the note of a discussion with him in the 
application was not true and did not happen.  He stated that the residents of his development 
bought there for the nature and quiet of the area.  He feels that the limestone of the building does 
not make a good sound buffer.  Mr. Tamanini said the ordinance talks about historical 
residences, and the historical home was demolished and replaced with a modern home.  The barn 
is not a historical residence, it is an accessory structure.  Mr. Tamanini said this project will 
cause issues across the board with parking, lighting, traffic and such.  He hopes that, if approved, 
any traffic study will extend the full span of Sinclair Road to include the Sinclair/Williams 
Grove Road intersection. 
 
 Mr. Riesman of 58 Sinclair Road echoed Mr. Tamanini’s concerns on traffic.  He went on 
to say he had concerns with speeding, drinking and driving and pollution of the spring. 
 
 Mr. Robert Goeltsch of 79 Franklin Drive noted that speeding in Trindle Station is 
already an issue as people use it as a thru-way.  This project will only make it worse. 
 
 Ms. Judy Bowers of 44 Franklin Drive voiced concerns with noise, traffic and pollution.  
This venue would be within 400 feet of residences and create excess traffic around their 
development, where kids play and people walk their dogs.  She stated they bought their home in 
this area for the quiet environment due to a health issue in the family that requires medication.  
This venue would cause that family member great anxiety as they can already hear the lawn 
mower when they mow, they do not want more noise. 
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 The daughter of Eric Sorkin of 816 Spring Rock Court submitted a letter from Mr. Sorkin 
noting his concerns with this proposed project.  That letter has been attached to these minutes as 
a permanent record 
 
 Mr. Fetterolf of 49 Franklin Drive voiced concern with the application being very limited 
information provided by the applicant.  He would like to see real plans with items like site 
distances and water and sewer easements addressed.  He feels there are too many questions to 
move this forward. 
 
 Mr. Rogalski clarified that a Conditional Use review by the Planning Commission is 
more about the big picture concept and whether the use is desired.  If approved by the Board of 
Supervisors conditions/requirements will be set.  He addressed concerns regarding the restroom 
trailers with the fact that these are not allowed and will not be permitted.  With sewer capacity 
not being an issue in the Northern District and Suez moving their water main project forward, he 
does not believe water and sewer would be anything other than publicly supplied; and with 
regard Sinclair Road being a township road, the township could include the Williams Grove 
Road end in the scoping and see where it goes as the process is worked through. 
 
 Sarah Stoner of 823 Spring Rock Court stated that her home is 500 feet from the subject 
property, and she does not feel the applicant has done their due diligence or met their burden of 
proof in this matter.  She stated that according to Section 107 of the Zoning Ordinance, this type 
of use is not permitted in the R1 zoning district and is in conflict with the uses allowed in the R1 
zoning district.  She would like to know what use in the R1 district the applicant thinks this 
venue would be similar to be allowed in the R1 zoning district.  She also feels there needs to be 
consideration for the impaired stream, and the health and safety of the residents and the 
surrounding area; and she kindly asks the Planning Commission to please recommend denial of 
the application. 
 
 Nancy Guido of 822 Tamanini Way questioned the hours of operation, and if those hours 
included set-up and clean-up details.  She also questioned the number of parking spaces, and if 
those spaces accounted for professionals that would work through an event, such as caterers and 
photographers.  She also questioned what the definition of event would be, will it be weddings 
and birthday parties or something like the Party Barn hosting concerts and dance parties. 
 
 Mark Ulrich of 830 Tamanini Way wished to express that the barn looks awesome, but 
why spend the amount of money on the rehab prior to getting approval to do something with it.  
He stated they have lived in this area for 10 years and like the town/country atmosphere, but 
speeding is already an issue in area this type of venue will not help that; he also feels that the 
new signal will not help mitigate the additional traffic, it will probably stack it.  Even though it is 
a very attractive venue, he would not like to see it approved. 
 
 Lynn Ulrich of 830 Tamanini Way said they bought the property they because if backs up 
to the pond area, and she knows how noise travels across water.  She enjoys hearing the summer 
sounds of the crickets and bird, and this type of venue would impede on that peace and quiet. 
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 Amanda Henneman of 41 Franklin Drive stated that she has lived in the area for 5 year 
and bought there for the safe, quiet setting.  Her children play in the green space between the 
subject property and her home.  She said Mr. Mongelli stated he was a “good neighbor”, and she 
does not know this “good neighbor”.  She said there are kids that ride motorcycle and such on 
the property across the street from this subject property; and she would much rather see that, than 
a party venue in her back yard.  She feels every car that comes into the subject property will have 
lights shining into her home. 
 
 Shelby Morrill of 58 Sinclair Road wanted to clarify that the property across the street 
from Mr. Mongelli’s property is not a commercial property.  It is her home of more than 24 
years, and the kids riding motorcycle and such are her children and their friends.  She noted 
those children have been riding on that property for the last 15 years. 
 
 Ed Tannenhaus of 825 Tamanini Way said they moved here from New Jersey due to 
overcrowding there, and the bought for the beauty and quiet of the area.  Though they feel the 
barn is gorgeous, it is not a place for a commercial business. 
 
 Mr. Brymesser thanked everybody for their input, he heard that traffic, speed, hours of 
operation and pollution are all concerns for the area residents, but he does not anticipate wild 
parties every weekend.  Yes, there will be the occasional one, but it paints a very dismal picture 
to think that will be the norm.  He sees these old bank barns as being so strong and so rare, that 
he hates the thought of it being demolished when it could be maintained and repurposed, 
especially one as historic as this one. 
 
 Mr. Tamanini reiterated his concern that no community outreach was conducted by Mr. 
Mongelli, and he believes the request goes against the ordinance and law does not allow, as it is 
an accessory structure, not a historic residence. 
 
 Ms. Nelson voiced her opinion that other historic structures, such as barns, have value.  
She knows that there are only 9 stone barns left in Monroe Township, and she anticipates one 
being demolished because it is not structurally sound.  She noted that the Planning Commission 
has no capacity to make a decision; they are just to make a recommendation.  This item will go 
to the next level of the hearing regardless of the Planning Commission’s recommendation. 
 
 Mr. Swartz thanked everybody for coming out and voicing their concerns.  He, too, has 
lived in Monroe Township for a long time, and he is grateful for what we have.  Mr. Swartz also 
believes people should be able to do what they want with the land they own, but he is not for this 
plan due to the location and zoning district it is in.  Prior approvals were in the Agriculture 
Zoning district with less close neighbors.  He has concerns for the impacts on the neighbors in 
this area. 
 
 Ms. Nelson said she agreed with Mr. Swartz on the location and zoning district.  She 
feels if this project is approved in this zoning district, there should be more restriction placed on 
it due to the location and zoning district involved. 
 
 Ms. Nelson asked Mr. Rogalski’s opinion, and he stated his opinion was of no value here.  
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It is his job to supply the facts, but he did clarify that Conditional Use decisions are about big 
picture use, details and requirements later may change the outcome of the project. 
 
 Williams Kuhn of 83 Franklin Drive said he just moved here and went through the same 
thing where he came from.  There were problems with parking in that instance, that led to some 
confrontations.  If there is no noise ordinance, what recourse would anybody have, who would 
enforce any of the regulations put on the venue. 
 
 Mr. Mongelli was asked why he put the money he did into rehabbing the barn prior to 
getting approval for a venue.  He explained that this project was a labor of love as the farm has 
been in his family for many, many years.  He wishes he could have saved the house too, but he 
couldn’t.  In the process of repairing the historical barn, people commented that it would make a 
beautiful venue for weddings and such; so, he ventured this way as an opportunity to offset the 
cost of the rehab and on-going maintenance the barn will require and started this process. 
 
 On the motion of Mr. Swartz, and seconded by Mr. Mira, and by a majority vote of 
the Planning Commission members present, it was duly RESOLVED to not recommend 
approval of the Conditional Use request. 
 
 Mr. Brymesser abstained from the vote. 
 
  
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
 None 
 
 
STAFF COMMENTS 
 
 Ms. Nelson noted that meeting dates for next year were included in the meeting packet, 
but since they were not included on the meeting agenda, she asked that the Planning Commission 
members review and be prepared to vote on setting these dates at the December meeting. 
 
 Mr. Rogalski gave a brief update on the Zoning Ordinance update project.  He noted the 
2nd task force meeting and township tour have taken place, and the first section of the ordinance 
has been drafted.  He made sure to clarify that this section is really nothing new, it is just a better 
lay out of existing administrative items.  Mr. Rogalski also noted the addition of an Official Map 
and what that will mean in the long run.  He noted as this project moves along stakeholders, such 
developers, farmers and other special interest groups will have an opportunity to give input to the 
task force.  He also noted the idea of potentially creating a rural residential zoning district to 
compliment the agriculture zoning district. 
  
ADJOURN 
 
 Mr. Brymesser thanked all audience members for coming and voicing their concerns and 
opinions on the Conditional Use application. 
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 On the motion of Mr. Brymesser, and seconded by Mr. Swartz, and by unanimous 
vote of the members it was duly RESOLVED to adjourn the meeting at 8:25 PM.  
 
      Respectfully submitted,    
      
 
 
      Holly Wood 
      Recording Secretary 








