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                    March 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   Greg Rogalski, Engineer   

Sheldon Brymesser, Vice-Chairman  Michael Pykosh, Solicitor 

Mark Swartz, Secretary   Holly Wood, Recording Secretary 

Dave DeNicholas     

Michael Mira      

                

 

MINUTES 

 

 On the motion of Mr. DeNicholas, and seconded by Mr. Swartz, and by unanimous 

vote of the Planning Commission members, it was duly RESOLVED to approve the 

minutes of the February 3, 2021 regular meeting. 

 

 

CORRESPONDENCE      

 

 None  

 

 

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION    

 

 None   

 

 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS   

 

Brindle Road – Marchi Farm Plan 

 

 Elliot Shibley of Integrated Development Partners and Jim Hoffman, property owner, 

were in attendance to further discuss this plan.  Mr. Shibley noted that they are looking for a 

recommendation of plan approval tonight. He noted that they have been working with adjacent 

property owners and Mr. Rogalski.  Mr. Shibley noted that most of the Engineer’s comments that 

need addressed are administrative in nature and the plan is ready to move forward. 
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 Mr. Rogalski agreed that many of the comments needing addressed are administrative in 

nature.  He noted that there are some items that will need resolved prior to the Board of 

Supervisors acting on the plan, such at comment A.1. in reference to lots 1A and 14A being 

small lots that will need to be combined with other lots whether it be to adjoining property 

owners or to one of the new building lots.  That outcome will have to be finalized prior to Board 

of Supervisors action.  Mr. Rogalski also noted that the lots that must utilize the Orenco nitrate 

reduction system should be clearly labeled on the plan, but additional financial security for these 

systems is not required.  Final approval and recording will be dependent on finalization and legal 

review of home owner association agreements and other regulatory items, but Mr. Rogalski feels 

it is suitable for the Planning Commission to act on the plan in regards to the zoning and 

planning aspects being satisfied. 

 

 Mr. Pykosh asked if Mr. Robert Walker would be working on the home owner 

association documents.  To which the answer was yes.  Mr. Pykosh asked that those drafts 

documents be forwarded to him for review when available. 

 

 Mr. Stoner of the County Planning Department stated all County comments were 

addressed. 

 

 Mr. DeNicholas asked how the Strock Drive easement situation was progressing.  Mr. 

Hoffman noted that he was working with Mr. Dows on the potential easement and Mr. Walker 

was drafting the paperwork.  Mr. Walker noted that the paperwork was taking longer than 

planned due to a family illness, but it was being worked on.  Mr. DeNicholas noted that he would 

really like to see the emergency access route be to Strock Road. 

 

 Mr. Brymesser noted that he was happy to see a new seeding formula noted for the 

stormwater basins, but he still had concerns with the wild prairie look that could present.  Mr. 

Shibley said that the 5-1 sides of the basins should make it easier to manage, and they removed 

the maintenance notes from the plan for these basins. 

 

 Mr. Swartz asked who would be responsible for the maintenance of the stormwater 

basins.  It was noted that the Home Owners Association would be responsible for any major 

maintenance issues and the cleaning of the basins, but individual lot owners would be 

responsible for the regular mowing of the basins.  Mr. Swartz also noted that he would prefer to 

see the emergency access route be to Strock Drive.  He also asked if this access point would be 

gated.  Mr. Shibley said the plan is provide a locked gate on the access with a Knox box keying 

system, so that only authorized personnel have access to opening the gate.  Mr. Swartz asked if 

there was going to be any kind of buffer provided to existing land owners.  Mr. Shibley stated 

that no buffer is required and none are planned. 

 

 Ms. Nelson noted that she appreciates and likes seeing that a walking path is being 

included in the plan. 

 

 Mr. Pearce of 171 Brindle Road stated that he owns half of the Strock Drive access, but 

nobody has contacted him about obtaining an easement for access.  He also noted that it appears 
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the road is already being used for construction equipment access.  Mr. Hoffman noted that the 

easement they are looking to use is all on the Dow’s property. 

 

 Mr. Albright of 149 Brindle Road asked when they hope to start construction.  Mr. 

Hoffman responded with mid-summer 2021 is the hope. 

 

 Ms. Brengel of 99 Brindle Road stated that she still has traffic and speed concerns with 

the entrance near the S turns.  Mr. Rogalski noted that a development of this size does not require 

any kind of traffic study and sight distances are met.  He noted the Township may choose to have 

a speed study done through LTAP at some point in time; but if it is decided to do that, it would 

be completely separate from and have no bearing on this development.  Ms. Nelson reinforced 

that since no traffic study is required for a development of this size, this discussion is not 

relevant and has no bearing on the Planning Commission’s decision with regard to this plan. 

 

 Mr. Gifford of 227 Brindle Road noted that development entrance lighting was 

mentioned at the February meeting.  He asked if any decision was made on that lighting 

situation, as he would prefer to not have streetlights placed in that area.  Mr. Shibley noted that 

streetlighting is not required or planned at this time.  He said there is a plan for some landscaping 

and possibly a development sign at the entrance to the development, but they prefer to stay with 

small lampposts at driveways as a lighting option. 

 

 Mr. Whitlock of 133 Brindle asked if final development plan approval was the goal for 

this evening.  Ms. Nelson explained that the Planning Commission can only recommend 

approval or denial of a plan, the Board of Supervisors will make the final decision. 

 

 Ms. Nelson asked Mr. Rogalski to speak on the waiver requests that remained.  Mr. 

Rogalski noted that a preliminary plan waiver request was submitted.  He explained that he is ok 

with this waiver request because a preliminary plan’s value is based on a phased development 

plan, which this plan is not.  Mr. Rogalski asked Mr. Shibley if there was any intent to remove 

the fence row on the border of the Gifford property.  Mr. Shibley affirmed there was no intent to 

remove trees from that area. 

 

 On the motion of Mr. Brymesser, and seconded by Ms. Nelson, it was duly 

RESOLVED to recommend approval of the 4 remaining waiver requests listed as numbers 

1, 2, 3 & 5 in the Engineer’s comments dated March 1, 2021, noting that #4 was 

recommended for approval at the February 3, 2021 meeting, with the condition that 

waivers regarding tree removal be for wooded areas internal to the site, and existing 

wooded areas or tree lines adjacent to or within 75 feet of the existing property boundary 

be identified to remain.  

 

 On the motion of Mr. Brymesser, and seconded by Mr. Mira, and by a 4-0 vote of 

the members with Mr. DeNicholas abstaining, it was duly RESOLVED to recommend 

approval of the plan contingent on satisfaction of the Engineer’s comments dated March 1, 

2021 and any Solicitor concerns or comments being satisfied prior to recording. 
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NEW BUSINESS  
 

 None 

 

 

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 

 

 None 

 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

 None  

 

   

ADJOURN 

 

 On the motion of Mr. Swartz, and seconded by Mr. DeNicholas, and by unanimous 

vote of the members it was duly RESOLVED to adjourn the meeting at 7:20 PM.  

 

      Respectfully submitted,    

      

 

      Holly Wood 

      Recording Secretary 


