
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
WORKSHOP MEETING 
SEPTEMBER 13, 2017 

MINUTES 
 
 
 
PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Karlich, Graziano, 

Engineer Queenan, Attorney Reineke, 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.   
 
1. Bridges at Lake Parc – Site Plan – (211-1-1) 

Present: Joseph Haspell, Esq., Liz Mello, Brooker Engineering; Mr. Frank, 
Applicant 

 
Chairman Parise asked if the applicant went to the Village Board yet to settle the 
dedication issues.  Attorney Haspell indicated he has spoken to the Mayor and Trustee 
Dwyer and had discussion on the lots to be offered.  There has been confusion as to 
what is being offered.  Attorney Haspell felt the Village Board would be given the choice 
and they could accept the offer or not, but that it was not a planning issue and shouldn’t 
hold up any approvals.  Chairman Parise stated that the project can continue to move 
forward, however the issue with the Village Board needs to be settled prior to any 
approvals.  Attorney Reineke asked what would happen to the lot in question if the 
Village Board did not accept the offer.  Attorney Haspell replied the lot would then 
remain with the developer and could be further subdivided in a future application.  
Attorney Reineke was concerned with who would maintain the waterway, dam, cul de 
sac, ponds and existing structure etc. if the Village did not accept the lot.  If the fallback 
is reliance on the property owner who would buy this lot, then ultimately the property 
owner could elect to stop paying taxes, the county would purchase the property, 
meanwhile the detention ponds that are there, which are for the benefit of all of the lots 
of the subdivision, would not be maintained properly.  This is the concern.  Typically if a 
municipality does not accept responsibility then a homeowners association would be 
formed.  An HOA is the only way that future maintenance of that property could be 
guaranteed if the village does not accept the property.  Engineer Mello added that 
should the Village not accept dedication, then a right of way would be added along the 
road and cul de sac, and an easement or right of way would also be established to the 
Village for the detention pond.  Chairman Parise stated again that the applicant needs 
to appear at a Village Board meeting and formally offer whatever they are proposing to 
offer to the Village Board and let the board make a decision.  Attorney Haspell felt that 
there have been a lot of discussions with the Village and there is a lot of confusion with 
no conclusion for a long period of time.  Attorney Haspell felt it was not fair to the 
applicant to hold up approvals at the planning board because the village board could not 
make a decision.  Chairman Parise stated that Attorney Haspell misunderstood the 



situation, and that no approvals were being held up at the planning board level. The 
applicant is not ready for any approvals.  There are still a lot of technical issues which 
need to be addressed prior to any approvals being given.  The planning board has been 
telling the applicant to approach the Village Board for several months now, so that 
issues with the Village Board are settled ahead of time so as not to delay planning 
board approvals.  Now is the time to approach the village board as this project is not 
ready for final planning board approvals yet.  It now appears that the applicant has not 
approached the Village board yet.  Attorney Haspell stated he has had numerous 
discussions with Trustee Dwyer, who keeps changing what he wants and doesn’t want.  
Chairman Parise stated that there are 5 members of the Village Board and the applicant 
needs to address the board as a whole, not piecemeal with only certain individuals.  
They formally need to approach the village board as a whole and present the offers of 
dedication and await the village board’s decision.  Any village decisions are not for only 
one trustee to make.  Engineer Queenan added that there is a classified dam on that 
parcel which requires continued maintenance.  Engineer Mello stated that once the 
work is done the dam will be declassified.  Engineer Queenan asked if DEC agreed to 
the declassification.  Engineer Mello stated they are in the process of finalizing all 
permits with the ACOE and DEC.  Member Cocks asked if this lot was not accepted by 
the Village would that lot be buildable.  Engineer Mello stated yes, one house could be 
built on that lot.  Any further subdivision of that lot would be difficult due to ACOE 
wetland and waters of the US line. Member Cocks asked if the village board understood 
the implication of not accepting the lot, that a house could be built there, and the 
potential issues of maintenance of the ponds, water ways, etc.  Chairman Parise stated 
again that it is imperative that the applicant appear before the village board, as a whole, 
and present the offers of dedication.  This needs to be discussed with all of the village 
board members, not just certain ones, and discussed at a meeting, on the record.  Once 
the village board makes their decision they can inform the planning board and we can 
all move forward from there.  Attorney Haspell agreed to get on a village board agenda 
with this situation.  Engineer Queenan discussed the outstanding technical issues.   
 

• US Army Corp of Engineers - Wetland disturbance - Must be updated. 

• NYSDEC - Dam - Not submitted. 

• Village of Monroe - Floodplain Development Permit - Obtained prior to 
construction. 

• Orange County Dept. of Health - Water main – Valid 

• Orange County Sewer District No. 1 – Sewer – Applicant to Advise 

 
Engineer Queenan reiterated the outstanding issues to be resolved regarding Lot 46 as 
previously discussed.  Ownership of lot 46, the ponds, wetlands areas, infrastructure, 
dam, lake, stream, stormwater pond all need to be established prior to any approvals.  
Documentation for all easements need to be submitted for review and approval, and the 
filing of the easements should be completed prior to the signing of the plans.  Engineer 
Queenan noted a 25’ wide area to the south side of Lot 1 which needs to be explained.  
In June there was a discussion about the dirveways along Lakes Road being moved 
adjacent to each other, which was done, however a grass strip should be provided for 



separation between the driveways and cross easements provided.  The subdivision 
plans should show a bulk table and zoning requirements.  Construction details and 
dimensions of culverts along Hill Street need to be provided.  Guiderails should be 
provided along Hill Street at the proposed culvert crossing and a safety fence provided 
between the culvert and the sidewalk.  An overflow swale should be provided in the low 
area behind lots 8-13.  Clarification on the plans should be shown for each specific type 
of retaining wall.  Stone wall heights should be clarified and corrected where necessary.  
Detail on the width of Sunset Avenue needs to be clarified and should meet current 
NYS Fire Code.  A safety fence around the stormwater management basin should be 
shown on the plans.  The concrete sidewalk on sheet 38 does not match Village Street 
Specifications and should be corrected.  If the footbridges over the existing pond remain 
they should be examined for safety.  Construction details for the proposed dry wells on 
lots 22-25 should be provided.  Plans should note the existing dwelling on Lakes Road 
will be removed.  Mailboxes need to be noted on the plans.  Chairman Parise stated the 
board has requested streetscapes, architectural renderings, and floor plans of the 
proposed houses but they have not been submitted yet.  Member Cocks reviewed the 
lighting plan, and although the lighting is sufficient, suggested possibly nicer, more 
architecturally decorative light poles as opposed to the standard O&R light pole.  
Member Karlich asked who would be responsible for the ongoing maintenance of the 
retaining walls, and if it’s the responsibility of the Village, then the Village Board will 
need to understand this and accept this.  Chairman Parise asked if any members of the 
board had any additional comments or questions.  There were no more comments at 
this time. 
 
2. Monroe Pharmacy – Site Plan – (220-5-16.31) 
 Present: Dr. Mohammed Iqbal, Applicant; Hari Godhwani, Property Owner 
 
Dr. Iqbal stated his engineer could not attend the meeting tonight.  Chairman Parise 
commented that after reading the engineering review it appears we are going over the 
same items month after month.   Engineer Queenan discussed the engineering issues.  
The biggest concern involves the survey and the boundary lines depicted on the map.  
The lines seem to shift with every submission which is problematic.  It was suggested 
that the property be surveyed to eliminate any confusion as to the exact property line 
locations.  The guardrail, striping, and catch basin have all straddled property lines with 
each submission and needs to be clarified.  There is a note on the plan that the two lots 
will be consolidated.  Mr. Godhwani stated this has been completed.  Building Inspector 
Cocks confirmed receipt of verification of the lot merger from the assessor’s office.  The 
existing fence should be replaced.  Details on what type of shrubs are being proposed.  
In addition, the landscaping is shown in the shoulder of Route 17M and again, the 
actual property line needs to be confirmed.  Sign #3 is located in the middle of a parking 
space and needs to be relocated.  The ADA details need to match NYS standards.  
Dumpster details need to be provided.  The exact number of parking spaces needs to 
be listed.  Member Cocks asked why the drive thru lane markings was so long on the 
pavement and suggested they be shortened.  The backup for the window would not be 
that long.  Member Graziano suggested an awning or cover be installed over the 



window.  Chairman Parise reminded Member Graziano that a canopy has been part of 
the plans all along. 
 
3. Monroe Shop Rite Plaza –Verizon Micro Cell – (203-2-5) 
 Present: Hyde Clark, Esq., Henry Parra, RF Engineer, Pat Corbett 
 
Chairman Parise commented that there is not any screening proposed in this 
submission.  Engineer Queenan suggested moving the pole closer to Shop Rite’s roof 
to help with the screening but the pole has not been moved.  Attorney Clark stated that 
Brixmor won’t allow the pole to be moved, but submitted a photo of a sleeve to go 
around the pole for screening.  Chairman Parise stated the pole is now as large as a 
smokestack, and that is not the type of screening the board is looking for.  Village code 
requires screening around the pole and nothing has been submitted for that.  Engineer 
Queenan showed the applicant a photo of another site where screening was provided 
along the roofline to hide the antenna.  Member Cocks commented that if the antenna 
was moved more to the rear of the building it wouldn’t need so much screening.  
Chairman Parise noted that a similar antenna was installed on Federal Plaza roof and it 
was installed at the rear of the building and cannot understand why this antenna would 
function any differently than the one on Federal Plaza.  Member Cocks commented that 
if the signal can penetrate the roof and go inside the building what’s the difference 
between the front and the back.  Engineer Parra felt it wouldn’t work as well, and the 
pole would have to be raised higher if the location was moved to the back.  The board 
did not agree with this and could not see any benefit from the pole being located in the 
front of the building as opposed to the back.  Chairman Parise requested the Federal 
Plaza file be brought to the next meeting and the information compared to see what 
makes this antenna so different from that one.  Building Inspector Cocks commented 
that the antenna pole looks just like the light poles in the parking lot, and suggested 
making a fake light pole to hold the antenna.  The board liked this idea.  Member Cocks 
stated there is a new feed near the entrance.  Attorney Clark stated that would require a 
lot of work on the ground to run electric.  Member Cocks stated the concern was about 
a whole roof being covered with these antennas and it was important to screen before 
we are stuck looking at all these antennas.  Chairman Parise reiterated that our code 
requires screening.  The applicant will have to research screening options if they won’t 
move the pole.  Attorney Levinson asked for a copy of the email the landlord sent 
saying the pole could not be closer to the Shop Rite roof. 
 
4. Copy Center – Site Plan – (202-1-3) 
 Present: David Niemotko, Architect 
 
Architect Niemotko and Engineer Queenan discussed the technical issues.  A 100 mph 
wind certification was sent to John O’Rourke.  The sign is LED lighted and the lighting 
will not spill over off of the subject property.  Chairman Parise noted that Orange County 
Planning submitted their 239 review and were concerned the sign was too high and too 
bright.  Architect Niemotko commented that when this project was before the ZBA the 
county had no issue with height or brightness and finds it ironic they would mention it 
now.  Architect Niemotko submitted a photo of the area showing the other businesses 



and the similarity in size and illumination to the sings on the neighboring properties.  
The board discussed landscaping around the sign.  Architect Niemotko had no issue 
with landscaping but wanted to keep it out of the area between the sign and the road, 
which the board agreed to.  Member Graziano stated this is a horrible sign.  It’s too high 
and he hates the sign.  Member Cocks asked if the sign was on a timer as the 
businesses in there do not need the sign lit all night.  Chairman Parise stated the hours 
the sign would be lit should be listed on the plan.  Member DeAngelis suggested doing 
some sort of raised bed with plants.  The raised bed would make it look shorter than it 
actually is.  Architect Niemotko suggested a stone veneer planter around the base of 
the sign with plantings inside.  The stone veneer would match what was on the building.  
The board was happy with that suggestion.   
 
5. Luke & Friends Day Care – Amended Site Plan – (201-1-9.3) 
 Present:  David Niemotko, Architect 
 
Chairman Parise stated that the conditional use permit was extended until 9/1/17 to 
allow for construction to be completed.  Chairman Parise asked if the construction was 
complete and if the owner was using the back door.  Architect Niemotko responded the 
back door was in use, and the construction is ongoing.  Architect Niemotko stated the 
proposal now is to put a parking lot in the rear of the lot, as the board initially requested.  
Engineer Queenan suggested removing two parking spaces by the road as they are not 
needed, and also noted that the lot is not slated to be paved and was not certain that 
was up to village standards.  Due to financial reasons the applicant did not want to pave 
the entire lot at this time.  Village standards would be reviewed as to paving 
requirements.  Engineer Queenan noted that plowing snow and water runoff could be a 
problem without pavement, as well as striping.  Engineer Queenan suggested paving at 
least the access road and putting item 4 in the lot area.  Chairman Parise noted it could 
be added to the conditional use permit to review.  Member DeAngelis is in favor of 
paving.  Member Cocks agreed to pave the access road now and review the lot at the 
time of conditional use renewal.  Member Cocks added that temporary curb stops 
should be installed if the lot is not paved.  Engineer Queenan commented that the 
access road is a long run and only 12ft wide, and should be wider to allow emergency 
vehicle access.  Engineer Queenan stated clarification of the number of parking spaces 
needed to be provided.  In addition, landscaping should be extended along the property 
line.  The property is within 500 ft. of the Town of Monroe therefore 239 referral is 
required.  Building Inspector Cocks commented that there is no lighting proposed in the 
parking area and suggested some type of lighting be added, especially for the 
employees who would be leaving the site at night.  Chairman Parise suggested a one 
way exit sign at the end of the 12ft access driveway so nobody leaving goes against the 
one way direction. 
 
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 8:40 p.m.  
 


