
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
WORKSHOP MEETING 

JANUARY 9, 2019 
MINUTES 

 
 
 
PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Karlich, Boucher, Engineer 

O’Rourke, 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. 310 Stage - Multifamily Housing – Site Plan – (213-1-31) 
 Present:  Michael Morgante, PE, Arden Consulting Engineers 
 
Engineer Morgante described the project as an existing lot with two structures which will 
be torn down and new, multifamily housing is to be constructed.  The plan submitted is 
conceptual at this point and a complete site plan will be submitted.  There will be three 
duplexes attached to each other for a 6 unit building.  Each unit will have its own 
parking garage plus there is additional parking spaces proposed at the rear of the site.    
A dumpster enclosure is proposed at the rear of the site.  Municipal water and sewer 
services the site.  The buildings are laid out to face 17M as the site is at a higher 
elevation and will be visible from the roadway.  Engineer O’Rourke noted the use was 
permitted per Village zoning; the special use permit requires a minimum 15% of the lot 
to remain open space; there are wetlands surrounding the site which need to be 
delineated; ADA parking spaces, striping and signage need to be provided; site 
distances from the driveway should be shown; the 3 parking spaces on the west side 
proposed building are very deep and should be reevaluated for maneuverability; total 
square footage of the building should be provided; ownership and maintenance 
responsibility of the existing wall along the southern property line should be clarified; 
construction details need to be provided; a landscaping and lighting plan should be 
provided; architectural plans and renderings need to be provided; grading, utilities and 
erosion and sediment control plans need to be provided; the EAF should reflect 
endangered species and the historic area; improvements within the right of way will 
require a permit from DPW; Orange County Planning referral is required as is a public 
hearing; and it will be a Type I under Seqra due to the historic neighboring property.  
Chairman Parise was concerned with the site distance at the driveway and also asked if 
Orange County Sewer should be included in the involved outside agencies.  Building 
Inspector Cocks added that the floor plans submitted do not match the building on the 
plans and corrected plans should be provided for review.  In addition, number of 
bedrooms and size of each unit should be included on the bulk table.  Engineer 
Morgante stated the units would be rentals owned by a management company.  
Discussion was held regarding the placement of the building.  Member Cocks 
questioned if it was good to have the rear of the building facing the historic site.  



Engineer Morgante explained that the building was placed the way it is because it will 
be visible from Route 17M and the plumbing supply, and the front will be more 
architecturally appealing.  The board stated it wanted the architecture of the building to 
fit in with the surrounding buildings and conform with the rest of the neighborhood.  
Member Boucher asked if the existing tree line along the property line with the Masons 
would remain.  Engineer Morgante stated those trees were on the Masons property so 
yes they would remain.  Member Boucher asked if the stone wall along Stage Road 
would be removed and the grade of the property adjusted.  Engineer Morgante stated 
the grading was going to be adjusted and the wall removed but offered to utilize the 
stones on the site.  The board wanted the stones reutilized on site.  Member Karlich 
asked if the building met setbacks as it looked very close to the property line.  Engineer 
O’Rourke responded there are not setback requirements for the CB district.   
 
2. 81 Gilbert St. – Two Family House – Site Plan – (203-6-37) 
 Present: Vince Pietrzak, Pietrzak & Pfau; Joel Mann 
 
Engineer Pietrzak described the project as an existing single family house on an 
existing lot.  The house is slated to be demolished and a proposed duplex is to be built.  
A few years ago a lot line change was done to accommodate the Smith Farm 
subdivision to allow for the roadway, and the driveway is to be relocated to the rear of 
the lot and exit onto Meribeth Lane.  The driveway and utilities will all be run onto 
Meribeth Lane as opposed to Gilbert Street.  Engineer O’Rourke stated the biggest 
issue was the relocation of the driveway and utilities off Gilbert Street.  Ownership and 
maintenance of the retaining wall should be confirmed.  Technical issues which need 
clarifying include correct section, lot and block numbers; dimensions for the proposed 
sidewalk and driveway should be shown; erosion and sediment control plans should be 
provided with a limit of disturbance identified.  A permit from the Village DPW will be 
required for improvements within the Village right of way, and a public hearing is 
required.  Building Inspector Cocks added that the ownership type needs to be 
confirmed; if the driveway is located on Meribeth Lane, the front of the building should 
still face Gilbert Street for both aesthetic reasons as well as 911 addressing; and 
building renderings should be submitted for architectural review.  Attorney Reineke 
stated proof should be submitted that they have ingress/egress onto the private road.  
Mr. Mann stated the ownership would most likely be condo.  Building Inspector Cocks 
responded the ownership will need to be provided for the units and the common 
property for enforcement issues.  Chairman Parise stated renderings would need to be 
provided prior to holding the public hearing. 
 
3. 43 Freeland – Site Plan – (214-1-62) 
 Present:  Larry Torro, PE, Civil Tech Engineering; Joel Mann 
 
Engineer O’Rourke noted that parking is still an issue.  If there are 30 families attending 
then the parking will need to accommodate this.  If it is part time this will also affect the 
parking.  More detail will be needed to determine the parking need.  In addition, if the 
attendees will be walking then sidewalks, or basically safe pedestrian walkways will 
need to be provided.  Mr. Mann stated he will confirm the exact number of attendees 



and where they will be coming from, but stated that the use will be primarily limited use 
during the week, but will be fuller on Saturdays, and most people will be walking.  
Building Inspector Cocks suggested considering connectivity to the Heritage Trail since 
it borders the property and connects to the neighborhood where most of the attendees 
would be coming from.  This could be an alternative to installing a sidewalk along 
Freeland Street.  Walkability has to be addressed as Freeland Street is a difficult road to 
walk on.  Specific numbers of attendees, where they are coming from, and which days 
will need to be provided before the board could consider waiving any parking 
regulations.  Mr. Mann would obtain this information.  The board was concerned with 
the congregation possibly expanding which would increase the parking requirements.  
Attorney Reineke stated that if the board waived any parking requirements then they 
could put conditions on the approval to require parking review on a yearly basis.  
Parking and walkability is a safety issue.  Building Inspector Cocks asked which level of 
the addition the assembly portion would be held on, and if it was on the second floor 
then they may need to sprinkler the area.  Chairman Parise asked if there would be any 
signage and if so then it should be included on the site plan.  Member DeAngelis stated 
the site distance should be checked when making a left turn leaving the site.  Chairman 
Parise felt that lighting should be located at the entrance.  Engineer O’Rourke added 
that a lighting plan should be provided.  The board agreed that a public hearing should 
be held. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Boucher it was 
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be 
adjourned.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:40 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


