
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
REGULAR MEETING 
NOVEMBER 15, 2010 

MINUTES 
 
 
 
 PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Niemotko 
   Attorney Levinson, Engineer Higgins 
   Member Syrianos arrived at 8:10 p.m. 
 
 
Chairman Parise opened the meeting at 8:00 p.m. with the Pledge of Allegiance to the 
flag.  An announcement was made regarding the location of fire exits.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
1. Bridges at Lake Parc – Amended Site Plan – (211-1-1) 
 Present:  Donald Tirschwell, Esq.; David Zigler, P.L.S, Atzl, Scatassa & Zigler 
 
Chairman Parise read the Public Hearing notice dated 10/20/2010 into the record and 
opened the floor for questions or comments.   Chairman Parise explained that the public 
hearing is for the Bridges at Lake Parc subdivision application for final approval to 
ensure that the adjoining property owners are satisfied with the board and the applicant 
in fulfilling their obligations on the content and settlement of litigation.  Engineer Zigler 
presented the project to the public.  Attorney Levinson instructed Engineer Zigler that 
his presentation should only be regarding changes as a result of litigation by adjoining 
property owners to the subdivision against the Village.  Chairman Parise asked if there 
were any questions or comments from the Public. 
 
Jeffrey Indyk, Brookside Road, Monroe asked Engineer Zigler to point out on the map 
where Center Hill Road was located in relation to the project, and questioned if the road 
will break through into his development.  Engineer Zigler stated Hill Street will continue 
into Hillside Road, but that access onto Center Hill Road will not happen. 
 
Cornelia Comer, 75 Lakes Road, Monroe asked if the stone bridge on the property 
being dedicated to the Village be taken down.  Engineer Zigler responded yes the 
bridge would be taken down due to the deteriorated condition it was in, however the 
applicant would replacing it with a new bridge to be dedicated to the Village.  Ms. Comer 
asked what was being built on the Village property.  Engineer Zigler answered nothing 
was to be built on Village dedicated land. 
 
Peter Gallum, 98 High Street, Monroe, asked if the matter of tree line buffering has 
been considered along the portion of Sunset Heights being developed as opposed to 
clear cutting.  Engineer Zigler presented a landscaping plan showing tree plantings on 
the new streets as well as on Sunset where the new lots are being proposed.  The 



steep slope between Lakes Road and Sunset are will not be disturbed with the 
exception of installing drainage.  Mr. Gallum questioned if the gates being installed at 
the end of Sunset will be frequency activated gates.  Engineer Zigler responded the 
gates are fire access gates and will be locked at all times.  They will be used only for 
emergency vehicles if necessary and the gate on Sunset by the DPW for snow removal.  
The gate on Lakes Road will be used only by the County. 
 
Emily Convers, 22 Sunset Heights, Monroe stated that clear cutting the entire hilltop is a 
concern.  Although new trees are being planted it takes many years for a tree to mature 
to match the height of the trees which will be taken down.  The hilltop can be seen from 
many areas of the Village and will be sad to see that hilltop clear cut. 
 
Barbara Singer, 17 Brook Drive, Monroe asked if the Applicant could point out on the 
map where her property was in connection with this subdivision and voiced concern of 
the developer touching trees near her street.  Engineer Zigler pointed out her property 
and stated no lands on her street would be disturbed. 
 
David Trieber, 6 Corrine Court, Monroe asked what would happen to the stream running 
through property.  Engineer Zigler stated it would be dedicated to the Village.  Mr. 
Trieber asked where the houses would be in relation to the stream and what was 
happening to the stone building on Lakes Road.  Engineer Zigler stated the stream and 
pond as well as stone building were all on the property being dedicated to the Village.  
Attorney Tirschwell stated that what happens to the land once it is dedicated to the 
Village is up to the Village Board. 
 
Jeffrey Indyk asked how wide the roads will be.  Engineer Zigler responded there is a 
50ft right of way with 30 feet of pavement curb to curb, curbs on both sides and for new 
roads one side will have a sidewalk, all per Village requirements.  Mr. Indyk voiced his 
concern over clear cutting all the trees on the property and asked if any mature trees 
could be left.  Engineer Zigler referred to the Landscaping plan showing not only new 
plantings but also a hatched area which outlined areas where trees would be left. 
 
Lillian Reinheimer, 13 Brook Drive, Monroe asked how far behind the barn does this 
property go and stated there are rotten trees falling on her property.  Engineer Zigler will 
contact the contractor to remove any dead trees falling on her property. 
 
Frank Corrigan, 2 Sunset, Monroe asked how many houses are proposed between 
Sunset and Mill Street.   Engineer Zigler responded that 8 houses will be added to 
Sunset between Sunset and Mill Street.  Driveway access will be onto Sunset.  Mr. 
Corrigan asked what will be done to Sunset as it is not currently wide enough for a two 
way street.  Engineer Zigler responded that a new water line will be installed and after 
that is completed the road will be widened within the right of way and toward the 
direction of the applicant’s property.  Mr. Corrigan questioned how they were widening 
the section of Sunset that begins at High Street up to the curve as the applicant does 
not own property in that section.  Engineer Zigler stated that section of Sunset will not 
be widened.  Mr. Corrigan’s concern is that if that section is widened there is a large 



tree as well as a gas line on his property and is concerned the applicant will want to 
take some of his property to widen the entrance to Sunset. 
 
Cornelia Comer questioned when the project will start, how long it will take, and if 
sidewalks will be installed on Lakes Road.  Attorney Tirschwell stated that sidewalks 
would be put in in front of the four lots on Lakes Road.  As far as what is done in front of 
the property donated to the Village that is entirely up to the Village Board.  The four 
houses on Lakes Road will be the first to be built and hopefully to begin sometime next 
year.  Ms. Comer is concerned that once building begins that construction debris will be 
tossed into the woods on her property. 
 
Peter Gallum asked what type of community this would be and would it be gated since 
there has been discussion of gates.  Attorney Levinson stated the gates are strictly to 
prevent through traffic and that anyone can purchase a home. 
 
Jeffrey Indyk asked what size and type of homes were being built.  Engineer Zigler 
responded the lots are narrow therefore the homes could be 30-35 feet wide with a 45-
50 foot depth with one or two garages and all are single family homes.  Height wise they 
must comply with the height restrictions within the Village code.  
 
Jennifer Schneider, Oakland Avenue, Monroe, is concerned in this economy of having 
the woods clear cut, having a few homes built and not many sold.  Is there a time line or 
limitation on when clear cutting would be done to avoid barren land.  Attorney Tirschwell 
stated it is proposed that the first 4 houses to be built are on Lakes Road since there 
are no public improvements required for these homes.  The next proposal is to build on 
Sunset; however before that building can begin the water line needs to be looped to 
service the existing homes as well as the new homes, which would require removal of 
trees.  The only place to be cleared of trees is where the road, Hill Street, will be in 
order to install the water and sewer lines.   
 
Barbara Singer questioned if the thick group of evergreens currently behind the barn will 
be cleared.  Engineer Zigler replied no, they would not be cut down. 
 
Emily Convers commented on articles in Orange Magazine regarding what people like 
best and least about Orange County and most of the time people like least the building 
and clear cutting.   
 
Chairman Parise stated the applicant submitted the proof of mailings to the Board.  
Written comments will be accepted over the next few days if anyone has any additional 
comments.  Send all written comments to Village Hall. 
 
On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Syrianos, it was 
unanimously Resolved, that there being no further public comment this evening, 
the Public Hearing for The Bridges at Lake Parc be closed. 
 



REGULAR MEETING 
 
1. Bridges at Lake Parc – Amended Site Plan – (211-1-1) 
 Present:  Donald Tirschwell, Esq.; David Zigler, P.L.S, Atzl, Scatassa & Zigler 
 
 
Chairman Parise acknowledged a letter from Attorney Tirschwell dated 11/15/2010 to 
the Village Attorney outlining certain modifications to be approved by Village Board 
resolution.  The Applicant is requesting from the Village Board modification of the 
requirements that all public improvements are to be installed in the subdivision or a 
performance bond posted for all subdivision improvements prior to the issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy.  Engineer Zigler stated that the plans need to be updated as to 
drainage, sewer and water.  Engineer Zigler stated at least another month will be 
needed to achieve all outside agency approvals.  Attorney Levinson stated having the 
Applicant return in January to give enough time to obtain outside agencies.  Attorney 
Levinson stated for the record the applicant consents to returning in January and agrees 
the Planning Board is not delaying the process as outside approvals have not all been 
obtained.  Member Cocks requested to see details on walls, landscaping and lighting on 
the plans before approval.   
 
2. Hidden Creek – Amended Site Plan – (214-1-7,8,9,11.1) 
 Present: David Zigler, P.L.S., Atzl, Scatassa & Zigler 
 
Engineer Zigler stated the applicant is requesting to change the location of some 
driveways and also add a retaining wall to allow for a softer grade in the rear of the 
units, and understands at the workshop meeting the board indicated the driveway 
relocation was not acceptable.  Chairman Parise commented on all of the return trips to 
the planning board for repeat field changes and suggested that instead of returning and 
constantly making changes to the site plan, that Engineer Zigler and Engineer O’Rourke 
meet and review the entire plan for any other field changes such as driveways and 
retaining walls and return one final time if necessary to discuss the findings.  Member 
DeAngelis does not see the need to grant the change for the retaining wall and felt it 
was another field change like the driveway relocation.  Member Cocks was satisfied 
with the retaining wall change, as was Members Syrianos and Niemotko. 
 
A motion was made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Niemotko, to 
approve the modification to the site plan for Hidden Creek at Monroe, Building 17, 
Phase II adding a retaining wall.  The motion was seconded by Member Niemotko.   
 
Ayes – 4 – Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, Syrianos and Niemotko 
Nays – 1 – Member DeAngelis 
 
Attorney Levinson reminded the Applicant that the overall consensus of the board when 
first reviewing this project was to have the driveways in the rear of the buildings and is 
not pleased with the requests to move the driveways.  Member Niemotko felt if a 
change was reasonable the Board could be flexible.  Chairman Parise stated that 



changes are ok but not every three months.  Attorney Levinson stated the number of 
changes is going beyond simply a field change and is why the Chairman requested the 
Engineers meet to work out any future discrepancies. 
 
3. Maroff/Monroe Commercial Properties – Site Plan – (201-1-9.3) 
 Present:  John Coladonato, Pyramid Brokerage 
 
Member Niemotko recused himself due to a conflict. 
 
Mr. Coladonato stated as per Engineer O’Rourke’s comments Note #5 has been 
removed from the map and the revision date has been changed.  Engineer Higgins 
stated all engineering issues have been satisfied and all changes addressed. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Syrianos it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Planning Board types this application as an 
unlisted action, and issues a negative declaration under SEQRA. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Syrianos it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Site Plan for Maroff/Monroe Commercial Properties 
as last amended 11/11/2010 is hereby approved upon condition that all fees, 
bonding and administrative actions are paid, and the amended site plan is 
reviewed and approved by the village engineer before the chairman signs the 
plan. 
 
4. Smith Farm - Site Plan - (203-1-1.22) 
 Present: Jim Sweeney, Esq.; Dave Lombardi, JMC Engineering 
 
Attorney Sweeney submitted a matrix completed by JMC Engineering outlining the 
status of outside agency approvals.  Attorney Sweeney discussed #6 on the Matrix 
regarding approvals from NYSDEC for the wastewater disposal system permit.  
Attorney Sweeney explained that there is an ongoing dispute between NYSDEC and 
OCDEF&S regarding who the applicant should be on a DEC application therefore the 
applicant cannot submit an application to NYSDEC.  This process is also holding up the 
County DOH approval application as this is traditionally the last permit requested in the 
process.  Attorney Sweeney feels these two issues are the major items holding things 
up at this point and is requesting an extension of preliminary approval for an additional 3 
months to allow for responses from the State Agencies.    Chairman Parise asked for 
comments from Leslie Dotson of Garling Associates.  Ms. Dotson stated she expected a 
new map submission for this meeting after the planning meeting held with the engineers 
since there were planning issues and inconsistencies in the plans that need to be 
addressed and was looking for results from that meeting.  Attorney Sweeney stated 
since he was not present at that meeting he did not understand that a new map 
submission needed to be made for this meeting.  Attorney Sweeney understood the 
issues presented but felt they were not major technical issues and by granting a 3 
month extension would give the applicant time to remedy those issues.  Attorney 
Levinson informed Attorney Sweeney that it was the Board’s inclination to not grant any 



further extensions.  Attorney Sweeney stated that would be a very serious mistake.  
Attorney Levinson informed Attorney Sweeney that there have been 9 six month 
extensions plus a 90 day and a 60 day extension were granted on this project since 
preliminary approval in August 2006 for a total of 11 extensions.  The project itself has 
been on this Board’s agenda since 2001.  To accommodate the applicant back in 2006 
the Board did something that is not a part of Village or Town ordinance and granted 
preliminary conditional site plan approval.  This approval was done on Attorney 
Sweeney’s request to accommodate the applicant to allow for them to obtain the outside 
agency approvals.  In addition Attorney Sweeney made representations in June and 
July of this year regarding status of completion of outside agency approvals and now 
the applicant returns and again asks for another extension in order to have time to gain 
outside agency approvals.  Attorney Sweeney claimed in June he suggested the same 
as he is suggestion now looking for an extension due to circumstances within NYSDEC.  
Chairman Parise disagreed and reminded Attorney Sweeney that in June he stated that 
99.9% of approvals have been completed and now he is returning for the 2nd time 
requesting an extension in order to get outside agency approvals when they supposedly 
were completed back in June.  Attorney Sweeney claimed that was incorrect and he 
said he was getting there with regard to approvals.  Chairman Parise suggested he read 
the minutes of the prior meetings as that were not what were represented.  Chairman 
Parise questioned Attorney Sweeney as to why plans have not been done yet after so 
many years on the agenda.  Attorney Sweeney claimed the plans were done.  Ms. 
Dotson stated she had not seen any updated plans and Chairman Parise stated the 
board has not received any updated plans.  Attorney Sweeney stated the plans were 70 
pages and did not understand why everyone needed a copy.  Ms. Dotson stated she 
has not received 70 pages worth of plans to review at all.  Engineer Lombardi stated his 
office submitted plans to the Town and the Village.  The Village Planning Board, Village 
Engineer, Village Planning Board Attorney and Village Planner have not received any 
plans.  Chairman Parise questioned how a resolution can be drafted without a set of 
plans.  Attorney Sweeney felt these issues are not major.  Chairman Parise disagreed 
and still cannot understand how Attorney Sweeney expects final approval and a 
resolution for final approval be granted without the submission of plans.  Chairman 
Parise stated the applicant just keeps coming back making representations and 
requesting extensions.  Ms. Dotson stated it is important she see physical plans which 
address the concerns listed and not grant approval on some issue that has yet to be 
resolved as it appears we were assured that things were much farther along than they 
really are.  Ms. Dotson expected the applicant submit plans to show sections of walls, 
colors as would be done under SEQRA and felt the Board would want to see these 
details.  Ms. Dotson still has not seen a complete list of what is in the plans nor has she 
seen a complete set of plans.  A big concern is that if all parties involved have different 
sets of plans and different sets of lists as to what is supposed to be there, then how can 
one final resolution possible be drawn up.  Member Niemotko asked how many plans 
there are and when they were sent and to whom.  Engineer Lombardi stated all plans 
have been sent out.  Member Niemotko requested copies of the transmittal letters 
submitting the plans.  Engineer Lombardi stated he would email the letters in the 
morning.  Ms. Dotson stated everyone involved needs to all have the same 
documentation, the same lists and the same set of plans as every time this is discussed 



a different answer is provided.  Attorney Sweeney stated that only technical people 
received the plans.  Chairman Parise stated that the Board always wants to see the 
plans and Engineer Lombardi claimed he submitted plans to everyone, despite the fact 
the planning board has not received anything.  Chairman Parise questioned Attorney 
Sweeney how he expects a Resolution to be done without a set of plans.  Attorney 
Sweeney stated he does not have a set of plans for the Board to use and is asking for 
an extension.  Chairman Parise stated the Board has granted 11 extensions and does 
not understand how an applicant can appear before the board without an updated set of 
plans.  In August 2010 Ms. Dotson was asked to prepare a Resolution and she needed 
plans and here we are in November still discussing the same thing and nothing has 
been achieved or submitted.  Attorney Levinson stated that this Board does not want to 
be placed in a litigative posture with Attorney Sweeney making off the cuff statements 
without any support.  In June 2010 Attorney Sweeney stated that the project has really 
achieved all the outside approvals that are necessary.  Attorney Levinson reminded 
Attorney Sweeney this is what he has been representing all along and now he shows 
that approvals haven’t even been applied for.  Chairman Parise stated that the same 
discussion is being held now as was in June, July and August, therefore nothing has 
been accomplished due to the applicant not providing required documentation, and all 
agency approvals have either not been received or even applied for.  In reviewing the 
matrix submitted by Attorney Sweeney the board needs a copy of the DEC letter; the 
DOT gave conceptual approval, all plans to all members of Village and Town planning 
boards, confirmation of which plans are to be filed with the county clerk, and 
confirmation of water service.  Member Niemotko questioned if final approval were 
granted it would be conditioned only on 2 state agencies.  Engineer Lombardi discussed 
an email he received from OC Sewer dated 11/10/2010 stating Orange County will not 
be signing any sewer main extensions.  Attorney Levinson stated there is no such 
provision in the zoning for conditional final site plan approval.  The problem is in 2006 
preliminary approval was granted to assist the applicant in actively pursuing outside 
approvals and now almost 5 years later approvals have not been achieved.  
Furthermore in the time period this matter has been pending other major changes have 
occurred or will be occurring in the area and need to be addressed.  Chairman Parise 
stated the Town planning board granted a 30 day extension to allow the Village 
planning board to meet.  Attorney Levinson suggested the applicant submit final plans 
for review, and copies of all correspondence from outside agencies to enable the 
consultants to prepare a draft final resolution.  
 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Niemotko it was 
unanimously Resolved that the conditional preliminary approval for Smith Farm is 
hereby extended until January 24, 2011 to allow for time for the consultants to 
review the submissions to prepare a Final Resolution conditional on the 
following:  Documents are to be provided including but not limited to a full and 
complete set of site/subdivision plans; copies of all correspondence from any/all 
outside agencies; approvals or denials from any/all outside agencies; and a set of 
copies of all plans and documents must be provided to Leslie Dotson, Lanc & 
Tully, David Levinson, Esq., the Village of Monroe Planning Board and all 



members, the Town of Monroe Planning Board and all members, Town of Monroe 
Planning Board Engineer and Town of Monroe Planning Board Attorney.  All 
plans, correspondence and documents must be submitted no later than 12/6/2010 
to allow time for the consultants to review prior to the January meetings. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
On a Motion made by Member Syrianos and seconded by Member Cocks it was 
Resolved that the Minutes of the September 15, 2010 meeting be approved.   
Member DeAngelis questioned the address on the 107 Stage Road project thinking it 
should be 109 Stage Road. Chairman Parise explained the name of the Application is 
how the Applicant filed the application, which was 107 Stage Road.  Member DeAngelis 
stated it was two lots.  Attorney Levinson informed Member DeAngelis that it is one lot 
with two mailing addresses. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Syrianos it was 
Resolved that the Minutes of the September 20, 2010 meeting be approved.   
 
On a Motion made by Member Syrianos and seconded by Member Cocks it was 
Resolved that the Minutes of the October 13, 2010 meeting be approved.   
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member DeAngelis it was 
Resolved that the Minutes of the October 18, 2010 meeting be approved.  
Chairman Parise abstained. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Syrianos it was 
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be 
adjourned.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:00 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


