
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
WORKSHOP MEETING 
NOVEMBER 14, 2012 

MINUTES 
 
 
 
PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Niemotko, Engineer  
  O’Rourke, Attorney Reineke, Building Inspector Wilkins 
 
ABSENT: Member Syrianos 
 
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.   
 
1. Gridin – Accessory Apartment – (201-5-9) 
 Present: Victor Gridin, Lilia Gridin, Violetta Gridin, William Carpini 
 
Chairman Parise stated that Engineer O’Rourke reviewed the plans submitted and had 
a few comments, a copy of which has been sent to the applicants surveyor.  Engineer 
O’Rourke explained that the applicants name should be consistent on the survey as well 
as the application.  There are currently spelling variations between documents.  In 
addition an accessory use is a conditional use under the code and will require a public 
hearing.  As this property lies within 500 feet of a County Road a 239 referral to the 
County will be required.  Chairman Parise explained that the apartment is an existing 
apartment and did not meet the minimum square footage of 600 square feet, however 
the applicant applied to the ZBA and received a variance for 462 square feet.  The 
board confirmed with the applicants that the owners of the property, Victor and Lilia 
Gridin, are residing on the property and informed the applicants that per the Village 
Zoning Code the owner is required to live on the premises.  Engineer O’Rourke 
commented that the ZBA Variance “terminates upon the transfer of title”.  Engineer 
O’Rourke suggested that this note be added to the plan and also mentioned that upon 
approval the code requires that a Covenant be filed with the County Clerk and local 
assessor stating that the accessory apartment ceases upon transfer of title.   
 
2. 577 Route 17M – Site Plan – (220-5-16.1) 
 Present:  John Loch, AFR Engineering; Shulem Brach 
 
Engineer O’Rourke discussed his comments on the plans dated 10/30/12.  The 
landscaping note needs to include the standard language required by the Planning 
Board.  Saturday should be addressed in the hours of operation note.  Details about 
which parts of the driveway and parking lot will be paved and repaired and when the 
repairs will be made should be noted on the plan.  Engineer O’Rourke recommended 
that the Board discuss the language in note #1 concerning the use or occupancy of the 
building as well as the existing storage sheds on the property.  Engineer Loch 
responded regarding the language in Note #1 and felt that the words “only the building 



and property area indicated for use on this site plan may be used without further 
planning board approval” covered the fact that the storage sheds were not being used 
at this time and that further approval would be required if the sheds would be occupied 
in the future.  Attorney Reineke suggested that since there is an existing chain link 
fence running across the center of the property and everything on the southern end of 
that fence is not currently a part of this site plan, use of any of the property or buildings 
south of the existing chain link fence would require further planning board approval.  
Engineer Loch agreed that a note stating anything south of the chain link fence is not 
approved for use at this time would cover the issue.  Member Cocks questioned if trucks 
would be serviced on site.  Engineer Loch stated that no service would be done on site 
of trucks or dumpsters and agreed to add a note to the plan stating so.  Attorney 
Reineke commented on Note number 5 and suggested adding the word “cleaned” so 
that it reads that the dumpsters would be returned to the site empty and cleaned. 
Engineer Loch discussed the paving of the driveway and parking area.  Engineer Loch 
provided photos showing the majority of the parking area being in good shape and not 
requiring paving.  Engineer Loch stated that it was a large paved area and to pave the 
entire thing would be a cost burden to the applicant and proposed to repair the potholes 
that are existing and pave the areas that are damaged, but not pave the entire site at 
this time.  The area that requires the most work is approximately 100 feet in from the 
entrance from Route 17M.  Chairman Parise stated his concern since there will be 
heavy truck traffic coming in and out of the site and the repairs would not hold up as 
well as redoing the entire lot, and questioned the applicant if they intended to repair the 
potholes again if they were to reemerge. Mr. Brach stated that their intention is to 
maintain the site and they do not want to cause damage to their trucks.  The site is only 
partially leased at this time and they are hoping to lease more and generate more 
income but for now they can only afford to repair and do small areas of paving.  
Engineer O’Rourke commented that this is a conditional use, therefore the board can 
instill time limitations on repairing the potholes and then require the applicant to return 
at a later date to review the condition of the pavement after months of truck traffic.   
 
3. Mavis Tire – Conditional Use/Site Plan – (220-4-6.1) 

Present: Steve Brown, Hudson Valley Realty; Larry Marshall, P.E., 
Mercurio-Norton-Tarolli-Marshall 

 
Engineer O’Rourke reviewed the latest submission and commented that referral to the 
County under the 239 requirements, NYS DOT, OC Environmental Facilities, Village 
Water Department and local emergency services is required.  In addition, a Long Form 
EAF should be prepared, and since this is a conditional use a public hearing will be 
required.  Engineer O’Rourke also requested the applicant clarify the replacement or 
use of the current building.  Mr. Brown discussed that the intent of the tenant is to 
preserve as much of the existing building as possible and extend the building to the rear 
of the lot.  The proposal is for a building that will be 42’ wide x 136’ long and will be in 
the same footprint of the existing building.  This building fits within the setbacks, 
including the side yard setback with the variance.  The glass enclosure in the front will 
be taken down but the front wall will remain as well as the corner closer to Big Mike’s.  
The building size will provide a very wide driving aisle leaving a 30 ft. lane between the 



parking spaces and the sidewalk, which will allow plenty of access for emergency 
vehicles and garbage pick up.  Member Cocks questioned where used tires will be 
stored.  Mr. Brown stated that all tires are stored inside the building at all times.  Mr. 
Brown stated that this tenant is very particular about their operation, building 
appearance and lot appearance.  One of their requirements is that the building must 
appear brand new.  Mr. Brown stated that the entire parking lot would be repaired and 
resurfaced.  Engineer O’Rourke commented that there is no requirement to keep the 
existing building, and that they may need to rip up the existing floor as that floor most 
likely cannot handle the weight of equipment and vehicles.  Mr. Brown stated that once 
site plan approval is received, architects will determine what parts of the building can be 
saved with regard to safety and structure.  Mr. Brown questioned the necessity of a long 
form as the disturbance is minimal and they are only adding 2000 square feet to the 
building.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that the Village requires a Long form on projects of 
this scope, especially with the demolition being done, and the County will also require 
the form for their 239 review.  Engineer O’Rourke added that a landscaping plan is 
needed which includes trees from the Village approved list.  In addition hours of 
operation, all aspects of Village Code 200-86h, and all utilities and inverts/depths need 
to be included on the plan.  A lighting plan and demolition plan needs to be submitted 
for review as well. 
 
4. Lenza – Site Plan – (223-1-4) 

Present: Steve Brown, Hudson Valley Realty; Larry Marshall, P.E., 
Mercurio-Norton-Tarolli-Marshall 

 
Mr. Brown stated that the last time they appeared there was a violation on the property.  
The building has since been removed therefore the violation is cleared up.  Mr. Brown is 
suggesting classifying the site as a neighborhood shopping center.  Subdividing does 
not meet bulk requirements and creates two non-conforming lots which would require 
application to the ZBA.  This creates a lengthier process and affects financing.  There 
are already prospective tenants for the site and their goal is to develop the property with 
paying tenants.  Currently Dunkin Donuts is lined up to occupy approximately 30% of 
the building along with a drive through.  This will be the Harriman Dunkin Donuts 
relocating so they can have a drive through.  The lot also is large enough to allow plenty 
of parking with a large amount of cars stacked in the queue without causing any backup 
onto Route 17M and fits well for the morning traffic with right turn in and right turn out.   
In addition there is a possibility of a restaurant plus another retail space of 1500-2000 
square feet to be leased.  The one question with neighborhood shopping center is with 
Monroe Rentals on the site and the definition of allied use.  However, Mr. Brown feels 
the classification of neighborhood shopping center would be the most beneficial 
classification for the property allowing Monroe Rentals to continue their business as well 
as develop the rest of the property with solid tenants, as well as allowing positive 
potential options for the future.  Engineer O’Rourke commented that the site should be 
made to look like one property.  Chairman Parise commented that the parking for 
Monroe Rentals should be organized as well.  After much discussion by the Board, 
Attorney Reineke summarized that from what he’s been hearing in discussion the Board 
is comfortable with the proposal of neighborhood shopping center for the lot and 



proposed uses, and suggested the applicant show renderings to the Board on how they 
are going to blend together the two buildings to make it flow as one contiguous lot.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Niemotko it was 
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be 
adjourned.  The meeting was adjourned at 9:05 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  


