
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
WORKSHOP MEETING 
DECEMBER 11, 2013 

MINUTES 
 
 
 
PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, Niemotko, DeAngelis, Syrianos, 
  Engineer O’Rourke, Attorney Levinson, 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. 
 
Chairman Parise changed the order of the agenda placing The Pets I Love as the first 
item, due to their engineer having a conflict with a meeting in another municipality. 
 
 
 
1. The Pets I Love – Amended Site Plan – (213-6-1) 
 Present: Brendan Connor, Fusco Engineering; Richard Spisto, Architect;  
  
Engineer Connor stated that OC DPW approved the plans and a letter was received by 
the Planning Board.  Engineer O’Rourke commented that a highway work permit is 
required.  Engineer O’Rourke provided comments on items that need to be cleaned up 
on the plan, specifically the labeling on sheet one, handicap parking details on two 
separate sheets do not match, dimensions and details for the curbing need to be 
provided, details for the flower boxes should be provided, a pet waste area needs to be 
identified, days of operation and the existing sewer lateral should be noted on the plan.  
Village regulations require a bond to be posted for site improvements therefore a 
construction cost estimate needs to be provided.  Engineer Connor stated that after 
discussion with Pat Kennedy at OC DPW it was agreed that curbing would not be 
required and the drawings on the plan are of grassed islands, not curbing, to minimize 
costs to the applicant.  The applicant is open to discussion regarding landscape 
requirements on the grassy island.  Chairman Parise questioned that if this was just a 
grassy area how could you prevent someone from driving over it.  The Board was 
concerned and surprised that OC DPW would not require curbing in that area and 
questioned if OC DPW actually knew what the site looked like.  Mr. Spisto discussed 
this issue with the applicants and they agreed that grass would be destroyed by salt and 
vehicles and suggested taking the 3ft. strip out and fill the area with item 4 and fill it with 
pavers.  The pavers would be placed on their side to create the look and feel of a curb 
but would be more decorative.  Chairman Parise stated that detail of the pavers and 
item 4 area need to be provided. 
 
  



2. Sacred Heart Church – Field Change/Amended Site Plan – (222-2-4) 
 Doug Rizzi 
 
Mr. Rizzi explained that the free standing sign needs to be relocated because it is 
directly in front of an existing monument.  Engineer O’Rourke stated he was contacted 
by Building Inspector Wilkins regarding the change and Engineer O’Rourke felt it could 
be handled as a field change.  A drawing was submitted showing the new location and 
the new location does not affect site distance.  The Board had no issue with the new 
location of the sign. 
 
Chairman Parise further explained that approval for the Amended Site Plan for Sacred 
Heart Church expires on 1/13/14 and since the applicant is before the board at this time 
for the sign relocation it made sense to address the upcoming expiration date.  Mr. Rizzi 
provided a letter from Rev. Thomas J. Byrnes dated 12/11/13 explaining that another 
extension of site plan will be required due to the Church needing more time to acquire 
the necessary funding to complete the project.  
 
3. Shop Rite Plaza – Conditional Use Renewal (203-2-5) 
 Present:   Ronald Kossar, Esq.; John Fogarty, Brixmor Properties 
 
Attorney Levinson stated that he reviewed a copy of the lease for the post office and 
unfortunately there is no clear right in the lease for the landlord to enforce the parking 
requirements imposed on the post office site plan.  Attorney Levinson and Attorney 
Kossar both agreed that the lease was poorly written and very confusing.  Attorney 
Levinson suggested that such rights be included in the lease when it is renewed, 
however Attorney Kossar did not know when the lease expired.  Neither attorney could 
find an expiration date in the current lease.  Attorney Levinson stated that the best 
resolution would be to have language inserted into the new lease requiring the 
employees to park in the designated lot however this cannot be done if nobody knows 
when the expiration date is.  Attorney Kossar stated that the applicant has reached out 
to the Postmaster but he is not cooperative and does not care.  Brixmor is sympathetic 
to this issue but they have no enforcement power at all.  Chairman Parise stated that 
there are still issues with dead plants on the site.  Mr. Fogarty stated he was at the site 
today and did not see any dead plants.  Member DeAngelis stated there are 24 dead 
shrubs.  Mr. Fogarty suggested Member DeAngelis walk the site with the landscape 
contractor and discuss the landscape issues with him.  Attorney Kossar stated that any 
landscaping cannot be done now in the winter, but an outside date can be set of May 1 
for completion of any outstanding landscaping.  Attorney Levinson stated that once the 
issues with the plaza are ironed out there will be a consolidation of the two site plans 
and two conditional use permits on the site into one conditional use permit. 
 
  



Member Niemotko recused himself 
 
4. Talmadge Court Day Care – Amended Site Plan (201-1-9.3) 
 Present: David Niemotko, Architect; Michael Maroff, property owner 
 
Engineer O’Rourke stated that the project is a permitted use with a conditional use 
permit and therefore requires a public hearing.  Also due to its proximity to the Town of 
Monroe border a 239 referral is required under General Municipal Law.  Engineer 
O’Rourke commented that it is a very tight site and has concern with safety on the 
existing roadway with pick up and drop off of the children as well as getting them safely 
to and from the playground.  Architect Niemotko responded that the site is 2 acres and 
sits on a private road and feels that there are advantages to this site for day care as 
opposed to other sites that would be on a public road as this is not accessible to public 
traffic.  Architect Niemotko stated that the Board determined at the last meeting that a 
public hearing is not required.  Chairman Parise, Attorney Levinson and Engineer 
O’Rourke all commented that although discussion was held at the last workshop 
regarding the need for a public hearing the Board did not waive the need for a public 
hearing, and since this is a Conditional Use per Village code, it is mandated by law that 
a public hearing is required.  Attorney Levinson asked if there is a private road 
maintenance agreement for the private road and if there is one he would like to review it 
for agreements or restrictions concerning additional traffic volume.  Architect Niemotko 
submitted a C.O. from the building department showing that gas, water and sewer 
utilities were installed on the site which should satisfy Engineer O’Rourke’s request.  
Engineer O’Rourke clarified that he was not looking for confirmation that the utilities 
were installed, but that the locations of the actual water, sewer and gas lines needed to 
be noted on the plan for safety with the proposed site work being done.  These lines are 
not currently noted on the plan.  Confirmation of the installation of utilities was for the 
sewer district because when a use is changed the number of units is changed and this 
will have to be submitted to the sewer department.  Engineer O’Rourke commented that 
referral to emergency services is required and possibly the school district bus garage as 
well, if there will be buses traveling to the site.  Buses will not travel on a private road so 
any children being dropped off by a bus will be dropped off on Gilbert Street and have to 
walk up to the site.  Either a note has to be added to the plan that no buses will be used 
and this will not be an issue, or a safe passage from Gilbert Street up to the site needs 
to be provided.  Chairman Parise added it should state public and private school 
transportation vehicles.  Discussion was held regarding the proposed parking spaces on 
the north west side of the building.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that no vehicle can make 
the turn from the road into the parking spot.  Architect Niemotko shows 12 feet of 
access which is wide enough.  Engineer O’Rourke stated it’s not only the width of the 
lane, the turning radius also has to be taken into consideration and the way the plan is 
shown the first spot is not attainable.  Chairman Parise commented that the width of the 
driveway was so narrow he didn’t feel emergency vehicles could access the rear of the 
site.  Architect Niemotko stated ambulances aren’t wider than 12 feet.  Engineer 
O’Rourke commented again that it’s about the turning radius as well as the width of the 
vehicle.  Architect Niemotko stated they are not opposed to submitting to emergency 
services and doesn’t expect an issue since they already approved the roadway 



previously.  Chairman Parise stated it was for a different use.  Architect Niemotko felt 
emergency services do not review based on use.  Chairman Parise and Engineer 
O’Rourke disagreed and specified that a playground is being added in the rear of the 
site and 25-30 children are being added into the use which changes things.  There is a 
potential now for a child to be injured on that playground and an ambulance will need to 
gain access.  Architect Niemotko proposed eliminating the parking spaces.  Engineer 
O’Rourke commented that the proposed walking area shown for the children to reach 
the playground along the grass area does not show any grading.  Grading would be 
necessary in order for the kids to adequately walk along the path.  Member DeAngelis 
asked why the children weren’t walking out of the back of the building.  Architect 
Niemotko stated there was no exit from the back of the building; the exit was only in the 
front.  Chairman Parise handed out photos he took when he visited the site.  Chairman 
Parise suggested it would be safer if a path was created around the southern side of the 
building.  Member DeAngelis asked if there was a way for the children to exit out the 
back of the building as it would be much safer.  Architect Niemotko stated there was no 
access from the ground floor to the second floor, and no access from the ground floor to 
the rear of the site and feels he proposed the best route for the children.  Chairman 
Parise stated the Board is looking for the least dangerous route for the children.  
Architect Niemotko feels once the children get to the rear of the building they have a 
larger amount of paved area to cross.  Engineer O’Rourke commented that although 
there is more pavement to cross, it is behind the building, not on the main road.  
Architect Niemotko is looking to have the children off pavement as much as possible.  
Engineer O’Rourke stated that lighting needs to be shown on the plan, and exterior 
lighting for the rear parking area needs to be added.  Architect Niemotko showed new 
lighting on the plan but not existing lighting.  Mr. Maroff stated that there are 1000 watt 
halogen lights on every corner of the building.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that existing 
lighting is not shown on the plan and needs to be added.  Mr. Maroff commented that if 
anyone went to the property they would see the existing lighting and commented that 
nobody bothered to visit his property.  The entire Board stated that they had in fact all 
visited the property, and Mr. Maroff was informed that lighting details, both existing and 
proposed, needed to be shown on the plan.  Engineer O’Rourke and Architect Niemotko 
discussed signage placement and one way direction of the driveway and the impact on 
the two family house on the property. Architect Niemotko stated there would be a one 
way loop road beginning on the northern end of the barn where vehicles would enter in, 
and continue around the barn, past the two family house and exit out onto the main 
road.  Mr. Maroff stated that he did not care if the occupants of the two family house 
would be inconvenienced, this is the way he wanted the road. Engineer O’Rourke stated 
that the Board was looking for some sort of bollards or protection in front of the 
playground area as well as a specified drop off area for the children.  Jennifer Lenoci, 
the owner of the day care who will be leasing the space in the building discussed how 
her business would operate.  Ms. Lenoci stated there would be two age groups, age 3 
and age 4, and that drop off and pick up times would be staggered by age so there 
wouldn’t be everyone arriving at the same time.  Depending on what the State approves 
her for there would be between 20-30 children.  Attorney Levinson stated that according 
to code there needs to be a specific square footage of play area per child.  If the play 
area remains 2500 square feet as proposed then she can have a maximum of 25 



children.  Ms. Lenoci stated she has 9 years experience and would work to run this 
facility in an organized manner so that everyone would not be coming all at once.  
Member DeAngelis asked how many employees would be there to supervise the 25 
children.  Ms. Lenoci stated 3 per class.  Engineer O’Rourke is still concerned with 
where people would park and drop off the children.  There is currently one spot in front 
of the building and the concern is the stacking of vehicles on Talmadge Court as well as 
the pedestrians crossing Talmadge or walking around the building with all the traffic and 
small children in tow.  Mr. Maroff stated people will come and go quickly it doesn’t take 
long to drop off children, it should be no more than 2 minutes per child.  Chairman 
Parise disagreed and commented that children move slowly, at 3 and 4 years old there 
are car seats to deal with, and  parents will talk to other parents and possibly even the 
day care employees so 2 minutes is not realistic.  The Board voiced their concern about 
the children’s safety when being dropped off and picked up as well as going to the 
outdoor play area and is looking for safe alternatives as to what has been proposed.  
Mr. Maroff disagreed and felt there were no issues.  He insisted that it would only take a 
few minutes to drop off and pick up small children and became agitated when the Board 
discussed alternative options.  Ms. Lenoci commented that there are systems that can 
be put into place that can help to alleviate the pick up/drop off time and is willing to 
establish systems to make the situation as safe as she could.  Member DeAngelis 
commented that the concern is the stacking of the cars on Talmadge, along with the 
other traffic for the other businesses and residences on Talmadge.  Even though there 
will be parking provided in the rear parents are going to take the shortest route.  
Engineer O’Rourke commented that the concern is really that there is no place to drop 
off/pick up other than the road.  He suggested possibly eliminating the parking spaces 
on the northern side of the building and designating a parking area with an entrance on 
the northern side of the building which would be a dedicated area off of the main road.  
Ms. Lenoci and Architect Niemotko felt that was a workable solution and that there is 
definitely room for this to be done and Architect Niemotko would adjust the plans to 
reflect this.  The Board liked the designated drop off area and felt that getting the 
parents and children off Talmadge court, because of all of the additional traffic that 
travels on that road, was a much safer solution.  Building Inspector Cocks stated that 
the dumpster enclosure where it is currently shown on the plans is too close to the 
building and requires a 5 foot setback from the building.  Architect Niemotko stated that 
the discussions held were productive and that he would work on amending the plans to 
reflect all of the changes discussed.  Chairman Parise stated that a public hearing, 
referral to emergency services and 239 referral were required but that it was premature 
to proceed with either at this time since there are so many changes to be made to the 
plans.  Mr. Maroff was unwilling to wait another month for any of the changes to be 
made to the plans.  Mr. Maroff rejected all of the changes discussed and proceeded to 
yell, scream, and conduct himself in an unprofessional manner towards the Board.  
Chairman Parise attempted to explain the planning board procedures with Mr. Maroff 
however Mr. Maroff was irate and out of control and continued to scream at the board 
showing he clearly did not care to understand any of the processes required for site 
plan approval, nor did he want to follow any procedures set forth in Village Code.  
Attorney Levinson advised Mr. Maroff that he was out of order.  Mr. Maroff declared that 
he was withdrawing his application and would take the issue up with his attorney.  Once 



Mr. Maroff finished his outburst Chairman Parise stated for the record that this Board is 
doing everything possible for the safety and welfare of the children who would be 
attending this day care facility and are concerned about the children’s safety which is 
why all of the situations which have arisen from the site plan were discussed.  Every 
member of the Planning Board including Engineer O’Rourke and Building Inspector 
Cocks have visited the site and have all seen issues of concern.  Chairman Parise 
continued that the Planning process is not a quick, one meeting process.  SEQR needs 
to be followed, General Municipal law must be followed, Lead Agency is declared, 
Emergency Services are notified and a public hearing needs to be held.  None of these 
things can be done until the plans are updated and satisfactory to the board.  Chairman 
Parise stated for the record that Mr. Maroff is not giving the Planning Board the 
opportunity to give feedback and follow the planning process to ensure the safety and 
welfare of the children who would attend the day care facility.   
 
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 8:20 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 


