
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
WORKSHOP MEETING 
NOVEMBER 12, 2014 

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

Engineer O’Rourke, Attorney Levinson, Building Inspector Cocks, Planner 
Dotson 

 
ABSENT: Members Karlich and Convers 
 
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 
introduced the new format for the Planning Board pointing out the TV screens newly 
installed in both meeting rooms, and the tablets the board has, showing the recent 
advancements in technology and discussed how the Board is going digital and green. 
 
1. 577 Route 17M – Conditional Use Renewal – (220-5-16.1) 
 Present: John Loch, AFR Engineering 
 
Engineer Loch informed the Board that he was contacted by the applicant last minute, 
this afternoon, to appear on his behalf as he was unable to attend the meeting.  
Chairman Parise commented that was unfortunate because there were issues with the 
site, and asked Engineer Loch if the building department’s memo was passed along.  
Engineer Loch did not have any memo from the building department.  Attorney Levinson 
informed Engineer Loch that a major issue is that the premises is being used for 
religious assembly, as is evidenced by the sign outside at the entrance to the driveway 
advertising prayer sessions.  This property is not approved for any type of assembly; it 
is approved as a warehouse, not open to the public.  If the applicant wanted to hold 
religious assembly at the site then application should have been made for such.   Based 
on this it will be Attorney Levinson’s recommendation that the Board not renew the 
Conditional Use Permit.  Chairman Parise added that 4 written complaints have been 
received in the Building Department which mentions not only the sign advertising 
religious assembly but also the playing of loud music.  Based on the Building Inspector’s 
comments, the 4 complaints as well as the improper use of the building, it is imperative 
that the applicant appear before this Board to discuss these issues.  Building Inspector 
Cocks informed the Board that there are two separate reports for this property.  One 
deal with issues on the interior of the building and fall within the parameters of the 
building department, but the second deals with site issues and that one needs to be 
addressed with the Planning Board.  The site issues are 1) striping has not been done; 
2) the dumpster enclosure was built but not completed, and not built to the approved 
size; and 3) although the applicant fixed potholes earlier this year, however new 
potholes have appeared which need to be repaired, and the site has accumulated more 
garbage.  Engineer Loch stated that the applicant has retained a company to stripe and 



that will be done shortly; the applicant is looking for a contractor to make the corrections 
to the dumpster area; the fuel tank originally on the plan is not going to be installed; the 
applicant is working to see if the striping company can repair the potholes as well and 
Engineer Loch will make the applicant aware of these issues.  Chairman Parise 
commented that the applicant has known about these issues as he was before this 
Board in May of this year and these same issues needed to be addressed then.  
Because of these issues the applicant was only granted a 6 month conditional use 
renewal and although he took care of them 6 months ago, he has not maintained the 
site as he should.  The applicant himself needs to appear before this Board to discuss 
this.  The applicant must appear at the December workshop.  Engineer Loch stated he 
will relay this information to the applicant.  Attorney Levinson informed the Board and 
Engineer Loch that the conditional use permit expires on November 17, 2014 and it is 
up to the Board if they want to renew it or not, and added that without a valid conditional 
use permit they cannot operate.  Attorney Levinson continued that if this applicant 
wanted to make application for religious assembly they can apply for that, but religious 
assembly was never discussed and was not what was approved.  Holding religious 
assembly in a building that is not suited or approved for religious assembly creates a 
potential liability to the Village.  The Board and its consultant are offended by the 
behavior of this applicant in not following the laws and then his failure to appear to 
address the violations. 
 
2. Smith Farm – Site Plan (203-1-1.1, 1.2) 

Present: Mark Siemers, Pietrzak & Pfau; Richard Croughan, Esq. for James 
Sweeney, Esq. 

 
Chairman Parise stated that he contacted Mayor Purcell regarding the Gilbert Street 
Improvements as requested by the applicant.  A letter was sent to the Mayor and Village 
Board, however, the Village Board has not had any meetings yet in the month of 
November therefore it has not been discussed by the Village Board yet.  Chairman 
Parise also informed the Board and applicant that a potential conflict was discovered 
with the traffic consultant that appeared last month, as he was contracted by both the 
Village and Town on this project many years ago, and a letter was sent to Mr. Sweeney 
regarding this.  Chairman Parise noted that a response was received from Maser 
Consulting explaining the situation and Attorney Levinson was satisfied with the 
explanation.  Chairman Parise informed the applicant that the traffic study was sent out 
to Creighton Manning for their review and input.  Attorney Levinson added that the 
Village Board has appointed his firm to review the draft prospectus for the Homeowners 
Association and requested the applicant provide him with all future documents.  
Attorney Levinson commented on one concern he has regarding enforcement of parking 
restrictions on private roads, and two municipalities which utilize two different police 
departments.  This will have to be addressed in the prospectus.  Attorney Levinson also 
commented that the draft he received is very generic and minimal and nothing site 
specific.  Planner Dotson discussed her comments.  The issue of lot lines crossing 
municipal boundaries has been addressed.  As previously discussed accessory 
structures and accessory buildings should not be allowed on these lots as this is a 
clustered subdivision and the appropriate notes should be on the plans stating such.  In 



addition, a note stating that any structures or buildings or changes to the open space 
lots without amended site plan approval.  Attorney Levinson noted that this should be 
included in the HOA prospectus.  The addition of crosswalks to the north entrance 
roadway is satisfactory, and the revised lighting plan has fulfilled the Boards intent.  
Planner Dotson noted that post mounted “one-way” and “do not enter” signs in addition 
to the painted directional arrows at the postal boxes would be helpful for safety.  
Planting notes and guidelines has been updated and addressed prior concerns.  The 
disturbance limit line and post development tree line have been revised and is 
consistent.  The proposed sidewalk location has been adjusted to show 20 feet of 
parking in front of each unit’s garage.  Planner Dotson echoed Attorney Levinson’s 
concerns regarding parking restrictions and enforcement.  Member Cocks commented 
that there is not enough off street parking and is concerned since the streets are already 
going to be narrower than what is required, and the driveways not very large, visitors 
are going to park in the street and make the streets impassable.  Realistically, no-
parking signs will be ignored and enforcement will be difficult if at all.  Engineer 
O’Rourke added that the 30’ wide road width requirement the Village has incorporates 
street parking.  Engineer Siemers indicated on the plan where parking spaces are 
proposed to be.  Members Cocks and DeAngelis both agreed that nobody is going to 
park in those spaces and walk a distance to the house they are visiting.  Chairman 
Parise added that especially with age restricted units visitors are not going to walk.  
Engineer Siemers stated that he understood the concerns but commented that this was 
the end of the approval process to address this. The Board as a whole stated that this 
issue has been brought up for years and never addressed.  Planner Dotson commented 
that they have met the minimum required by code, which doesn’t necessarily mean it is 
satisfactory.  Chairman Parise noted that the parking issue has been brought up year 
after year, engineer after engineer; this is nothing new.  Planner Dotson added that 
snow is going to be an issue and will have to be removed from the site to keep the area 
open.  Attorney Levinson stated that the prospectus for the HOA will have to have 
strong language addressing snow removal and strict enforcement of parking.  Building 
Inspector Cocks added that too many cars blocking the roadway could inhibit 
emergency services from passing through the development.  Member Cocks stated it is 
the Planning Board’s job to try to keep things safe for the community and the parking 
the way it is proposed is not safe.  Chairman Parise added that the applicant should 
look to remedy the parking situation, but restrictive signage will never be able to be 
enforced.  Engineer O’Rourke noted that all prior engineering comments have been 
addressed.  Engineer O’Rourke questioned the endangered species habitat report that 
was submitted.  Engineer Siemers stated it was for informational purposes if it was 
needed.  Engineer O’Rourke commented that if the report is needed then a permit from 
DEC will be required.  Engineer O’Rourke commented that the lighting plan in the 
Village has been updated, and although it has been recommended that the Town has 
additional parking lights near common parking areas that have not been done, therefore 
the Town should comment on this.  Orange County DOH and Realty Subdivision 
approvals are still outstanding.  Engineer Siemers requested to be placed on the 
Regular Meeting agenda to request a 6 month extension of site plan approval. 
 
  



3. Woodroe Estates – Field Change 
 Present:  John Loch, AFR Engineering 
 
Chairman Parise stated that the applicant is seeking to move the sidewalk from the 
southern part of Reynolds Road to the northern part.  Chairman Parise felt the 
relocation would be very dangerous to have pedestrians to be crossing Reynolds Road 
as that is a very busy and heavily traveled road, and questioned why the sidewalk could 
not be placed where it was originally approved.  Engineer Loch explained that after the 
approval Orange & Rockland came into the area to install new gas main.  There is also 
rock in the area that would need to be blasted and with the new gas main it is not only 
difficult to place the sidewalk where it won’t interfere with the gas main, but blasting 
near the main is also an issue.  The Board questioned why the developer didn’t address 
the issue with Orange & Rockland before they did the work.  Engineer Loch stated that 
they did it on their own and it had nothing to do with the project.  The developer is also 
having issues installing a sewer line due to the placement of the gas main.  Member 
DeAngelis asked why the sidewalk couldn’t be placed farther in on the Woodroe 
property.  Engineer Loch stated there was a very steep bank with the retention pond 
and would not be able to be done there.  Engineer O’Rourke confirmed that there is a 
lot of rock that needs to be blasted but can’t now because of the gas main.  The Board 
understood the issue but did not like the new proposed configuration because it is not 
safe to have people crossing Reynolds Road, and suggested the developer come up 
with other alternatives.  Chairman Parise stated that it is the Planning Board’s 
responsibility to make sure things are done safely.  Engineer Loch stated that he 
realistically cannot see any other variation of a sidewalk being installed on Reynolds 
Road and asked if the Board would consider eliminating the sidewalk on Reynolds 
Road.  Chairman Parise suggested Engineer Loch have the developer to come up with 
alternative solutions and return to the Board. 
 
4. Bridges at Lake Parc – Subdivision/Site Plan – (211-1-1) 
 Present:  Richard Croughan, Esq.; Brian Brooker, Brooker Engineering 
 
Chairman Parise stated that the Bridges project is returning to the Planning Board.  A 
new application has been received.  Chairman Parise stated that the applicant is having 
an issue with the ACOE and has issues which need to be discussed.  Chairman Parise 
stated that while this is an active Planning Board file, any issues that need to be 
discussed will be done so at a Planning Board meeting.  No issues will be held with the 
DPW.  If the DPW Superintendent wants to attend a Planning Board meeting he is more 
than welcome.  Engineer Brooker explained that the plan, per the Village, was to 
eliminate the dam.  Unfortunately the ACOE has recharacterized the boundary of the 
entire lake and stream as Waters of the United States.  Because of this characterization 
ACOE permission is now needed to remove the dam and they have not given that 
permission because they feel it will change the Waters of the United States by making it 
smaller and they will not permit that.  To compensate for this change, the applicant is 
proposing to move the bulb of a cul-de-sac slightly, build up a wall with earth, which 
would make the detention pond deeper which would allow the removal of the dam while 
keeping the Waters the same.  Moving the cul-de-sac would require cutting into two lots 



causing the front lines of those lots to be curved to accommodate the cul-de-sac.  The 
two lots to be adjusted are oversized lots therefore even with the reduction the lots will 
still be 12,595 sq. ft. and 13,642 sq. ft. respectively.  The applicant is requesting the 
Board approve the concept to move the cul-de-sac and cut into the two lots to satisfy 
the ACOE.  If the ACOE accepts this concept then DEC approval will be required.  The 
Board was satisfied with the concept presented.  Attorney Levinson requested a 
resolution be drafted outlining the conceptual changes and presented for approval for 
the Regular meeting. 
 
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 8:00 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
 


