
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
WORKSHOP MEETING 

MARCH 13, 2019 
MINUTES 

 
 
 
PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, Karlich, Boucher, Engineer O’Rourke, 

Attorney Levinson, Building Inspector Cocks 
 
ABSENT: Member DeAngelis 
 
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 informed all applicants that there is a proposal by the Village Board to 
enact a moratorium on all development projects within the Village.  The granting of 
permits, site plan approval, and special permit review are all included in this proposed 
moratorium.  There is a public hearing scheduled for 4/2/19.  There is also language in 
the moratorium that if adopted, it would take effect on the date it was introduced, which 
was 3/5/19. 
 
1. Shop Rite – Amended Site Plan – (203-2-5) 
 Present: Dan Peveraro, PE 
 
Engineer Peveraro described the project to the board.  This is for the Shop Rite store 
only, not the entire site.  The façade of the store will be updated and will include a bottle 
return room and entrance vestibule in the front, and at the rear, a new loading dock and 
newer larger outdoor cooler.  The angle of the loading dock will be adjusted so as not to 
block the driveway.  A canopy will also be added on the front of the store and will 
overhang the entire width of the sidewalk to protect people from the elements.  
Chairman Parise asked what would happen to the area with the existing bottle return.  
Engineer Peveraro stated that area would be redone for interior sales space.  Engineer 
O’Rourke stated there was no building expansion proposed,  nor any additional 
impervious area.  All setbacks are met.  This is a Type II action under SEQRA, and will 
have to be referred to Orange County planning for 239 review due to proximity to Route 
17M.  Engineer O’Rourke requested the parking calculations be clarified on the plan, 
and for the applicant to provide details on construction and timing as the work will be 
completed while the store is open. Engineer Peveraro will provide that information as 
well as color renderings of what the front of the building will look like.  He added that the 
Warwick Shop Rite was just renovated in a similar fashion.  Member Boucher requested 
before and after drawings.   
 
  



2. SUM Realty – Amended Site Plan – (203-3-3.1) 
 Present:  Larry Torro, PE, Civil Tech Engineering 
 
Engineer Torro staked out the proposed parking area and was looking for comments 
and input from the board.  The board all visited the site.  Member Cocks stated he 
visited twice and found cars all boxed in at the top of the hill instead of using the parking 
area in the back and did not understand why another parking area was needed when 
the existing lot is empty.  Chairman Parise added that there would be a lot of trees 
removed to fit the new parking lot there.  Engineer Torro stated the issue is that tenants 
on the 208 side of the building have to walk through other tenant spaces to get to their 
space.  Building Inspector Cocks added that this started when he was there on an 
inspection and found cars parked all over the lawn which is not allowed.  Member 
Karlich felt it was too close to 208.  Member Boucher asked for clarification as to where 
the main entrance was.  Engineer Torro showed the main entrance facing the access 
road, but added there were some other separate entrances for other spaces.  It was 
suggested to put a walkway around the building as opposed to a whole parking area.  
Engineer O’Rourke had some issues such as tight turns, close proximity to the State 
road, lighting and landscaping would need to be addressed, and the proximity to the 
main entrance off Route 208 is problematic.  The board was not amenable to adding 
more parking when there is an existing parking area that is not being used.  The board 
would prefer to see an alternate way to get into the building instead of another parking 
lot. 
 
3. Smith Farm – Revised Road Names – (203-6-32) 
 Present: Ronald Kossar, Esq; Mark Siemers, PE 
 
Chairman Parise stated the roads in this project are private.  911 addressing has 
already been submitted and each lot already has a street address.  If the names were 
changed all of that would have to be redone.  Engineer O’Rourke explained that 
because the road names were on the filed map, if the road names were changed they’d 
have to come back before the board and gain approval for a new map.  This will also 
have to be referred to county planning.  Chairman Parise asked if the applicant met with 
the Town.  Attorney Kossar met with the town board who has jurisdiction over road 
names.  A few board members had some concerns and comments but no action was 
taken.  The planning board does not set the names on private roads.  Attorney Kossar 
was looking for feedback so he could return to the town board.  Chairman Parise had no 
issue with changing the names.  Member Cocks felt the names should be left alone.  
Attorney Levinson asked what the purpose was for the name change.  Attorney Kossar 
responded that the developer wanted to give the roads names which had more meaning 
to the developer.  For example one name is Maio Lane and George Maio was the 
original developer of the project.  Weeks Lane is another as Mr. Weeks assisted the 
developer with easements crossing his property.  Attorney Kossar will come back after 
the town gives some input.  Engineer O’Rourke suggested sending the application to 
the County for 239 as it was indicated that some of the houses on the Town portion are 
nearing completion and the correct address for each house should be established prior 
to transfer of title.  



4. Smith Farm – Amended Open Space Plan – (203-6-31.2) 
Present: Ronald Kossar, Esq; Mark Siemers, PE 

 
Engineer O’Rourke stated the Village planning board doesn’t technically have 
jurisdiction over the proposed pool area located in the Town, however as the Village 
planning board is lead agency for seqra the changes proposed in this application will 
require amendment of the seqra findings.  The original seqra findings listed the area as 
open space.  The proposal will increase the amount of impervious surfaces and the 
road may require additional grading, extending utilities, water and sewer.  Engineer 
O’Rourke suggested the applicant provide a table of what was originally approved as far 
as environmental areas, what is now being proposed, and what mitigation will be taken.  
Action under seqra will need to be taken.  There will be some type of detention facility 
required, or at the least confirmation that the facilities existing can handle additional 
impervious areas; a water line extension will have to be shown to the area of the site; 
details as to the water district will need to be resolved.   
 
Chairman Parise added that water calculations were not done for an additional pool.  
Attorney Kossar clarified that this application is not for an additional pool; the applicant 
wants to relocate the existing pool to the top of the hill.  The clubhouse area and 
playground in the village will remain.  Member Cocks asked what was going to be done 
with the land where the pool was going to go.  The board stated the application did not 
show that this was to move the recreational area, it appeared it was for an additional 
recreational area.  The board agreed that the site plan will have to show not only the 
area in the town where they want to relocate the pool to, but also what is going to be 
done with the area in the village where the pool was going to go.  Chairman Parise 
commented that the village did not collect fees in lieu of parkland because of the 
recreation being built in the village portion and now they want to take it out. Attorney 
Kossar stated they would pay parkland fees if necessary.  Discussion was held 
regarding the potential removal of recreational area from the Village and the board was 
dissatisfied with the proposal.  Chairman Parise added that for 15 years the planning 
board worked on the recreational area because it was in the 55 and older portion of the 
development and would be better for the seniors who would be occupying those homes.  
Now it will be expected for the 55 and older portion of the project to travel all the way to 
the top of the hill for recreation.  That does not make sense.  Attorney Kossar stated the 
developer was concerned with privacy issues with the pool being situated where it is 
and preferred it be tucked away at the top of the hill.  Attorney Levinson stated that the 
board spent years belaboring over the amount of recreational space and its location and 
this was finally approved in 2005.  When the board reviewed this portion of the plan 
years ago public hearings were held.  Now you’re proposing to move this to an area 
where there are neighbors nearby who were initially not affected by the recreation 
space as it was nowhere near their homes, but now will be directly affected by this 
change.  Engineer Siemers stated they were looking for the boards feelings on the 
proposal.  The board was not in favor of removing the recreation from the village, the 
area at the top of the hill was supposed to be left open. Moving the recreation area so 
far away from the 55 and older portion is not practical; parkland fees were not paid so 
would have to be reconsidered.  Attorney Levinson added that the village is confronting 



a potential new moratorium which would potentially halt site plan review, which would 
affect this project.   
Helen Knickerbocker, a neighbor of the Smith Farm property, commented that there 
was a 60’ open space buffer around the entire project with the denser housing in the 
middle.  Ms. Knickerbocker does not understand why a pool in the open space area 
would be considered.  Chairman Parise agreed, but informed Ms. Knickerbocker that 
the pool is proposed to be located in the town, so she should speak with the town as 
well.  Don Weeks added that he gave permission for a water easement to run through 
his property in exchange for 3 taps for his properties.  The village approved this 
arrangement.  Mr. Weeks sees the houses almost completed and wants to know where 
his taps are.  Attorney Levinson stated that Mr. Weeks should contact the Village.   
 
 
5. 834 Rt. 17M Laundromat – Amended Site Plan (201-3-15) 
 Present: Michael Sandor, PE, MJS Engineering 
 
Engineer Sandor received Engineer O’Rourke’s comments and addressed them with 
the board.  Engineer Sandor stated the parking lot is currently not delineated but the lot 
is proposed to be repaired and spaces delineated.  Bollards are proposed against the 
building because of the location of the parking spaces and the elevation between the 
parking space and the building.  Discussion was held and the board would prefer to see 
curbing, but would agree to a bumper in each space screwed into the ground.  The 
board did not want to see tall bollards.  Landscaping has been added around the 
proposed addition as well as in a landscaped island along Route 17M.  The applicant 
was hesitant to add sidewalks along Route 17M at this time as there has been a lot of 
discussion about potential improvements in the Gilbert St/Route 17M area and the 
applicant didn’t want to install sidewalks if they were going to be ripped out because of 
17M updates.  Engineer Sandor suggested installing sidewalks on the other side of the 
road to join with existing sidewalks.  The board disagreed on the location of the 
sidewalks and wanted to see sidewalks on both sides of 17M.  Chairman Parise added 
that the applicant should at the least consider sidewalks and landscaping on the 
property closer to Freeman’s. The board stated they’ve been waiting for years for Route 
17M to be repaired in that area but there is no guarantee this will ever happen and feels 
this applicant should, at the least fix up their own property.  Engineer O’Rourke added 
that the entrance way from 17M needs to be cleaned up as it is deteriorated right now.  
Engineer Sandor stated the entrance is within the State ROW.  Chairman Parise felt it 
was worth communicating with DOT and worth the applicant cleaning up the site.  
Member Boucher added the shrubbery and brush need to be cleaned up as well.  
Engineer Sandor outlined proposed new landscaping and lighting, and pointed out 
proposed sidewalks on the YMCA side which have already been approved by DOT, just 
waiting for the Village Board.  Engineer O’Rourke commented that the lighting fixtures 
proposed are fine but the plan is not legible and should be cleaned up prior to signature.  
Member Cocks added that lighting should be added at the rear of the site for security 
reasons.  Engineer Sandor agreed to rotate the dumpster enclosure to make it parallel 
to the building to allow for better access.  The board requested color architecturals and 
samples of materials to be used.  Engineer O’Rourke noted the plan required 239 



referral to Orange County Planning.  The repaving of the parking lot needs to be 
clarified on the plan and something should be installed to deter people from parking in 
front of the building near Route 17M.  The sidewalk around the building could be 
widened to allow for more area for people to walk which is not in the parking lot.  The 
landscaping note should be in perpetuity.  A detailed landscaping plan should be 
provided for the board to review.  Engineer O’Rourke reminded Engineer Sandor that if 
the Village Board enacts the new proposed moratorium that this project would fall under 
that.  Engineer Sandor stated that the Village just redid their comprehensive plan and 
zoning and asked why would they do it again so soon? Engineer Sandor stated that this 
was unfair to an existing business who wants to improve their facilities and would be 
addressing the Village Board about this. 
 
6. 236 High St – Site Plan and Special Use Permit (206-5-4.12) 
 Adult Care Facility 
 Present:  Michael Sandor, PE; John Cappello, Esq.; Tim Mitts, Agent 
 
Attorney Levinson informed the applicant that this application is specifically exempt from 
the proposed moratorium.  Attorney Levinson continued detailing technical issues 
regarding the application papers.  The application as submitted is deficient.  Boxes were 
not checked with regard to the nature of the action; it incorrectly refers to the application 
as a senior housing full site plan; refers to providing an adult home for people over the 
age of 62 when the law specifies over the age of 65; it does not clearly specify who the 
owner of the premises is or who the operator of the adult home will be.  Mr. Mitts is 
designated as the agent to appear before the board, but is not either the owner or 
operator.  It is necessary to know this information to abide by certain points of law 
contained in the social services law which will control this use.  Pamela Lee’s 
relationship to the application is unclear; at one point she is the sole member of the 
corporation, at another time she signs as owner when it appears there is an LLC who 
owns the property.  Additionally the address listed for Ms. Lee varies at different points 
of the application.  The authorization to inspect is not signed in the appropriate capacity; 
the EAF is not signed at all; and the EAF is an old form.  Attorney Levinson added that 
normally he would have advised the secretary to the planning board to reject this 
application due to the deficiencies, but as Mr. Cappello obviously did not complete the 
application on behalf of his client, the board will give Attorney Cappello time to correct 
the application deficiencies for next month.  Attorney Levinson stated for the record that 
Mr. Mitts sent an email informing the board that the meeting would be video recorded.  
Attorney Levinson stated that Mr. Mitts has every right to video the meeting.  Engineer 
O’Rourke discussed his review.  Proof of being on the national and state registers of 
historic places has been provided to the planning board, and maintaining this status is 
required for the proposed use to continue.  Required lot size for adult homes is linked to 
the total number of residents and an affidavit should be provided confirming the number 
of residents and certifying that each of the residents meets the age requirement to 
reside at the property.  The local law provides that SHPO review and comment on the 
application as well as the planning board and it is the planning board’s discretion to hire 
an outside qualified architectural historian to review the project as well.  Engineer 
O’Rourke did some research on the architectural historian and could only find a few in 



NY City at a rate of $400-$500 per hour plus travel.  A local architect, Wheldon Abt, was 
contacted and although not technically a qualified architectural historian, has agreed to 
review the project.  He is not officially an architectural historian.  Chairman Parise felt 
that he did not meet the language in the law.  Discussion was held as to what the local 
law actually meant with regard to the “qualified architectural historian” as the law was 
vague.  Attorney Cappello felt that SHPO could be the authority to be used.  The board 
was fine with using SHPO but also felt that as nobody involved with the Village had any 
true historical architectural background, the certified architectural historian would be 
needed.  In addition, Chairman Parise stated that when a “qualified architectural 
historian” was found, then approval to hire this extra consultant would have to be given 
by the village board.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that the local law requires that “each 
application for a proposed senior adult home shall be accompanied by appropriate 
undertakings, deed restrictions, easements and the like, in form and content satisfactory 
to the Village Attorney; and no CO shall be issued unless and until a copy of the 
operating certificate from the NYS Department of Social Services and/or a permit from 
the NYS Department of Health pursuant to 18 NYCRR Part 490 has been filed with the 
Building Department”.  Such deed restrictions have not been provided.  Any approval 
would need to be subject to the zonings requirement for both continuing maintenance of 
the building exterior to protect its historic character and the project site’s continuous 
listing on the National and State registers of historic places, and all would be required to 
be shown on the plan.  Engineer O’Rourke noted that according to the local law it 
appears the maximum number of occupants permitted would appear to be 13, but 
defers to the building department for confirmation.  Building Inspector Cocks agreed the 
maximum number is 13, there is no rounding up with people; and also the plan 
incorrectly notes that the building area is 87,486 square feet when it is actually the lot 
area which is 87,486 square feet and this should be corrected on the plan.  Engineer 
O’Rourke continued that notes be placed on the plans as outlined in the local law 
concerning Certification of Use, continued listing on the National registry of historic 
places and any other requirements such as hours of operation, exterior lighting and any 
other requirements the planning board instills as part of the special use permit.  
Engineer O’Rourke suggested the planning board review the parking as the plan shows 
15 parking spaces but it is unclear if the parking area is paved, and if any new 
pavement is proposed and if so a pavement detail should be provided and drainage 
should be accounted for.  In addition a narrative should be provided as the board cannot 
tell how many people would be working at the facility, living at the facility, visiting the 
facility, in order to determine required parking spaces. Chairman Parise noted that just 
because someone is 65 does not mean they don’t drive a car.   Attorney Levinson 
added that the handicapped parking spots are not near the building.  Building Inspector 
Cocks agreed that the handicapped spaces need to meet ADA requirements and the 
signage needs to be updated.  Mr. Mitts stated there is a total of 10 bedrooms on the 
second floor.  Attorney Cappello stated with a max occupancy of 13 this could provide 
for up to 3 couples.  Engineer O’Rourke stated the parking table on the plan should 
accurately reflect the number of vehicles with relation to the number of occupants, 
employees and visitors.  Chairman Parise added that where this building is located off 
street parking is not permitted.  The existing senior housing facility in the Village is 
located where there is off street parking to handle the overflow, but this building is not 



so parking will have to be looked at carefully.  Cars cannot be parked on the lawn either.  
An emergency generator is shown on the plan and located within the access road.  
Further detail on the generator as to size and noise as well as actual location should be 
provided.  Attorney Levinson asked if the location of the generator affects the historic 
status of the building.  This is something that should be confirmed.  Engineer O’Rourke 
stated that parking lot lighting is shown as a tree mounted light and two building 
mounted lights.  The board typically does not permit lighting mounted to a tree.  Security 
lighting will have to be shown on the plan, and the applicant was reminded that they are 
in a residential neighborhood so screening from all adjoining neighbors will be 
necessary.  Chairman Parise added that emergency services will have to review these 
plans.  Engineer O’Rourke stated the existing water and sewer line needs to be shown 
on the plan, and if the proposed 6” fire line which is being shown on the plan is required 
then full details for its construction should be provided along with anticipated flow 
needed as well as what flows and pressures can be expected from the existing water 
line.  The existing landscape/tree line should be shown on the plan.  The existing 
structure exceeds 30’ in height and may possibly require a fire aerial access.  The 
height of the carport should be provided to confirm if emergency vehicles can get under 
it.  Regardless, Appendix D of NYS Fire Code requires the need of a fire aerial access 
which would require a 26’ wide access road around the building.   A turnaround for the 
fire truck will also be required.  The application must be submitted to NYS Office of 
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation for their review and approval.  This 
application is a special use permit which requires a public hearing.  Building Inspector 
Cocks reviewed his comments.  Many of his comments were the same as Engineer 
O’Rourke’s, but added that details on the handicapped ramp should be provided and 
have to be coordinated with the architectural historian; screening should be discussed 
for the generator as well as bollards due to proximity to the fire road; this type of use 
changes the use of the building from a single family home to an R4 occupancy, 
condition 2 of the 2015 IBC.  This is a 3 story, Type V construction therefore will require 
the installation of a sprinkler system.  Details of the sprinkler system should be provided 
to the board, on the plans, and reviewed by the historical architect and SHPO for 
compliance with the historic nature of the building.  At least one accessible route from 
an accessible entrance to primary function areas (bedrooms) shall be installed.  This will 
require an elevator to the floors that have resident bedrooms and/or bathrooms.  This 
should be reviewed by the planning board, historical architect and SHPO.  Complete 
building plans should be provided showing all existing features as well as any proposed 
alterations such as an elevator, a sprinkler system, etc.  Plans should show all existing 
rooms, dimensions and proposed uses of all rooms such as meeting rooms, exercise 
rooms, dining rooms, laundry and bedrooms.  All emergency exits and stairways shall 
be indicated.  The plans should be as complete as possible as this will need to be 
reviewed for compliance with Village Code, Health Department and Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards.  Attorney Levinson asked how the people are going to get from the 
proposed handicapped parking spots to the building with the grade.  Building Inspector 
Cocks noted that the handicapped spots should be relocated closer to the building as 
per ADA compliance.  Currently people utilizing the handicapped parking spaces have 
to travel farther than non a handicapped person, which does not meet code.  Engineer 
Sandor stated he plans on having a full code analysis on the building and provide 



schematics for every board and agency to review.  Attorney Levinson stated this is a 
unique law and although feels the idea is good, is concerned with the extensive amount 
of money that will be necessary to bring this building into compliance, not to mention 
what impact these changes will make on an historic structure.  Attorney Cappello felt 
that SHPO would be relaxed with certain requirements for an historic structure.  Building 
Inspector Cocks noted that its not just SHPO that has to be complied with, its also 
building code, Department of Health and the Village Board put some very stringent 
requirements in the local law which also must be adhered to.  For example the local law 
does not allow alterations.  That presents a problem.  Attorney Cappello felt an elevator 
was not an alteration.  Building Inspector Cocks disagreed.  Chairman Parise added 
that other concerns from the planning board perspective are adequate parking, snow 
removal, and screening from the neighbors.  This property is in the middle of a 
completely residential neighborhood and screening from the neighbors is going to be 
very important.  Lighting is also going to need to be discussed as the use will require 
plenty of lighting and security lighting, but again in the middle of a residential 
neighborhood lighting has to be carefully considered so as not to disturb the neighbors.  
Chairman Parise asked if there was going to be any outdoor areas the residents will 
use.  Will there be bbq’s, parties, any type of out door use.  Mr. Mitts stated there will be 
outdoor use on patios and bbq etc.  Chairman Parise stated this needs to all be shown 
on the plan.  Attorney Cappello felt that screening would not be an issue for an adult 
home as they are a quiet benign use.  The board requires screening and Chairman 
Parise reminded Attorney Cappello that this is a special use permit so the applicant will 
be returning to the planning board for review. 
 
Other Business 
 
Chairman Parise stated that the Village board has requested that the planning board 
review the proposed FAR law.  There are several versions of this law and will take some 
time to review all versions.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Karlich it was 
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be 
adjourned.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 p.m.  
 
 


