
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
WORKSHOP MEETING 

MAY 8, 2019 
MINUTES 

 
 
 
PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Karlich, Boucher, Engineer 

O’Rourke, Attorney Reineke, 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. 
 
1. 236 High St – Site Plan and Special Use Permit (206-5-4.12) 
 Adult Care Facility 
 Present:  David Niemotko, Architect 
 
Chairman Parise discussed Building Inspector Cock’s comments regarding the building 
exceeding the maximum height which will require a variance.  Discussion was held 
regarding the wording of the law.  Architect Niemotko interpreted the law differently than 
Building Inspector Cocks.  Attorney Reineke understood Architect Niemotko’s position, 
and agreed that the wording in the law appears to be somewhat contradictory and 
should’ve been written clearer.  Having the two conflicting paragraphs in two separate 
sections supports the building inspector’s interpretation of the law.  Regardless, the 
planning board does not have the authority to interpret zoning and it has always been 
the board’s policy that if there is a question regarding zoning that the matter is put on 
hold until the zoning board acts. If the applicant disagrees with the Building Inspector’s 
interpretation then the next step for the applicant is to apply to the zoning board as they 
are the only board that can interpret zoning.  The applicant has the option to apply for 
an interpretation, or go directly for the variance for the height.  Either way the applicant 
needs to apply to the zoning board before any further planning review can happen.  
Architect Niemotko suggested going to the village board for clarification since they were 
the board who wrote the law.  Attorney Reineke stated that a clarification would not 
suffice.  If the village board agreed with the applicant’s interpretation and wanted to 
clarify the law, they would actually have to amend the law and go through the entire 
process again which would include, among other things, a public hearing.  The only 
legal recourse for the applicant at this time is to go to the ZBA for either an 
interpretation of the building inspector’s decision, or for a variance for the height.  
Architect Niemotko discussed some of the outstanding engineering comments.  
Engineer O’Rourke met with the applicant’s engineer and it was agreed that based on 
the way this law was written, any engineering comments are dependent on the interior 
issues.  The interior building plans need to be worked out with the building department, 
with SHPO, and potentially with an architectural historian.  It doesn’t make sense to 
work through any site issues until the interior issues are resolved.  This is the way this 
specific law is worded.  The biggest engineering issue for the applicant is aerial fire 
access because of the height of the building.  The access road needs to be 26’ wide 



with adequate turn around for the fire truck.  This would be the biggest alteration to the 
site.  The other issues are minor but again, are dependent on the interior issues which 
need to be addressed first.  Architect Niemotko met with Building Inspector Cocks and 
all issues are workable but will take some time to put together, and Architect Niemotko 
will submit drawings in the future.  Building Inspector Cocks asked if the number of 
occupants has been addressed as the number permitted didn’t match what is being 
shown on the plan.  Architect Niemotko is working that out.  Architect Niemotko asked 
about the hiring of an architectural historian.  Architect Niemotko acknowledged that the 
zoning code allows for this, however he felt that with the requirement of having SHPO 
review, together with the Department of Health review, his own historical expertise, and 
following what’s in the building code that architectural review was covered and the hiring 
of an historical architect would not be necessary. Chairman Parise stated the law allows 
the board to hire an architectural historian.  Architect Niemotko asked what items 
specifically would trigger the planning board actually hiring this individual. Chairman 
Parise could not answer that question at this state as the board hasn’t seen any 
architectural drawings or building plans therefore cannot make any decision regarding 
the architectural historian at this time.  Chairman Parise added that the applicant 
needed to apply to the ZBA before anything further can happen. 
 
2. 834 Rt. 17M Laundromat – Amended Site Plan (201-3-15) 
 Present:  Michael Sandor, PE 
 
Engineer O’Rourke stated the latest submission addressed the majority of the 
engineering comments.  The outstanding issues for the board to discuss are the 
sidewalks, landscaping, lighting and architecturals.  Engineer O’Rourke stated a note 
should be added to the plan clarifying what portion of the parking lot will be paved.  
Also, curbing stops have been added instead of bollards against the building, and 
curbing for the remainder of the parking lot. This application requires 239 referral and 
feels the plans are ready to send for county planning review.  Engineer Sandor 
discussed placing the sidewalk on the opposite side of the road as there are no 
sidewalks on the Laundromat side of the road.  Chairman Parise asked the board what 
they wanted to do about the sidewalk.  It is uncertain what will come of the YMCA 
project so this project cannot depend on the YMCA project at this point.  Member 
DeAngelis stated she is in favor of the sidewalk on this property.  She sees many 
people walking to the laundromat and feels it is dangerous the way it is today and would 
like to see it safer.  Chairman Parise noted that it has been the planning board’s 
practice to request sidewalks as applications come before them, in the hope that all of 
the sidewalks would eventually connect to each other.  Member Cocks agreed to install 
the sidewalk.  Engineer Sandor proposed installing the sidewalk on their property as 
opposed to the State ROW.  The board was fine with that option but all agreed they 
wanted the sidewalk.  Engineer Sandor submitted a color rendering of the exterior of the 
building.  Member Karlich was not in favor of the pink color of the building and felt it did 
not conform to the other buildings in the neighborhood and requested the color be 
modified to blend better.  Engineer Sandor would consult with the architect and bring 
some more color options to the board. Engineer Sandor explained that the lights were 



raised a bit to give better coverage in the parking lot, and another pole was added to 
provide good lighting in the parking lot. 
 
Engineer Sandor included landscaping on the plan but opened the specific plants up to 
the board if they wanted to add or make any changes.  There is proposed landscaping 
in front of the new addition which will be delineated with a curb.  The right side of the 
building will also be landscaped so you don’t see the rear of the building.  There will 
also be landscaping in front of the building.  The rest of the site is fairly wooded and 
they intend to leave that portion alone.  Chairman Parise asked if that portion could at 
least be cleaned up a bit.  Member DeAngelis asked if the side driveway onto the 
Village property was still going to be used.  Chairman Parise agreed with Member 
DeAngelis’ concern as that is Village property and is a liability to the Village to be having 
that property used without any legal documents in place.  Chairman Parise added that 
he raised this issue to the Village Board when discussing the YMCA but there was no 
response from them. 
 
3. Monroe Library – Amended Site Plan – (212-4-18, 19) 
 Present: Michael Sandor, MJS Engineering 
 
Engineer Sandor described the project as a deck-like platform to be located in the rear 
of the property where there is currently grass.  The area will be fenced and a handicap 
ramp will be provided.  The deck will be used for the children’s section of the library.  
The deck will be made of wood and would be no more than 12” off the ground.  
Chairman Parise asked if the shut off valve would be covered by the deck.  Marilyn 
Macintosh from the Library indicated the valve would not be blocked.  Engineer 
O’Rourke had no engineering comments.  This is a Type II action under SEQRA so no 
further action is required, and no 239 referral is required. 
 
4. Shop Rite – Amended Site Plan – (203-2-5) 
 Present: Dan Peveraro, PE; Susan Sassoon, Architect 
 
Engineer Peveraro explained that the original application has been scaled back a bit.  
The front entrance vestibule has been removed from the project.  The bottle return, 
walkway for Shop Rite from Home, and the cooler in the back, are still proposed.  The 
board was concerned with the location of the Shop Rite from Home doorway and 
specifically concerned that people would park in front of the building blocking the fire 
lane and the driveway.  The doorway is right in the middle of the shopping center and 
the parking lot.  Chairman Parise suggested moving the shop from home section to the 
other side of the building, closer to the gas station property, and locate the parking for 
this service on the gas station side of the building.  Engineer Peveraro explained that 
the deli is on that side of the building and it would involve extensive remodeling to move 
the deli. Member DeAngelis agreed the proposed location was right in the middle of 
things and would be better off to the side.  Chairman Parise was concerned with the 
safety of pedestrians, whether patrons or employees, crossing to the designated 
parking spaces at that location.  Locating the shop at home doorway and parking off to 
the side would be safer.  Member Boucher didn’t see an issue with the proposed 



location. Engineer O’Rourke asked if the people would be walking into the store to get 
their shop at home groceries, or would they park, send a text, and have the groceries 
delivered to their car?  Engineer Peveraro was uncertain exactly how this store would 
operate but would find out.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that regardless, striping, 
crosswalks and signage will need to be installed.  The board wanted to know how many 
parking spaces would be designated specifically for the shop at home. 
Chairman Parise asked how parking for those designated spaces would be enforced.  
Engineer Peveraro said it was basically self-enforcing.  Member Boucher felt that a 
ticket being issued would take care of the problem just like with the YMCA and it was 
just a matter of enforcement.  Member Cocks added that parking is an issue at this site 
today, and was concerned that taking away prime parking spots could be a problem.  
Engineer Peverraro explained that Shop Rite is trying to keep up with the changing 
environment with online retailers.  Chairman Parise understood the change and had no 
issue with the shop at home feature, but safety had to be addressed.  The board would 
like to know how many parking spaces would be designated shop at home only; 
whether the patrons would be getting their groceries themselves or the groceries would 
be delivered by a Shop Rite employee; and for the applicant to consider locating the 
shop at home area on the other side of the building.  These are all for safety reasons.  
Member Boucher stated he saw no issue with the plans presented.  Architect Sassoon 
asked if Shop Rite’s employees would be bringing the groceries to the car would that 
alleviate the problem.  The board felt that that would help the situation greatly.   
 
5. 16 Reynolds Rd. – 2 Lot Subdivision – (231-1-2) 
 Present:  Michael Morgante, PE 
 
Engineer Morgante stated the DEC Wetland permit has been received and submitted to 
the board.  The public hearing was held and closed.  Engineer O’Rourke’s prior 
comments have all been addressed.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that all engineering 
comments have been addressed and they now have the DEC approval.  They are 
limited to cutting trees between Oct. 31 and April 1 so they can’t begin any work until 
the fall.  A road opening permit is required from the Village DPW for the driveway 
opening.  Lead agency and seqra have been done.  Member DeAngelis asked who 
would monitor the work under the DEC permit.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that there 
was a grading plan which would be monitored by Lanc & Tully, and this would mimic 
what is required by the DEC.  Member Karlich added that the DEC is requiring certain 
wording in the Deeds and asked how this is monitored.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that 
the DEC handles the Deed issues and is part of the permit.  The applicant will have to 
close out the permit and that is when the DEC makes sure their requirements have 
been met.  Member Boucher asked if the turnaround for the driveway has been 
reviewed as he remembered this was an issue.  Engineer O’Rourke responded that the 
issue with the turnaround was already addressed by Engineer Morgante and a turning 
radius diagram is on the latest submitted plan.   
 
  



6. 81 Gilbert Street – Two Family House – Site Plan (203-6-37) 
 Present:  Mark Siemers, PE; Joel Mann, Brach and Mann 
 
Engineer O’Rourke commented that the board should review the criteria for the special 
use permit to ensure that the proposed use is consistent with the requirements outlined 
in the code.  Engineer Siemers commented that section A discusses being in harmony 
with the development of the district in which it is located, which satisfies this 
requirement.  Engineer Siemers noted that the project is located in the URM district and 
there will be duplexes built directly behind the site in the Smith Farm development.  B 
and C will also be satisfied.  Member Cocks noted that there is no real character of this 
neighborhood as all the existing homes are different ages and different styles.  Engineer 
O’Rourke stated all previous engineering comments have been satisfied with this 
submission.  Building Inspector Cocks added that the height and elevation issues have 
also been resolved with this submission.  Member DeAngelis asked what color the 
building was going to be.  Joel Mann stated he would provide the specific color name.  
Discussion was held with regard to these units being rented or condo.  Attorney 
Reineke indicated they would have to file with the AG if they went condo, and any 
violations would go against the whole property. 
 
7. 43 Freeland – Site Plan – (214-1-62) 
 Present:  Steve Dolson, PE, Civil Tech Engineering; Joel Mann, Brach & Mann 
 
Engineer Dolson stated there has been no response from the neighbor regarding the 
sidewalk so the current submitted plans show the sidewalk to be built in the row of the 
Village.  Engineer O’Rourke stated there were no outstanding engineering issues, and 
commented that the addition of a sidewalk would be safer for pedestrians. However, the 
applicant will have to go to the Village Board for approval for work within their row.  
Member Karlich asked who would be responsible to maintain the sidewalk.  Engineer 
O’Rourke stated that if the neighbor made an agreement with the applicant, then there 
could’ve been an agreement between the neighbor and the applicant where the 
applicant would maintain the sidewalk.  If the sidewalk is installed in the Village row, 
then the burden falls on the homeowner.  Member DeAngelis stated the sidewalk is 
necessary, as walking on that road is not safe.  Chairman Parise agreed and noted that 
other options were looked at but this is the most practical solution.  Member DeAngelis 
asked how many feet of sidewalk would be installed.  Engineer Dolson stated it was well 
over 1000 linear feet of sidewalk total.  Member Cocks added this was the right thing to 
do for the safety of pedestrians on Freeland Street.  Mr. Mann stated that this 
application began with the applicant looking for an addition to his house for more living 
space.  When they found out they had to come to the planning board for the addition 
due to the fact they were in a flood zone, they decided to add the shul and mikvah to the 
application since they were at the board already.  Because of the length of time this is 
taking for the sidewalk, Mr. Mann asked if they could phase the project and obtain 
approval for the addition to the living space only, so that the owner could move in to the 
house.  They would continue with Phase 2 for the sidewalk. Engineer O’Rourke stated 
that the application requires 239 referral, would be a type 2, unlisted action, and a 
negative declaration under seqra, but could be phased and approved for an addition for 



living space only.  Attorney Reineke added that in order to do this, the plan needs to be 
clearly delineated showing a clear record of what is being approved and what would 
remain to be reviewed.  Notes would have to be added to the plan and reviewed by the 
planning board attorney.   
 
8. 445 Route 17M – Site Plan – (222-2-2.1) 
 Present:  Steve Dolson, PE, Civil Tech Engineering; Joel Mann, Brach & Mann 
 
Mr. Mann described the project as proposed office building for professional offices.  
More specifics on the type of offices will be provided at a later date.  Engineer O’Rourke 
stated this was a conceptual plan for a 2 story office building.  The site is difficult as 
there are grading and elevation issues which will need to be addressed.  Chairman 
Parise asked if the stone walls would remain.  Member DeAngelis asked if the stones 
could be reused somewhere on the property.  Chairman Parise is concerned with added 
traffic from an office building of this size.  This area has traffic issues today.  Member 
DeAngelis commented that it will be a difficult site to get in and out of.  A traffic study 
will need to be done, and it was suggested it be done while school is in session.  The 
short line bus stops across the street and this should be taken into consideration, as 
well as site distances coming in and out of the site.  Chairman Parise noted that there 
are traffic issues throughout the Village which need to be addressed by the village 
board.  The village board should be working on a Route 17M corridor study to address 
the traffic issues. The planning board can only focus on each individual application 
which comes before it, but the village board should be focusing on the village as a 
whole.  Member DeAngelis agreed the village board needs to take action, and they 
should work together with DOT.  Chairman Parise agreed but added that there is no 
money going into any of the state roads around here, they are all a mess.  The village 
board needs to understand that the planning board entertains individual applicants but 
it’s the village board’s responsibility to handle the overall traffic issues of the entire 
village.  Member Karlich agreed this is a village board issue.  Member DeAngelis 
commented the village board needs to act because it will take years to address. 
 
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 8:45 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
 


