
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
REGULAR MEETING 

JUNE 17, 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. 
 
Chairman Parise read a special notice to all applicants.  The Village has adopted a local 
law increasing the membership of the planning board from 5 to 7 and that law now 
controls all pending applications.  A 7 member board must have 4 affirmative votes to 
grant an approval.  Any applicant whose matter is on for approval may request that the 
matter be adjourned until the two vacancies for board members who have not yet been 
appointed by the Village Board are filled.  If an applicant wishes to have their application 
adjourned, they must advise this board if they wish such adjournment once the matter is 
called on the agenda.  If an adjournment is not requested the applicant will be deemed 
to have waived their right to an adjournment and a vote shall be deemed binding.  At 
this time the planning board does not know when the village board will be appointing the 
new members. 
 
1. Spring Hill Apartments – Informal Discussion – (207-4-11.1 & 15) 

Present:  Kevin Brodie, Architect; Mike Abuladze, Owner; Joseph Nyitray, 
Brooker Engineering; Ira Emanuel, Esq. 

 
Architect Brodie described the project as an apartment complex which would attract 
young professionals and empty nesters.  The building will have a transitional 
contemporary flair combining quality materials like brick, stucco and reclaimed wood.  
The project will take on a type of town center look with a mixture of two and three story 
elements set back to provide some visual interest from the street.  The entrance would 
consist of a three story lobby, two coffee lounges for the tenants as well as meeting 
rooms which could be rented out for private functions.  Photo renderings of the 
proposed building were shown to the board.  The building will comply with the height 
limitation of 35 ft.  Zoning allows for a total of 37 units but this project is proposing 52 
units all 1 and 2 bedroom apartments.  After careful consideration it was determined 
that a return on investment of 37 apartments would dictate simple vinyl sided, 
rectangular structures.  The developer is proposing a nicer more upscale building as 
shown but will require the additional units to make it cost effective.  A pool and 
clubhouse is also being proposed.  The Heritage Trail is directly across the street.  The 
developer was informed by Mayor Dwyer of the Village’s need to have a secondary 
ingress into Smith’s Clove Park and has proposed a continuation of Mapes Place 
across Spring Street and building a road for the Village to enter into the entrance of this 



complex and continue along, wrapping around the Parks Department building to provide 
another access to the park.  A turning lane would be added to Spring Street as well.  
Architect Brodie stated that the design of the apartments and the building along with the 
amenities proposed will be key in attracting the younger professional audience which 
would bring vibrancy to the Village as it is a one block walk to downtown, and hope 
resurgence would be brought into the Village.  Engineer O’Rourke noted this is an 
informal presentation but noted that there are several variances required; front yard 
setback, side yard setback, lot coverage, number of stories, number of units, and 
percentage of open recreational space.  Engineer asked why the lots wouldn’t be 
combined.  Attorney Emanual responded that there is a provision in the zoning code 
which prohibited joining lots.  The applicant would like to join the lots but appears they 
can’t.  Engineer O’Rourke noted the parking calculation should be revised and a 
rationale provided for the excess of parking spaces shown.  With regard to the 
extension of Mapes Place across Spring Street, the road connection appears off center 
and is also too narrow for a Village road.  Engineer Nyitray agreed to take a look at that 
more.  This was a concept which resulted from a conversation with the developer and 
Mayor Dwyer.  Once a full application is made the road connection will be cleaned up.  
Engineer O’Rourke added that County 239 review will be required.  Chairman Parise 
has a concern with traffic and feels a traffic study will need to be done.  The board 
agreed.  Chairman Parise voiced a concern about the cemetery and asked if the 
headstones were still there.  Mr. Abuladze stated he hired a professional company who 
located the two graves.  The headstones have been removed.  The two graves will be 
fenced in, left untouched and a small memorial built around them.  Member Boucher 
asked if the building in the rendering existed somewhere.  Architect Brodie replied no, 
the rendering was a 3-D rendering of what is being proposed.  Member DeAngelis 
asked about the stream near this site and how that would be impacted.  Architect Brodie 
stated the stream is behind the property and diverts over to the park property.  Although 
it’s near this property it does not come in contact with the property.  Attorney Reineke 
noted that there was another applicant which came before this board and had a similar 
issue with combining lots.  Since this project already requires so many variances, 
Attorney Reineke suggested that the applicant include the combining lot issue as part of 
the ZBA application for an interpretation.  Chairman Parise asked if the board members 
had any additional comments or questions.  The board was otherwise satisfied with the 
presentation and advised the applicant to apply to the ZBA. 
 
2. Wallkill Valley Federal Savings – Architectural Review – (217-3-13.2) 
 Present:  Crispin Conklin, PW Campbell 
 
Mr. Conklin explained that the Wallkill Valley Federal Savings bank is doing some 
renovations.  These renovations include a façade upgrade creating a taller parapet with 
a sign attached, removing the finish on the existing overhangs and replacing with a 
cement board panel.  This is a long lasting panel which gives a wood material look.  The 
existing windows will be removed and replaced with a lighter material to brighten up the 
look.  Discussion was held regarding the existing hedges.  The hedges will be removed 
and new plantings will be added.  Member DeAngelis requested flowering perennials.  
Mr. Conklin agreed to that and added the owner also wanted to add a small growth tree, 



like a Japanese maple.  Discussion was held regarding the illumination of the sign 
which would be internally illuminated.  The total height of the new parapet will be 22’10”.  
Engineer O’Rourke noted that the sign dimensions and lighting specifics should be 
included on the plan.  This application is not subject to SEQRA and no referral to the 
County is required.  Chairman Parise asked if the board had any additional questions or 
comments.  There were none.   Attorney Reineke stated that since the applicant is 
looking to replace the existing landscaping in the same location, an amended site plan 
is not required, but a list of plantings and a rendering of where the plantings will be 
should be provided to the board.  The planning board should approve the planting 
details.   
 
3. Shop Rite – Amended Site Plan – (203-2-5) 
 Present:  Daniel Peveraro, PE, The Lauro Group 
 
Chairman Parise recapped that the safety of the pedestrians with the shop from home 
and pick up was a concern of the board.  Engineer Peveraro stated that there will be 4 
assigned parking spaces for Shop Rite from Home, a pedestrian crosswalk with a yield 
for pedestrian signs on either side; and every 30 feet on both sides will be a No 
Stopping sign.  It will be abundantly clear that these spots are not for other parking.  
Engineer Peveraro stated that the current plan is that customers will shop from home 
and then drive to the store and enter through the Shop from Home entrance to pick up 
the groceries they ordered.  Engineer O’Rourke stated the action is less than 4,000 sq. 
ft. so no action under SEQRA is required; and the matter was referred to County 
planning with no mandatory comments.   
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Boucher it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Planning Board grant approval for an Amended 
Site Plan for Shop Rite Improvements of an expanded bottle return, rear loading 
area and cooler, front vestibule, and shop from home improvements last revised 
5/10/2019 for subject to all conditions and notes on the plans; and all fees, 
bonding and administrative actions are paid. 
 
4. 603 Stage Road Subdivision – Architectural Review – (219-3-7) 
 Present:  David Niemotko, Architect 
 
Engineer O’Rourke noted that the zone on the plan is listed as R3 and should be 
corrected to reflect SR20.  The maximum building height permitted is the lesser of 30 
feet or 2 stories with a basement with a maximum height at the peak of 35 feet.  
Documentation should be provided confirming the proposed building height meets 
zoning.  Floor plans should be provided to confirm the house size is within the allowable 
3000 square feet as per Note #9.  The plot plan should provide the information with 
details for tree preservation during construction.  Lot 3 should show additional swale 
along the home site and possibly add level spreaders to disperse the flow.  Lot 2 the 
upper swale does not appear to be practicable as it is next to the property line and 
stone wal.  Engineer O’Rourke noted that the lots do not show a usable back yard and 
suggested the slopes be steepened to give more of a usable area and so that grading 



doesn’t cause potential drainage issues. Architect Niemotko responded that the height 
for Lot 1 is 28’ 8”, Lot 3 28’, 8” and Lot 4 31’.  The square footage for Lot 1 is 2920, Lot 
3 is 2800 and Lot 4 is 2710.  With regard to the trees, the surveyor will be going back to 
survey the remaining trees and this will be included with the next submission.  Architect 
Niemotko prepared a redesign regarding the drainage and submitted an adjusted plot 
plan for review.  Member DeAngelis commented that the new houses don’t complement 
the existing house.  Architect Niemotko stated that was not the intention.  Architect 
Niemotko was working off of the styles which this board previously approved.  Chairman 
Parise asked if the board had any additional questions or comments.  The board noted 
they would like to see some stone incorporated on the new houses to coincide with the 
existing house.   
 
5. 310 Stage Rd – Multi Family Housing – Site Plan (213-1-31)  
 Present:   Paul Edwards, J. Squared Builders 
 
Engineer O’Rourke discussed his review.  The applicant estimated cut/fill required with 
approximately 18 trucks.  The rear parking area shows 7 spaces but is labeled as 6.  
Multiple turning radius have been submitted and found acceptable.  The building 
department has found the fire access road acceptable.  Lighting and Landscaping 
meets code but defers to the board for further review.  The property is located in 
Signage District 1 and the proposed sign meets code.  Fire hydrant placement and 
water flows should be provided.  The pump station and controls and vents should be 
relocated as are shown in the parking area.  Retaining wall details and plans should 
note that permits will be required for each of the walls.  Sign detail should be noted as 
the plan currently shows placement only.  The catch basin currently located under the 
dumpster needs to be relocated away from the dumpster.  No updated EAF was 
received in the submittal.  Drainage and under drains for all walls should be addressed 
as to discharge.  Ownership and maintenance responsibility of the existing wall along 
the southern property line should be clarified.  The stability of the existing wall should be 
reviewed due to the proximity of the new construction to the wall.  This will be a Type 1 
action under SEQRA due to proximity to McGarrah’s which is on the National Register 
of Historic Places.  Confirmation has been received that the applicant has been sent to 
SHPO and are awaiting their response.  Improvements within the Village right-of-way 
will require a permit from the Village DPW.  The application requires referral to Orange 
County Planning and a public hearing will be required.  Wetlands have been confirmed.  
Chairman Parise added that emergency services should review the plans.  Chairman 
Parise asked if the board had any questions or comments. Member DeAngelis added 
that Jim Nelson should review as well as she feels there is an underground tunnel which 
could affect this property.  Discussion was held about the stone around the existing 
house and the possibility of reusing this stone.  Mr. Edwards stated that stone would be 
repurposed into a retaining wall.  Member Boucher asked for a rendering of what they 
were going to do with the historic stone. 
 
  



6. 110-114  Stage Road – Site Plan – (212-6-17.1, 17.2)  
 Present:  Yoel Ekstein, Architect; Larry Torro, PE, Civil Tech Engineering 
 
Engineer O’Rourke stated the location of existing utilities should be shown on the plans.  
The dumpster enclosure is proposed in an area which is behind a retaining wall and is 
sloped so should be reviewed.  The drainage and grading may need to be coordinated 
with the Village Board and final design submitted for review as there is concern that the 
existing catch basins go to large seepage pits and no connection to any drainage.  
Erosion control plan still needs to be provided.  The lighting plan shows 2 fixtures but 
only one detail is provided. The board suggested a lantern style of fixture to fit in with 
the area. Proposed lighting levels at the southern property line are higher than generally 
accepted.  Lighting should be shielded from spillover onto adjacent properties.  The 
landscape architect should confirm the sugar maples proposed on the east side of the 
building will be able to survive on the slopes that are proposed for this area. The Village 
required standard landscaping notes should be added to the plan.  Stockade fence 
detail should be provided, and if the fence is not proposed to be solid, additional 
landscaping should be considered along the southern property lines to block headlights.  
Due to the proposed height of walls a construction detail of the retaining walls should be 
shown on the plans along with standard notes.  Any proposed signage should be shown 
on the plan and details be provided.  The architectural drawing provided shows a 3 story 
stone and stucco building with a gambrel roof.  This is not consistent with the 
architectural character of the surrounding properties and should be reconsidered.  The 
board agreed that the style does not match the character of the neighborhood.  The 
board requested some alternative styles to be submitted.  Engineer O’Rourke continued 
that a revised EAF has been submitted and found acceptable, a public hearing is not 
required for this application but the board can chose to hold one, the application 
requires referral to Orange County Planning due to proximity to the Heritage Trail.  
Building Inspector Cocks added that due to the proposed type of construction and size 
of the building a sprinkler system will be required.  Fire separation has been addressed 
with a 1 hour fire rated exterior wall and the width of the parking lot travel lane is 26’ 
meeting the requirements for an aerial fire access road.  Engineer O’Rourke asked if 
Engineer Torro looked into the interconnect with the neighboring property and if there 
were any easements.  Engineer Torro stated he went through the title reports of both 
properties and there is no mention of any easements or rights to any of the neighboring 
parcels.  Chairman Parise added that a traffic study be done due to the proximity to the 
intersection with the blinking light.  That intersection has been problematic for a long 
time and this size of building would add a lot more traffic.  Chairman Parise noted that 
the Village was looking into this intersection a few years ago with their traffic consultants 
and had a design drawn up for the intersection, but nothing ever came of it.  Engineer 
Filiciotto from Creighton Manning was present in the audience and stated that the plan 
was to have the alignment of Stage Road brought into more of a perpendicular fashion 
which would improve the site distance when you are approaching on the T and looking 
to your left.  Construction documents for the plan have been completed and it is 
something the Village is looking to complete soon.  It was suggested that the applicant’s 
traffic consultant review with Creighton Manning on the traffic.  Chairman Parise asked 



if the board had any additional questions or comments.  Member DeAngelis stated she 
was pleased to see color photos of the proposed plantings on the landscape plan.  
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member DeAngelis it is 
unanimously Resolved that the Planning Board declares itself Lead Agency for the 
application of 110-114 Stage Road Site Plan. 
 
7. 310 Schunnemunk St. – 2 Lot Subdivision – (202-1-7.2) 
 Present:   Larry Torro, PE, Civil Tech Engineering 
 
Engineer Torro is requesting an extension of preliminary approval to allow for time to 
complete work with NYSDEC and OC Sewer for obtaining sewer main extension 
approval. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Karlich it was 
unanimously Resolved that the 2 Lot Subdivision Plan for 310 Schunnemunk 
Street approval be extended for a period of 6 months or until December 16, 2019. 
 
8. 834 Rt. 17M Laundromat – Amended Site Plan (201-3-15) 
 Present:  Michael Sandor, PE, MJS Engineering 
 
Engineer Sandor advised the board that the color of the building will be the same as the 
building across the street at 807 Route 17M and showed the board a picture.  The roof 
and walls would be the same colors.  The board found the color acceptable and 
Member DeAngelis requested a written list of the colors be submitted.  Engineer Sandor 
discussed the sidewalk issue.  He provided the board with an aerial view of the lot and 
showed the area where the board was suggesting a sidewalk and pointed out that it was 
already blacktopped.  Anyone walking in that area would have a paved flat surface to 
walk on.  In addition, there is a culvert closer to the Village owned property, and there is 
a utility pole and signage on the other end of the property.  Installing a sidewalk would 
be problematic with these barriers.  The board asked why the culvert wasn’t fenced.  
The culvert has been there for a very long time and is located partially within the State 
right of way. Engineer O’Rourke added that drainage has been there as long as he has 
been involved with the Village. There is also most likely an easement along there as 
would be with any drainage culvert and fencing is not permitted within easements.  
Engineer Sandor stated that the site plan proposes some landscaping near the culvert, 
which would act as a barrier to a point.  Regardless, the culvert, the proposed 
landscaping, the utility pole and the existing signage would be barriers for where a 
potential sidewalk would go.  The applicant is asking to eliminate the sidewalk 
requirement because of these obstacles as well as due to the fact the area is all flat and 
blacktopped.  Engineer O’Rourke added that the cost of building a sidewalk the length 
of that property would far exceed what the cost of the addition the applicant was 
proposing.  The board agreed to waive the sidewalk requirement based on the difficult 
site barriers and the exorbitant cost.  Engineer Sandor added that if at some point in the 
future Route 17M is improved, the State will take that land anyway if a sidewalk were to 
be put in.  Discussion continued about the culvert and the area near the culvert which 



was Village owned.  Member Boucher asked who would be responsible if someone was 
injured at the culvert.  Attorney Reineke stated the State should be put on notice that 
there is a potential dangerous condition with the culvert so that if someone were to be 
injured the liability would not fall completely on the property owner.  Chairman Parise 
commented that a similar situation is present with the use of the village owned property 
which is used by customers of not only this laundromat but also Wally’s ice cream.  
Member DeAngelis asked why the village board doesn’t address this.  It was agreed by 
the board that a letter should be sent to the Village board putting them on notice that the 
customers of the two businesses are using village property for parking and 
ingress/egress which is a liability to the Village, and the Village should take action to 
secure the site.  Engineer O’Rourke stated referral was sent to Orange County but no 
response has been received yet.  In addition, this is a Type 2 under SEQRA and a 
public hearing is not required. 
 
9. 104 Elm Street – Conditional Use Renewal – (207-2-8) 
 Present:  Michael Sandor, PE, MJS Engineering; Joel Moskowitz, Owner 
 
Engineer Sandor stated the amended site plan work of two additional parking spaces 
and curbing has been completed.  Chairman Parise stated the hedges are overgrown.  
Mr. Moskowitz stated he bought a hedge trimmer and would be maintaining the hedges.  
Building Inspector Cocks stated the curb stops have not been installed yet but he spoke 
with the property owner and he indicated they would be installed this week.  Building 
Inspector Cocks added that the signage that the board requested the Village Board 
install on Elm Street has still not been installed.  The board noted that 3 letters have 
already been sent to the Village Board on this issue and agreed another letter should be 
sent to get this done. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Boucher, it was 
unanimously Resolved, that the Special Use Permit for 104 Elm Street is issued for 
a period of 1 year, or until the regular meeting of June 2020, at which time the 
applicant must reappear before the Planning Board for review. 
 
10. YMCA – Amended Site Plan – (201-3-1.11) 
 Present:  Thomas Olley, PE; Michael Sandor, PE; Ross Miceli, YMCA 
 
Chairman Parise recapped that the planning board held a site visit on May 20, 2019 
during peak traffic time; time was spent observing the traffic entering and exiting at 
Gilbert St. Ext. and 208; the board then went to the Heritage Trail to witness the use 
volume there.  In addition, the parking lot was marked out showing proposed locations 
of traffic signs, bollards, curbing, etc.  The board also took an interior tour of the facility 
as well as of the area where the pool is to be installed, and the facility was very 
impressive.  Chairman Parise commented that his observation was that at the Gilbert 
St. Ext/208 area the traffic issue is not coming from the Y but is coming from the Village 
via North Main St., Schunnemunk St., and Route 208.  It was observed that the traffic 
coming from 208 at numerous times was thin with wide intervals between cars.  It was 
also observed that when people were attempting to exit from Gilbert St. Ext. and making 



a left, there was a level of courtesy by the vehicles sitting in traffic.  Overall Chairman 
Parise did not see any issue with the current ingress/egress, but did see a terrible 
bottleneck at the traffic light at North Main/Schunnemunk/208.  This bottleneck had 
nothing to do with traffic entering or exiting the Y.  Chairman Parise’s observations at 
the Heritage Trail were that the usage was very light and sporadic.  Chairman Parise 
added that he walks on the trail every weekend and found that even on weekends the 
trail is not ever crowded.  Chairman Parise opened up to the board for their 
observations.  Member Cocks stated he spent time at the commuter lot observing traffic 
where the road crosses the Heritage Trail.  Member Cocks had heard a comment made 
by the Village Board that there is only traffic at the commuter lot during morning and 
evening rush hour.  Member Cock’s observation was that the Village Board was 
incorrect in their assumption and that this crossing was not just a parking lot used only 
during rush hour, but was a road which was constantly used all day long.  Member 
Cocks took pictures of the cars all day long crossing the trail.  This road crosses the 
Heritage Trail and is a very heavily used road.  Member Cocks tried to get information 
from the County as to the number of pedestrian vs. vehicle accidents but the County 
never responded to him.  Member Cocks’ observation is that the crossing for the Y 
would absolutely not be an issue as this access is a driveway, not a highly used road.    
Member Cocks feels the crossing of the trail to 17M for the Y would be the best solution.  
Member Boucher commented that where the current ingress/egress is could be moved 
down the road more, where there is just grass now.  Chairman Parise stated that would 
cause Gilbert St. Ext. to empty onto 208 which is a State Road and NYS DOT would 
have to okay that.  Member Boucher felt the current ingress/egress is harrowing and if it 
was just moved down a bit it would make it better.  In response to Member Boucher’s 
comment, Engineer Filiciotto agreed that the concept of shifting the location of the road 
would be subject to DOT approval, and added that there would be property ownership 
issues to contend with as well, as that area is privately owned property.  Member 
Boucher asked the Y if they ever looked to do that and asked why they never 
approached the owner of the grassy property.  Engineer Sandor responded that that 
option was considered but the State rejected that option and required the current 
configuration.  With the current configuration the State also required the Y to narrow the 
access on 208 in order to channelize the flow of traffic more.  Ultimately DOT has the 
final say regarding the access to their road and the DOT wanted what is being used 
today.  Member Boucher didn’t understand why they would want this intersection and 
asked if the Y felt this current intersection was a good thing? Engineer Filiciotto 
interjected that any time you can separate one conflict from another, it is a good thing.  
By narrowing the current intersection per DOT requirement, this gave more time for 
drivers to react.  Engineer Filiciotto acknowledged Member Boucher’s suggestion and 
while it could have some advantages in one way, it will have some disadvantages in 
other ways because of the increased hook near Gilbert Street.  Chairman Parise noted 
that Member Boucher’s idea was one of the 5 options presented to the DOT during the 
initial planning review, but DOT rejected it and determined that what exists today was 
what they would permit.  Engineer Sandor pointed out that if the Gilbert St. Ext was 
moved to where Member Boucher suggested, a conflict will be increased with the 
merging traffic from the yield sign, as well as the traffic coming from 208 around the 
curve.  Member Boucher felt that Engineer Sandor’s comment made no sense and felt 



his idea made more sense.  Member Boucher stated it is a very difficult left turn out of 
Gilbert St. Ext. and felt that his suggestion was the easier solution.  Chairman Parise 
repeated that Member Boucher’s suggestion was a proposal by the Y’s traffic consultant 
during the initial planning review, one of 5 proposed ingress/egress solutions, and DOT 
denied it.  Engineer Filiciotto discussed his review of the traffic study done by the YMCA 
in 2017.  In late 2015 Smith Farm was before this board for approvals and the idea of 
signalizing Gilbert St. on the 17M side came to be.  Creighton Manning was asked at 
that time to study the need for a traffic signal at that location in the form of a T or 3 way 
intersection.  A study was done and in 2015 warrants were already met indicating the 
need for a traffic light at the Gilbert St./17M intersection under existing conditions, 
without Smith Farm or Crystal Run traffic.  Adding Smith Farm and Crystal Run traffic 
added another warrant.  So regardless of these projects, this intersection required a 
signal in 2015.  In July of 2016 DOT responded to the Village and acknowledged that a 
signal was warranted but added a requirement of turning lanes along 17M before they 
would allow the signal.  Looking at the number of driveways along 17M, DOT wanted 
the turning lane not just at the light, but continued along 17M to allow for traffic to turn 
into the driveways.  This took more time and effort and delayed the installation of the 
traffic signal.  In February 2017 another report was submitted by Creighton Manning to 
DOT on behalf of the Village to meet the DOT requirements for the turning lanes, and 
this report now included the YMCA traffic and the 4th leg of the traffic light.  Because the 
signal was warranted on its own in 2016 the Y was just an increment onto it.  Since this 
report was sent to DOT in Feb 2017 it has been sitting at DOT mostly due to lack of 
funding.  Without the funding in place to realize the enlarged improvement of the turning 
lanes for the signal, the issue is in limbo.  Chairman Parise asked Engineer Filiciotto 
how he felt about the Y using that intersection.  Engineer Filiciotto admitted that his firm 
has not specifically studied the Y’s portion of this, has done no safety analysis, nor 
traffic impact study.  Their involvement has only been for Smith Farm, Crystal Run and 
the Village.  Chairman Parise asked how Engineer Filiciotto would define a dangerous 
intersection or road?  What makes a road or intersection dangerous?  Engineer Filiciotto 
replied that a prominence of collisions caused either by defects in the road design, or 
driver error on the road would cause a road or intersection to be dangerous, and it 
would be a documented problem through accident reports filed with DMV and DOT, and 
you would look at the number of accidents over a certain period of time.  Accidents are 
the quantitative way to prove whether an intersection or road works well or not, as 
opposed to just going and looking at it and saying, oh that doesn’t look so good.  
Chairman Parise stated that he wanted to understand what specifically made a road or 
intersection dangerous and felt it was accident reports, and thanked Engineer Filiciotto 
for confirming this.  Chairman Parise stated that he went to the Village Police 
Department and requested copies of the accident reports for the last 5 years at Route 
208 and Gilbert St. Ext., and also for Gilbert St. and Route 17M.  Chairman Parise also 
went to the State Police but they informed him that they don’t have jurisdiction in these 
areas and if there were traffic incidents, the Village Police would be the ones who would 
handle it.  Chairman Parise made a summary of the accidents that occurred at these 
intersections based on the reports he received, and passed out copies of his summary, 
which was also available on the cloud.  In a 5 year period there were 10 traffic incidents 
in the 208 area.  Only 2 had a connection with the Gilbert St. Ext.  In looking through the 



accident reports, the majority were due to driver error.  The board all felt that this 
intersection was so dangerous, Chairman Parise included, but after spending time at 
the intersection observing traffic during the site visit, and then seeing the minimal 
amount of traffic incidents from the police reports, it was clear this was not the case.  
The majority of the incidents were at the traffic light at Schunnemunk/North Main, or at 
the yield sign.  At Gilbert St and Rt 17M there were 9 accidents.  One accident was due 
to a deer.  Others were driver error. One was because a driver couldn’t see around a 
snow pile coming out of Shop Rite.  Overall none of the accidents or incidents involved 
YMCA traffic.   The number of traffic incidents over the past 5 years does not seem to 
justify a dangerous intersection.  Member Boucher asked Chairman Parise what his 
conclusion was after reading these accident reports.  Chairman Parise responded he 
felt the existing ingress/egress at Gilbert St. Ext/208 is not as dangerous as he thought 
it was back in 2009.  In 2009 the general consensus of the board was that there should 
be another ingress/egress.  Member DeAngelis agreed and stated in 2009 the board felt 
the intersection was dangerous.  Chairman Parise stated the danger concern prompted 
a traffic study to be done but ultimately the DOT decided which way the intersection 
would be.  The board approved phase 1 of the YMCA project in 2010, and the Y opened 
in 2011.  In 2010 discussion was held that for Phase 2 the board felt it would be better 
to look for another ingress/egress.  There was no resolution done mandating this.  
Chairman Parise read from the 12/15/14 planning board minutes which stated “A traffic 
study was prepared during Planning Board review in 2009 and accepted by the Board, 
and all agreed that the best access would be from Route 17M, crossing the heritage trail 
and into the site.”  Chairman Parise stated the Y did their homework.  They listened to 
the concerns of the planning board and they acted on those concerns.  Chairman Parise 
continued reading from the 12/15/14 minutes “Chairman Parise responded that 
expansion of the YMCA is not a problem; however it is necessary to address the 
ingress/egress to the site before any reviews can begin. If the YMCA is at a crucial point 
where they need to proceed with Phase 2, then the YMCA should be diligently 
approaching the County regarding the crossing of the trail in order to get things started. 
The Planning Board cannot proceed with site plan review until the access issue is 
settled.”  Chairman Parise noted that the Y acted on this and approached the Village 
Board.  Chairman Parise contacted the prior Village Mayor, Jim Purcell and was 
reminded that in March 2019 Jim Purcell attended the Village Board meeting where he 
outlined the details of the synopsis of what transpired with the YMCA and the Village.  
Jim Purcell stated that in 2014 the Village Board knew about the proposed Heritage 
Trail crossing and agreed to allow the use of their property.  In 2014 the Village Board 
entered into executive session with everyone on their board and discussed this matter.  
The YMCA never would’ve moved forward with this crossing, never would have spent 
the time nor the money with the County, DOT, engineering, if the Village Board did not 
first give their okay.  The Village Board approved the crossing of the Heritage Trail 
option which was the first step for the Y.  Member Boucher wasn’t clear on what the 
Village Board approved.  Chairman Parise responded that the Village Board approved 
the crossing of the heritage trail option in 2014.  Attorney Reineke clarified that the 
Village Board approved allowing the YMCA to use the property from the trail to Route 
17M.  The trail itself is owned by the County.  Chairman Parise agreed and stated that 
in order for the Y to approach the County for permission to cross the trail they first 



needed the blessing of the Village Board, which they received in 2014.  This blessing 
was done in executive session and was done amongst the board members in 2014.  
Chairman Parise read from the planning board minutes of 4/13/16 “Engineer Sandor 
informed the Board that the County approved the crossing of the Heritage Trail and a 
Resolution was made.  Engineer Sandor stated the County has to review the drawings 
for the actual crossing, the NYS DOT has to review the area where the entrance comes 
out onto Route 17M, questions about providing access to the ice cream stand have 
been raised and they are amenable to providing that access, stormwater piping needs 
to be installed and a water main has to be replaced underneath the Heritage Trail.”  
Chairman Parise stated the County accepted this crossing, not because it was unsafe, 
not because it was dangerous for people to cross the trail; the County accepted 
because they did their research, as did the DOT.  Both agencies found the crossing to 
be acceptable and safe enough and the Y took that information and designed the plan 
we have now.  The plan submitted a few months ago came out of years of research and 
preparation from Orange County, NYS DOT and the Y’s engineers as well.  All of this 
came from something that was initially approved by the Village Board.  Chairman Parise 
pointed out that there are members of the Village Board today who were also members 
of the Village Board in 2014 when this approval was given.  Chairman Parise stated that 
the Village Board could not complete the final act until the last piece was completed, 
which was DOT approval.  Unfortunately DOT approval came after the Mayor position 
changed.  Member DeAngelis stated if the Village Board made a resolution then there 
should be no reason they should be holding this up.  Chairman Parise stated that they 
couldn’t pass a resolution then, they needed the other agencies approvals first.  
Unfortunately the timing of the last approval, the one from DOT, came after the Mayor 
seat changed.  Member DeAngelis understood and stated that now we have a new 
Village Board so they don’t understand the history.  Chairman Parise stated the entire 
board is not new.  Certain members of the board today were also on the board in 2014.  
Those members agreed to the access in 2014 and now all of a sudden they don’t like it.  
The YMCA went out of their way to accomplish all the approvals they needed in order to 
bring this access to fruition.  How can we hold up the YMCA expansion because there 
are traffic issues and bottlenecks at the 208 traffic light.   Chairman Parise stated that 
the YMCA cannot be held accountable for traffic issues in the Village of Monroe, and 
added that if the Y was to be held accountable then every property owner would have to 
be held accountable and no more building could happen until all the traffic issues were 
solved.  But that’s not realistic.  Member DeAngelis agreed.  Discussion was held 
regarding the need to cross the Heritage Trail. Chairman Parise felt that crossing to 
Route 17M would be a safer solution, as a controlled intersection was always safer, and 
also felt it would take some of the flow out of the 208/North Main area.  However, if the 
Village Board would not allow the use of their land, it appears that the current 
intersection is not as dangerous as once perceived and we can’t hold up their 
expansion.  Chairman Parise added that he called the Orange County Highway 
Transportation Council as they are undergoing a County wide traffic study.  The 
representative stated that the State has no money to go into any improvements, and 
referred Chairman Parise to someone in the NYS DOT.  Member DeAngelis stated that 
if the intersection isn’t as dangerous as we thought then we shouldn’t be holding up 
their pool.  We should let them build their pool.  Member DeAngelis stated the traffic on 



208 to 17M is terrible, bumper to bumper, but she agreed the traffic coming in and out of 
the YMCA was not the issue and that we shouldn’t be holding them up.  Chairman 
Parise agreed with Member DeAngelis and added that in looking back in planning board 
minutes there was no resolution demanding the access.  Member DeAngelis stated the 
board should let the Y go forward with the pool and expansion.  Chairman Parise 
agreed with Member DeAngelis and added that this is a special use permit and can be 
reviewed periodically.  Member Boucher could not understand how anyone couldn’t 
think that coming out of Gilbert St. Ext is a dangerous ingress/egress.  Member Boucher 
feels it is dangerous.  Member Boucher added why would anyone need any traffic 
studies if looking at the traffic was the way to figure out the danger. Member Boucher 
asked why a 2nd egress was needed and what was the thinking based on.  Member 
DeAngelis stated the board felt it was dangerous.  Member DeAngelis added that 
Gilbert Street Ext was intended to be a through street for many, many years it just never 
came to fruition.  Member Boucher stated that the planning board is the planning board 
because they plan for the future.  Chairman Parise corrected Member Boucher that 
planning for the future is not the role of the planning board.  A planning board is an 
advisory board and a regulatory board reviewing applications with regard to the 
comprehensive plan and the laws.  It’s the Village Board’s responsibility to plan for the 
future of the Village.  Member Boucher stated that the board is looking toward the future 
and assumed the board was looking toward the future when they required the second 
access thinking down the line there would be an increase in traffic.  Chairman Parise 
disagreed and stated the concern was the state of the intersection at that time.  The 
board felt it was dangerous at that time, in 2009, and wanted a different access but was 
bound by DOT.  Member DeAngelis agreed with Chairman Parise and stated the whole 
board felt the intersection was dangerous back in 2009.  It was not about the future.  
Member Cocks also agreed and added that the board felt with the expansion of the Y 
and the increase in traffic it was suggested there be a second egress and hope that 
DOT would change their mind.  Member Boucher discussed the other projects 
presented tonight as all possibly presenting more traffic and stated he doesn’t know 
enough about  a second egress being needed for the Y, as that was a decision made 
before he started on the board.  Member Boucher wasn’t sure if that requirement could 
be undone.  Chairman Parise stated there was no resolution done requiring the second 
egress, it was a suggestion.  Member Boucher commented that there has been an awful 
lot of talking about this when no resolution was ever done for it and it is unneeded.  
Member Cocks corrected Member Boucher that the board never said the second egress 
was unneeded, they said there was not a resolution requiring it.  Member Boucher felt if 
there is no resolution then it isn’t needed.  Attorney Reineke clarified the difference 
between needed and required.  There was no requirement given to the Y.  There was a 
discussion during the meeting and there was a general feeling on the board’s end that 
the Y would probably need a second egress.  The Y, being community oriented, agreed 
to look into this second egress.  This came to a head when the Y came back to the 
Village with an individual right to cross the Heritage Trail.  The County specifically gave 
the right to the Y only.  It is unknown if the Village is going to be amenable to allowing 
this to become an access point.  If the planning board is comfortable that the current 
conditions do not mandate the need, then the need is not something that has to become 
a requirement of the approval.  The decision of either yes, you will need a second 



egress to proceed, or no, you do not need a second egress to proceed, is still a matter 
open before this board.  No decision has been made yet by this board regarding the 
second egress as a requirement.  Member Boucher requested that he be provided with 
all the paperwork that Chairman Parise just discussed so that he can review it.  Member 
DeAngelis stated that the board already has all the paperwork.  Chairman Parise stated 
that the past minutes have been on the tablet for 2 months.  Member DeAngelis wanted 
to know what this board could do to move this forward.  Attorney Reineke stated if all 
procedures and hearings for Phase 2 have been completed the board can move.  If they 
have not yet been completed then they have to complete the Phase 2 approval.  
Engineer O’Rourke reminded the board that if the board decides to leave the access the 
way it is, this is still an amended site plan.  Chairman Parise stated that his opinion is 
that if the Village won’t allow the second egress then they Y should be allowed to 
expand and build their pool and use the current ingress/egress, and the Village should 
take care of their own traffic problems.  Member DeAngelis agreed the Village traffic 
problem is not the planning board’s issue and not the Y’s issue.  Member Boucher 
stated he could not give a yes vote on this as he has not looked at all the information, 
and felt this was the first time he has heard there was not an absolute requirement for 
the second access.  Chairman Parise stated he never said it was an absolute 
requirement.  Member Boucher stated that the board has been operating as if it was an 
absolute requirement.  Chairman Parise replied that may have been Member Boucher’s 
perception but it was never said it was an absolute requirement and the minutes reflect 
this.  Member Cocks agreed that it was never said it was an absolute requirement.   
Member Boucher commented that this board has been operating as if the Y needed 
approval from the Village Board to use the paper road to get them through and now 
you’re saying it’s not required.  Member DeAngelis stated that was true, however it was 
never said it was required.  It was something the board wanted and the Y responded 
and the prior Village board agreed with.  Chairman Parise stated the applicant came to 
the planning board because they weren’t getting anywhere with the current Village 
board.  The Village Board was trying to do the planning board’s job so the Y decided to 
come directly to the planning board.   Chairman Parise added that the Village Board has 
been making statements about the crossing not being safe but not giving any material to 
back that up.  Nobody knows what they base their opinions on.  Member Boucher stated 
the Village board investigated a whole bunch of reasons as to why it’s not safe; however 
Member Boucher could not list those reasons.  Member Cocks asked what the Village 
Board has done to come to these conclusions.  Chairman Parise asked what the Village 
determined was not safe about the crossing.  Member Boucher could not answer those 
questions. Member DeAngelis asked Engineer Filiciotto if he has spoken with the village 
board on this issue.  Engineer Filiciotto stated that his firm is retained by the Village as a 
whole to try to uncover some of the issues that persist at Route 208, North Main, 
Schunnemunk and offer solutions to fix them on a bigger picture level.  Member 
DeAngelis stated that the Y shouldn’t be held up because of the Village trying to fix their 
traffic issues.  Member Cocks added the DOT has no money.  Chairman Parise added 
that DOT has to be involved and they aren’t going to jump. This could take 10 years 
before DOT resolves this.  The Y can’t be held up for this.  Engineer Filiciotto felt in the 
spirit of thoroughness that he should look through and review the accident reports.  The 
board agreed.  Member DeAngelis tried to sum up the discussion, the Village doesn’t 



want the access for whatever reason, the planning board is realizing it isn’t necessary, 
why don’t we just let the Y continue on with their expansion and leave their 
ingress/egress alone.  We don’t need to continue to hold this up.  Member DeAngelis 
wants to move forward.  Member Boucher wants to read the information before he can 
make a decision.  Chairman Parise felt it was up to the board as a whole to decide how 
to proceed.  Member Boucher felt that Chairman Parise introduced new information and 
the board needed time to proceed and felt that Chairman Parise was bullying the board 
to his way.  Chairman Parise informed Member Boucher that the information has been 
on the tablet and he was not bullying the board, and asked how the rest of the board 
felt.  Member Cocks stated he saw the information and reviewed it.  Member DeAngelis 
also was able to review the information.  Member Cocks felt that Member Boucher was 
trying to bully the board to go his way and needed to calm down.  Member DeAngelis 
agreed. Member Karlich commented that she has been in favor of having the second 
egress and felt a pool would generate more activity to the site.  Member Karlich 
considers the intersection at Gilbert St. Ext. dangerous.  However, seeing that they 
have all of their approvals to cross the trail with the exception of the Village board, and 
the only thing holding up their expansion is the Village board, it’s obvious the Village 
board doesn’t want to let them have the access now, for whatever reason, and Member 
Karlich couldn’t see any reason to not allow the Y to go forward.  Member Karlich added 
that somewhere down the line there could be a chance the Village board could change 
their mind and allow the access. Engineer Olley interjected and said that after hearing 
the discussion of the board, and if the board were to allow the expansion to proceed 
that an updated amended site plan would need to be submitted eliminating the cul-de-
sac, adjusting some striping in the parking lot plus some other minor adjustments.  
These can be done for the next submission deadline.  Engineer Olley appreciates the 
efforts this board has taken and appreciates acknowledging that the Y has been 
working diligently since 2014 to satisfy the needs and concerns of the Village.  Engineer 
Olley stated to Member Boucher that although the Y knew that the second access was 
not a requirement but a need, a community minded applicant before a planning board is 
going to do everything they can to act on a recommendation.  Member Boucher felt the 
board sent bad messages.  Engineer Olley felt the board has been trying to do its best 
in looking at the safety of everyone involved and perhaps it’s better to describe the 
intersection as substandard as opposed to dangerous.  Engineer Olley stated there are 
dozens of intersections all over the County, anywhere actually, which are not optimal, 
but he appreciates the board’s efforts as well as the efforts of the prior village board 
who were trying to project what would happen before the Y even opened its doors.  
Engineer O’Rourke added that this would be an amended site plan and a special use 
permit, and a public hearing would not be required.  Member DeAngelis felt there was 
no need for a public hearing.  Attorney Reineke summarized that the applicant has done 
everything that the board has requested and thought would work and has returned to 
the planning board with everything in line, with the last piece of the Village board still 
open.  The fact that the Village board doesn’t like the idea now neither reflects on the 
applicant nor does it reflect on the planning boards feelings that a second egress would 
be beneficial.  Attorney Reineke stated that whenever you have such a large gathering 
of people a second egress is a nice thing to have.  At this point however, the applicant 
has done everything requested but the Village is reluctant to act. The planning board 



has the prerogative, if you are comfortable with it, to proceed and grant an approval on 
the amended site plan.  Any questions in the meantime can be handled at the next 
worksession.  Attorney Reineke suggests the board members review everything ahead 
of time, and requested a written report from the traffic consultant, Engineer Filiciotto, 
and if any of the board members has any specific concerns get those concerns out 
ahead of time.  The Y has been extremely cooperative and is sure they would provide 
their engineers and experts to answer any questions the planning board may have. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
On a motion made by Member Karlich and seconded by Member Cocks, it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Minutes of the March 13, 2019 meeting be 
approved. Member DeAngelis was absent. 
 
On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Karlich, it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Minutes of the March 18, 2019 meeting be 
approved.   
 
On a motion made by Member Karlich and seconded by Member DeAngelis, it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Minutes of the April 10, 2019 meeting be approved.  
 
On a motion made by Member Boucher and seconded by Member Karlich, it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Minutes of the April 15, 2019 meeting be approved.  
Member DeAngelis was absent. 
 
On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Karlich, it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Minutes of the May 8, 2019 meeting be approved.  
 
On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Karlich, it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Minutes of the May 13, 2019 meeting be approved.  
Member Cocks was absent. 
 
On a motion made by Member Karlich and seconded by Member DeAngelis, it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Minutes of the May 20, 2019 YMCA Site Visit be 
approved.   
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
On a motion made by Member Boucher and seconded by Member Karlich it was 
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be 
adjourned.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:00 p.m.  
 
 


