
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
REGULAR MEETING 

SEPTEMBER 16, 2019 
MINUTES 

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

Attorney Reineke, 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 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. Java Jo’s – Amended Site Plan – (212-4-7) 
 No appearance 
 
On a Motion made by Member Boucher and seconded by Member Karlich it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Java Jo’s Site Plan application be sent to Orange 
County Planning for 239 review due to proximity to the Heritage Trail. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Karlich it was 
unanimously Resolved that the YMCA will be moved to 2nd on the Agenda. 
 
2. YMCA – Amended Site Plan – (201-3-1.11) 

Present:  Tom Olley, PE 
 
Chairman Parise stated a special use permit was drafted outlining the items discussed 
at the workshop.  The board and the applicant all had a chance to review the draft.  
Engineer Olley had no issues with the permit.  The board and Attorney Reineke also 
reviewed the permit and had no issue. 
 



On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Boucher, it was 
unanimously Resolved, that the board approve the terms of the Special Use Permit 
for the YMCA. 
 
3. 236 High St – Site Plan & Special Use Permit (206-5-4.12) Adult Care Facility 
 Present:  David Niemotko, Architect 
 
Chairman Parise asked Building Inspector Cocks to discuss his review.  Building 
Inspector Cocks provided a Notice of Determination dated 8/13/19 from the ZBA 
regarding the variances granted for 236 High Street.  Building Inspector Cocks stated 
compliance with the NYS Department of Health needs to be noted on the site plan.  
Building Inspector Cocks suggested the planning board discuss potential screening for 
the generator, which was already installed on the site.  Discussion was held by the 
board and determined that they would like to see a photo of what the generator looks 
like before deciding on screening.  The boards concerns included the size of the unit, 
and how visible it was as well as location to the neighbors.  Architect Niemotko would 
provide photographs.   Building Inspector Cocks continued and stated that the plans still 
do not show a fire access road despite being discussed numerous times.  Aerial fire 
apparatus will be required.  A fire access road, required to be 26’ wide with a minimum 
15’ and maximum of 30’ from the building running parallel to one side with a turnaround 
meeting fire code requirements.  Signage will have to be provided as well.  Building 
Inspector Cocks added there was an issue with the carport being too low for emergency 
vehicles to pass through therefore the driveway road will have to be relocated.  The 
stone pillars at the entranceways may be an issue as well if the entrance is not wide 
enough. ADA crosswalk markings should be shown on the site plan, not the building 
plans.  ADA signage should be updated on the site plan.  The dumpster enclosure does 
not meet Village specifications.  Building Inspector Cocks questioned the notes on the 
plan indicating that NYSDOH approval was given in 2017 and how this could be if the 
Village Planning Board hasn’t given approval yet.  Architect Niemotko stated that 
information was incorrect and they do not have approval and the dates would be 
removed.  Building Inspector Cocks stated that based on the requirements of the village 
law, all architectural and building plans need to be incorporated into the site plan, all 
signed and stamped and contained as one complete plan set.  This is important for the 
enforcement of the approved site plan in the future as well as for any changes in the 
future the applicant may wish to do.  Any alterations or changes to the site would 
require additional planning board approval as well as SHPO review.  The board agreed 
that the architectural and building plans should be made part of the site plan.  Chairman 
Parise added that an historical architect will need to be brought in for review as well.  
Architect Niemotko stated that the plans were submitted to SHPO and they were waiting 
for their report.  Architect Niemotko felt that SHPO review would suffice for historic 
review and no other consultant would be needed.  Engineer O’Rourke noted that 
according to the law the planning board has the option to retain an outside historical 
architect to review the plans.  Member Boucher asked if the people from SHPO who 
would review the plans are architects.  Architect Niemotko stated they are an agency 
who reviews historic properties applications.  Engineer O’Rourke stated the SHPO staff 
look at things for historical nature but added they are understaffed so the concern would 



be that they would make historical recommendations or comments, but architecturally 
and building code wise, it may not meet code.  This is where an historical architect 
would be.  The historical nature and the ADA and building code need to be married.  
SHPO would not stamp or sign the plans, they would only respond and say they meet 
their historical requirements.  Building Inspector Cocks discussed ADA accessibility 
inside the building.  Attempting to bring the ADA under the prior use for ARC would not 
apply as that fell under the Mental Hygiene Law and this application is for a completely 
different use, not under the Mental Hygiene Law.  The exit discharge and the notes on 
A-3 should be clarified to meet requirements.  In addition, Note 11 in the forwarding 
letter indicates there will be 3 occupants sharing one room which is not permitted by the 
Department of Social Services.  This proposed use is not a pre existing condition, and 
even if it was, the use has stopped for several years.  Regardless, this is not the same 
use and the pre existing use was terminated so this application starts from scratch.  
Building Inspector Cocks discussed the Type I hood system and the duct system 
utilizing the existing brick/masonry chimney.  The 2015 Mechanical Code only permits 
the exhaust system to constructed of steel with welded seams.  Also, the duct size 
needs to be engineered and access doors installed at any change of direction. Architect 
Niemotko felt there were two functioning flue areas which would be sleeved and 
certified by an exhaust company.  Building Inspector discussed the access to the front 
foyer on the first floor.  This is the exit discharge for accessibility for the rest of the 
building for the first floor.  People would need to go through this opening to get outside 
and the opening is not wide enough as it is less than 36” wide.  Architect Niemotko 
would look into it.  Building Inspector Cocks added that he did not know if or how 
widening or removal of this would affect the historical character.  Building Inspector 
Cocks noted that although the plans state all units are ADA accessible, there are 2 
steps in the hallway on the second floor between the bathroom and 4 of the 6 
bedrooms.  Confirmation that 2 bedrooms are accessible is required.  Engineer 
O’Rourke commented that the majority of this project is building department related.  
This is a special use permit and a public hearing will be required.  239 referral is not 
required.  The plans need to be submitted to SHPO and emergency services.  Architect 
Niemotko stated he already sent to SHPO and to the fire department.  Chairman Parise 
stated that the plans will have to be resent to the fire department once the applicant 
determines how they are going to handle the fire access road.  Chairman Parise stated 
due to the size of the project and the need for an architectural historian, it would be 
beneficial to have the applicant open an escrow account.   
 
4. Monroe Pharmacy – Amended Site Plan – (220-5-16.31) 
 Present:  David Niemotko, Architect 
 
Building Inspector Cocks explained that the site was not completed according to the 
approved site plan.  The dumpster enclosure was not put in the approved location, the 
ADA signage location is not approved, and the fence which was removed was 
supposed to be replaced and it has not. In addition the site is a mess.  The weeds are 
not trimmed, there are unregistered vehicles and abandoned cars in the back parking 
area, the site is a mess.  Building Inspector Cocks cannot issue CO’s and close out the 
permits with the site plan issues not being completed correctly and defers to the 



planning board as to how they want to proceed.  Member Boucher asked why the 
dumpster enclosure isn’t in the right place.  Building Inspector Cocks stated they built it 
that way.  The board felt the dumpster should be put where it was originally approved.  
The board discussed the fence and agreed that a fence or at the least some shrubbery 
should be installed to preserve the separation from the neighboring driveway, and from 
the lot in the rear.  The board also agreed that the site is a mess and should be cleaned 
up and maintained.    Building Inspector Cocks added that the abandoned vehicles are 
an ongoing issue with this property.  Violations are sent to the owner, the vehicles are 
removed, and then the tenant comes up with more abandoned vehicles.  Attorney 
Reineke stated it is the applicant’s responsibility to present alternatives to the board with 
regard to what they want to change, otherwise the original site plan will be enforced.   
 
Due to the absence of Member DeAngelis the board agreed to table approving the 
minutes until she returns. 
 
Other Business: 
 
Attorney Reineke discussed some recent applications which have gone to the ZBA 
because they required variances.  Rather than making them go through an extensive 
review process and then send them to the ZBA, if the ZBA does not grant variances the 
time with the planning board would be wasted.  Attorney Reineke drafted a basic letter 
to the ZBA explaining that the applicant appeared before the planning board, however 
the planning board has not reviewed the site plan or done SEQRA because the 
variances are needed, and to remind the ZBA that if they grant the variances that they 
should include a condition that they return to the planning board for full site plan review.  
The alternative would require the ZBA to attend every meeting of the planning board so 
that they would be a part of the SEQRA process which becomes cumbersome and 
expensive.   
 
The board discussed the alternate traffic consultants recommended by Engineer 
Lindsay. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Boucher it was 
unanimously Resolved that it be requested that the Village Board appoint John 
Canning of Kimley & Horn as the alternate traffic consultant for the 208 Business 
Center. 
 
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 8:00 p.m.  
 
 
 
 


