
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
WORKSHOP MEETING 

OCTOBER 16, 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. 208 Business Center – Site Plan – (201-3-3; 201-3-4; 201-3-7) 
 Present:  Kirk Rother, PE 
 
Engineer O’Rourke recused himself due to a conflict.  Chairman Parise stated there was 
no new submission for this project but the applicant was going to provide an update.  
Engineer Rother stated that a copy of the DOT letter was sent to the board.  The 
applicant has looked at the zoning for the use of a Neighborhood Shopping Center and 
there were potential issues, one is a front yard setback, which they meet, and the other 
is lot area which increases to 5 acres.  The surveyors are working on that as there is a 
mix of surveys and the DOT ROW which comes into play.  The total area is somewhere 
between 4.9 and 5.1 acres so they are right at the requirement.  This should be worked 
out shortly.  Engineer Rother understood that the board retained a traffic consultant and 
asked if a planner had been retained as well.  Chairman Parise responded they would 
be using the planner with H2M.  Engineer Rother would submit for next month. 
 
2. Threetel Holdings – Special Use Permit Renewal (203-3-3.22) 
 Present:  Larry Torro, PE, Civil Tech Engineering 
 
Building Inspector Cocks stated he visited the site and there were no issues, and no 
complaints have been received on the property.  The board had no issues. Chairman 
Parise asked about future plans for this site.  Engineer Torro discussed a future 
application to demo the remaining existing structures and construct an office building 
approximately 25,000 sq. ft.  Engineer Torro had no other details at this time.  Chairman 
Parise discussed concern with the 208 Business Center in the same area and traffic 
was going to be an issue.  With regard to the special use permit now, there are no 
significant issues. 
 
3. Brixmor (Shop Rite Plaza) – Special Use Permit Renewal (203-2-5) 
 Present: Ronald Kossar, Esq. 
 
Attorney Kossar stated an updated landscape plan was submitted.  Engineer O’Rourke 
stated the revised plan addressed all previous comments and has no other engineering 
issues.  Member DeAngelis felt the landscaping plan was improved but felt that they 



should be more specific on which type of yew and which type of juniper would be 
planted.  Engineer O’Rourke suggested adding the genus and species for junipers and 
yews.  Chairman Parise added that a schedule of when the repairs on the fencing and 
the curb and plantings would be made should be submitted.   
 
4. Java Jo’s – Amended Site Plan – (212-4-7) 
 Present:  Tyler Sloboda, Owner 
 
Chairman Parise noted that SHPO sent a letter regarding their review which outlined 2 
areas of concern.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that all engineering issues have been 
satisfied with the exception of the issues raised in the SHPO letter.  Mr. Sloboda stated 
that a letter was sent to SHPO by Engineer Sandor explaining that since this project 
was using private funds therefore there would be no further review by SHPO.  Mr. 
Sloboda submitted a response from SHPO with agreed with that evaluation.  Engineer 
O’Rourke understood the approach taken by Engineer Sandor although it was an 
uncommon way of approaching the issue, however technically Engineer Sandor is 
correct that since this is privately funded SHPO would have no comments.  Engineer 
O’Rourke added that SHPO is typically an advisory board and doesn’t have the 
authority to force the applicant to make any changes.  The board can request SHPO 
review documents and offer responses but SHPO does not have the authority to require 
anything.  Mr. Sloboda added that this building was not on any State or National historic 
register.  The placard on the property is solely a Village thing.  Member Boucher 
requested a before and after photo of the building for the records.  Member Cocks 
requested the hours of operation be noted on the plan. 
 
5. 43 Freeland St. – Site Plan – (214-1-62) 
 Present:  Larry Torro, Civil Tech Engineering 
 
The board acknowledged receipt of the 239 review from Orange County and was 
disappointed in their comments regarding the sidewalk.  Chairman Parise stated the 
planning board made its case as best it could regarding pedestrian safety and the need 
for sidewalks to no avail.  The applicant was willing to fund the sidewalk and 
maintenance of the sidewalk but the Village board and the county were not in support.  
The board commented they see people walking on the shoulder of that road all the time.  
Discussion was held regarding parking spaces.  Engineer Torro responded that Mr. 
Mann explained that during the week they would drive but it was small groups for short 
period of time.  For Saturdays and holidays they cannot drive, they would be walking, so 
the parking is sufficient.  Engineer O’Rourke noted an issue with parking and the 
neighboring property.  The neighboring property backs up their driveway into this 
driveway and the sidewalk on site is shown right where the neighbors cars would be 
backing up.  Engineer Torro stated there is no easement there.  The neighbor driveway 
issue needs to be cleared up, and a construction cost estimate needs to be provided.   
 
  



6. 236 High St – Site Plan & Special Use Permit (206-5-4.12) Adult Care Facility 
 Present:  David Niemotko, Architect 
 
Chairman Parise began by stating that certain things are being done with this 
application ahead of schedule and not submitted through this board.  SHPO sent a letter 
indicating they reviewed plans from 2016 which was not approved by this board.  The 
response from SHPO did not go through the planning board but to the applicant and the 
Mayor.  Procedurally this is not how this is done.  Everything needs to come through the 
planning board, not any other board in this Village.  The applicant needs to understand 
this and needs to stop sending things out without the planning board.  A SHPO review 
will need to be submitted again as the latest plans were not sent to them.  SHPO has 
not seen any of the changes that have been made over the past 3 years.  The applicant 
also should not have contacted the fire department without the plans being accepted by 
the planning board.  The applicant needs to understand he is not to send anything out 
regarding planning board review on his own.  Architect Niemotko stated he will notify his 
client.  Chairman Parise asked Building Inspector Cocks to go over his review.  Building 
Inspector Cocks stated that many of these things are items that have been brought up 
many times previously but still have not been addressed.  The fire access road still has 
not been addressed.  A few grass pavers have been added to the plan but otherwise 
nothing else has changed.  The road needs to be 26’ wide and between 15’-30’ from the 
building.  Engineer O’Rourke had the same comment.  Architect Niemotko felt that since 
they have a circular access they did not need an access road or turnaround or need the 
entire roadway 26’ wide.  Engineer O’Rourke and Building Inspector Cocks both stated 
the board and the building department cannot waive the requirement.  Only the 
Department of State could waive the 26’ wide requirement through a State Variance.  
Engineer O’Rourke added that the entire roadway has to be 26’ wide regardless if it is a 
circular road or a turnaround.  An option of grass pavers on the outside of the asphalt 
would be allowed, but the whole road still must be 26’ wide, whether its asphalt, gravel, 
grass pavers or a combination of materials.  Architect Niemotko understood and stated 
that the entrance could not be made compliant with the fire code as it was not wide 
enough from the property line to an existing stone pillar.  Engineer O’Rourke stated that 
the fire inspector, which is the building inspector, could potentially waive the 
requirement at the entrance only, as the reason for the 26’ wide is for the truck to set up 
and they wouldn’t set up directly in the entranceway, as long as the 26’ width is 
provided everywhere else.  The building inspector could review and also consult with 
the DOS for their opinion for a possible waiver at the entrance only.  Engineer O’Rourke 
added that they could install a 26’ road on the other side of the pillar as well.  There are 
options but the code needs to be adhered to.  Building Inspector Cocks stated that 
based on the zoning code, the architectural building plans need to be incorporated with 
the site plans as one complete plan set, and should be sent to SHPO and any 
architectural historian, and approved as one complete set.  Engineer O’Rourke noted 
that the law was written to provide for this.  Member DeAngelis felt this was reasonable 
and should be done.  Building Inspector Cocks felt that any alteration to the building in 
the future will require the applicant returning to the planning board and the interior plans 
will have to be included.  Architect Niemotko interpreted the law as to applying to 
alterations to the outside of the building only.  Building Inspector Cocks disagreed as 



the law referenced the architectural review and the historic review.  The law provides 
that to allow for this use the building needs to retain its historical features.  Any 
alterations to the interior would need to be reviewed for the historical relevance and it 
can’t be done without architectural plans.  Building Inspector Cocks explained that he is 
a building inspector, not an historical architect.  This is why the interior building plans 
must be a part of the site plan as one complete plan set, to comply with the law during 
this review as well as in the future if/when any alterations are proposed.  Architect 
Niemotko argued that a planning board’s role is only to review the site, what is outside 
the building.  Engineer O’Rourke agreed but added that based on the language of this 
specific law drafted for this specific use, it includes the interior because of the historic 
integrity.   The law as written specifically looks to architectural plans on the inside as 
well as outside.  It’s unique but this is the way the local law was written.  Building 
Inspector Cocks added that if a permit application is submitted to make changes inside 
the building he is not an architectural historian and would not know if the proposed 
changes would alter the historic features on the inside of the building.  If they did affect 
the historic aspect of the building then the use would no longer be permitted.  This is 
why the architectural plans need to be incorporated with the site plan as one complete 
plan for approval and also for reviews for approval.  An architectural historian as well as 
SHPO will need to see what changes are being proposed inside today to see if they 
modify the historic nature of the building.  The board understood Building Inspector 
Cock’s request and agreed.  Architect Niemotko stated he had issue with submitting the 
architectural plans as part of the site plan approval.  He felt the planning board’s only 
responsibility is the outside of the building and the architectural plans and the building 
inspector’s comments have to do with the building code, not the zoning code and feels 
the only issues the planning board has to address is the fire access road and the public 
hearing.  Chairman Parise stated that under normal circumstances he would agree, 
however the law as written specifically allows this use based on the fact that the 
historical status of the house remains intact.  Not just the outside.  Building Inspector 
Cocks stated that by modifying the interior of the house to meet building code it needs 
to be determined that the modifications are not affecting the historical status and the 
building inspector cannot determine historical status, only an expert such as an 
historical architect and SHPO can determine this.  If it is found that the modifications do 
affect the historical status then the use is no longer permitted and the planning board 
cannot approve this.  It’s all interconnected.  Architect Niemotko disagreed and felt the 
only outstanding issue was the fire access road and the public hearing.  Chairman 
Parise disagreed.  The board seemed in favor of including the interior plans with the site 
plan, the entire plan set needs to be sent to an architectural historian for review and 
comment as well as SHPO.  The board needs to find an architectural historian to retain 
and Chairman Parise felt an escrow account should be established to cover this 
expense.  This application is not ready for a public hearing yet.  Attorney Reineke 
reviewed the law and stated that the board cannot act until SHPO has reviewed the 
plans, and the board shall hire an architectural historian to review the plans as well.  
Architect Niemotko was against including building plans for the review.   Attorney 
Reineke asked Architect Niemotko if he was saying that the historical architect would 
not be allowed to look at the interior when conducting his review? If the historical 
architect looks at the interior the planning board is going to want his comments and to 



identify the plans that were reviewed and it will all be a part of the approval process. 
Engineer O’Rourke noted that if the plans as is were sent to SHPO today they would 
review and send a letter.  If all was satisfactory, and then the applicant submitted 
building plans to meet building code the interior will be modified and the historical status 
of the interior could change.  SHPO would need to review this.  Engineer O’Rourke 
added that it would make sense to have an historical architect review the building plans 
prior to being sent to SHPO to confirm all was in order.  Architect Niemotko argued that 
when he was before the ZBA they only addressed the outside of the house.  Building 
Inspector Cocks noted that the ZBA application was only with regard to the bulk 
requirement for height and stories, it was not about the historical status of the house.  
The ZBA was only addressing the bulk requirements.  There are changes being made 
to meet building code, and Building Inspector Cocks’ concern is that these changes 
could alter the historical aspect of the house.  If the historical aspect is altered it affects 
the entire application.  Building Inspector Cocks pointed out Item #6 on his review 
where the accessible egress path was not wide enough through certain openings.  To 
remedy this Architect Niemotko showed a path through a wider doorway but that path 
passed through the kitchen which is not permitted by code.  The path needs to go 
through the narrower opening and that opening needs to be widened.  Architect 
Niemotko admitted that he cannot widen that opening because it will affect the historical 
status of the building.  Building Inspector Cocks stated this is the issue.  Another issue 
is outlined in #5 of his review.  The kitchen requires a duct system for exhaust for the 
hood.  Building code requires this be constructed of steel and welded seams with 
access ports for cleaning at any turns.  Architect Niemotko proposes using an historical 
brick chimney for the exhaust but access ports will need to be installed which will 
require cutting a hole in the brick to install this.  Does this compromise the historic 
integrity? This needs to be reviewed by the historical architect.  This is specifically why 
the building plans must be incorporated in the entire plan.  Building Inspector Cocks 
stated that the alteration to make the house compliant with the building code could 
affect the historic value of the house, which you are not allowed to do per the zoning 
code.  The applicant can go to the ZBA for an interpretation if they disagree with the 
interpretation of this law.  Chairman Parise commented that comments were provided 
during the review of the law because the board knew there would be a constant back 
and forth to the ZBA and this is something the Village had looked to avoid in the past.  
Building Inspector Cocks reiterated that he is only asking for the building plans to be 
incorporated into the site plan approval which is not an unreasonable request.  Member 
Boucher understood the issue and felt that the planning board does not have any 
experience with historical architecture or interior and understood the need for an 
historical architect.  Building Inspector Cocks brought up the installation of the elevator.  
There is extensive work being proposed for the elevator and an architectural historian 
could look at that and find a lot of issues with that installation affecting the historical 
status of the house.  If there are issues then it affects the approval.  It is for exterior as 
well as interior.  Member Boucher understood and added that the only person who 
would know if any interior changes were complying with the historical issues would be 
the historical architect, and the only one who triggers the historical architect is the 
planning board, so it is all part of the planning board approval.  The planning board can’t 
review the interior changes for compliance with historical requirements only an 



architectural historian can do that so we need an architectural historian to review 
everything.  The board agreed.  Chairman Parise stated the plans need to comply with 
building code and then the entire plan set be sent to an historical architect and then to 
SHPO for review to see if the proposed changes conform to the historic status.  
Architect Niemotko admitted that changes made for the use and retaining the historic 
status will not be building code compliant.  Architect Niemotko would prefer to try to get 
State variances from the building code than make the plans code complaint and send to 
an architectural historian.  Chairman Parise stated if that was the direction the applicant 
wanted to take then the application will be put on hold until building code and ADA 
compliance can be addressed with the Department of State.  Once building code 
compliance is met then architectural historian and SHPO review will still need to be 
done. Engineer O’Rourke wanted to point out that if the applicant went to the state and 
received waivers on certain items but not on others, and the applicant needed to make 
modifications to comply with building code, and then those modifications altered the 
historic status, then the applicant would be stuck and the board cannot approve the 
application.  Chairman Parise requested periodic updates on the status of their state 
variances.   
 
7. Route 17M at Ramapo St – Informal Presentation  
 Senior Housing – (220-1-4) 
 Present:  David Niemotko, Architect 
 
Architect Niemotko summarized the proposal as a 55 and older senior housing project 
on a vacant property on Route 17M across from the ambulance building, behind 
Ramapo Wholesalers Plumbing.  An ACOE permit has been received to do the work.  
Engineer O’Rourke noted that a permit from the Village for filling and for flood plain will 
be required.  In addition this property may also be a State wetland as well as it is one of 
the areas where the State has marked to take over.  NYS DEC will have to be included.  
Member Cocks asked if a 100 ft buffer is required.  Engineer O’Rourke stated not for 
ACOE but for NYS yes a buffer is required.  Architect Niemotko understands he will 
have to follow the senior housing requirements in the zoning code.  Engineer O’Rourke 
noted that NYS DEC wetlands has to be addressed, DOT will be involved for access, 
sidewalks, ADA compliance, retaining wall design will be required.  Another issue is a 
narrow access around the building of only 14’ which does not meet Village code and will 
make turning difficult.  An aerial fire access road will also be required.   A market 
analysis needs to be done before the next steps can be taken. 
 
Other Business 
 
Chairman Parise discussed an issue with the Wallkill Valley Federal Bank.  When they 
went to do their renovations the building was loaded with asbestos.  The original plan 
was to keep the bank open while the work was being done but because of the asbestos 
nobody can be in the building while its being abated.  They are requesting a temporary 
trailer in the parking lot to conduct business while the work is being done.  The board 
had no issue with the temporary trailer.  The bank will be on the agenda for Monday. 
 



Fall courses have been scheduled through Orange County Planning.   
 
Discussion was held regarding coordinated review with some larger projects before the 
board which require SEQR review as well as variances.  208 Business Center and 
Spring Hill Apartments are two current projects which are in this situation.  Attorney 
Reineke explained that in the past these would be sent out to obtain variances before 
the planning board could move forward but because of the complexity of these projects 
the ZBA would rather see a coordinated review done for SEQR purposes.  Its difficult for 
the ZBA to render a decision until they see the final plan, and the planning board cannot 
approve a final plan until the variance issue is cleared up, so that’s where a coordinated 
review comes in.   
 
Discussion was held regarding setting planning board policies.  Delinquent fees and 
outstanding violations were two issues discussed.  Attorney Reineke would draft a 
policy for the board’s review. 
 
The board requested Engineer O’Rourke research Historical Architect’s and provide 
names to the board for their review. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Boucher it was 
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be 
adjourned.  The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 p.m.  
 
 
 


