VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD
WORKSHOP MEETING
FEBRUARY 5, 2020
MINUTES

PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Karlich, Allen, Engineer
Queenan, Attorney Reineke, Building Inspector Cocks

ABSENT: Member Boucher

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. The Q - Site Plan — (222-1-13, 14, & 15)
Present: No appearance

Chairman Parise noted there was no appearance by the applicant so summarized
where the application was left off. At the last appearance the applicant requested a
waiver from 175-21, the requirement which did not allow the merging of lots and
presented information to support their application. The board wanted time to review the
information and scheduled the matter for this workshop. The applicant is proposing to
merge three tax lots, 222-1-13, 14 and 15. The lots are located off Stephen Lane and is
zoned URM. This zone was designated URM as a result of the Comprehensive Plan
adopted in 2017. A preliminary sketch was submitted to illustrate for the board the
difficult constraints which are on the property which include wetlands, one of the lots
being landlocked, another lot being accessed only through a right of way through other
property, and the third being a flag lot, which is not permitted in the Village anymore.
The applicant provided a constraint map which showed easements, wetlands, wetland
buffers and setbacks which made developing the lots individually impossible. The
applicant indicated the only way to develop these lots within the permitted zoning is if
the lots were merged into one lot, then the apartments proposed could be built on the
buildable area outlined in the sketch plan. Multi family apartments are permitted by
special use permit in the URM zone. The applicant showed that Stephen Lane, a
currently unimproved road, is owned by the applicant and would be improved with this
application. The board must determine that granting of this waiver would be in the
overall best interest of the Village and complies with the intent of the zoning. If the
waiver is granted to merge the lots, then the applicant would need to submit a full site
plan with and EAF following Village Code 200-49.2, special use permit. Chairman
Parise stated the board now needs to determine if they will or will not grant the waiver.
Attorney Reineke drafted a resolution if the board were to grant the waiver and added a
section which would make the waiver, if granted, a conditional waiver as the waiver
wouldn’t be considered final until the planning board approved the site plan. Member
DeAngelis noted that the 2017 Comprehensive Plan provided for this area to allow multi
family residential. Attorney Reineke added that even if the applicant received the



conditional waiver from the board, the applicant still has a number of stumbling blocks
they would need to get through, such as DEC and wetland issues, before they could
even present a full site plan. Chairman Parise added that the subdivision code gives
the planning board the ability to grant the waiver if they so decided. Member Cocks
expressed concern over who would be maintaining the road. Attorney Reineke stated
the road maintenance would be incorporated in the site plan and special permit.
Chairman Parise noted that this property has been before the planning board several
times. Once as a potential supermarket, but they could not get access onto Route 17M.
Senior apartments were also proposed but there were issues with the State agencies
involved. Chairman Parise added that a benefit to the village would be tax rateables for
an improved property and also an improved Stephen Lane. The board agreed that the
applicant should be present at the Monday meeting to answer questions. Member
Karlich asked for clarification of the last sentence of the draft resolution. Attorney
Reineke responded that there are two problems the board is faced with. There is a
provision in the subdivision regulations which says you cannot merge residential lots.
This project is for multifamily dwellings. Multifamily as defined is residential, however in
practice, the Village treats multifamily as commercial with respect to water charges and
taxes. However the planning board is not in a position to make a determination of
whether multifamily is residential or commercial. By granting the waiver the board would
allow the development of the parcel, and the development would be taxed as
commercial and water would be at commercial rates because that has been the Village
practice, but the board cannot make a determination on zoning designation. If the
board granted the waiver the decision would be based upon the interest of the Village to
allow the merger as it would eliminate a landlocked lot, eliminate a flag lot, improve a
dilapidated road, and comply with what the Comprehensive plan calls for in that zoning
district. Member Allen was concerned this would set a precedent for merging lots like
this. He is also concerned with the encroachment on the wetlands. Member DeAngelis
pointed out that the project does not encroach on the wetlands. Attorney Reineke
indicated that there is a small encroachment at the driveway entrance however they are
well behind the required 100ft buffer from the wetlands. The DEC would have the
ultimate decision on the wetlands. With regard to setting a precedent, Attorney Reineke
stated there are very specific situations with these lots, such as one parcel being
landlocked which prohibits any development, another lot being a flag lot which is
currently prohibited in the Village and this too would be eliminated, and the third lot
having access only via a right of way which is not practical. The issues of this specific
site are unique. For a precedent to be set there would have to be another site with the
same constraints on it. The applicant needs to appear at the Monday meeting.

2, 310 Stage - Multifamily Housing — Site Plan — (213-1-31)
Present: Michael Morgante, Arden Consulting; Paul Edwards, Owner

Engineer Morgante provided updated architectural renderings detailing the materials
and colors discussed at the last meeting. The board was satisfied with the colors and
materials. A public hearing is scheduled for Monday February 10, 2020.



3. 856 Rt. 17M — Site Plan — (201-3-17)
Present: Stephen Green, PLS; Alan Moslem, Owner

Engineer Green stated they have been working on connecting to the sewer main and
have now worked out going up 17M to connect. The septic in the middle of the lot will
be abandoned. Engineer Queenan discussed his comments. The bulk table needs to
reflect the existing non conforming setbacks. Parking calculation and parking spaces
shown do not match and the parking requirement does not meet code. Engineer Green
requested the board waive the parking requirement. Engineer Queenan continued that
the call out for the 4 parking spaces which were removed from the center of the site is
still on the plan and should be removed. The ADA loading space does not appear to
meet the required width. Maneuverability of the parking lot remains a concern. The
plan shows one existing catch basin and one new catch basin. The plan should indicate
what is to occur with the existing catch basin. It should be clarified if curbing is
proposed adjacent to the southern parking stalls. Snow removal should be discussed
by the board. Discharge locations and inverts of proposed underdrains should be
shown on the plans. Water service location should be noted on the plans. Detail on the
proposed sewer main and pump station design will be required. Additional details
should be provided regarding trenching and pavement restoration. The plans should
note septic system abandonment. Landscaping and lighting plans should be provided
as well as architectural renderings. Due to construction near the property line a note
should be added that property boundaries will be staked by a licensed land surveyor
prior to construction. The EAF should be corrected to show the actual area of site
disturbance. It currently lists zero. Improvements within the ROW will require DOT
approval. The sewer line extension will require a permit from Orange County Sewer
District and should be reflected on the plan. Orange County Planning 239 referral will
also be required. Discussion was held regarding the proposed sidewalk at the rear of
the parking lot. Engineer Queenan felt there was a significant grade change in the back
corner which could cause an issue with the sidewalk. Engineer Green would review
this. Member Allen asked how many people would be in the building. Mr. Moslem
stated this was a medical supply facility. There would be 1-3 employees and most of
the sales would be delivered. Some people would visit the site but not too much.
Member Allen asked if there was storage on site. Mr. Moslem stated wheelchairs,
walkers, various types of medical equipment would be stored. Fed Ex trucks or UPS
trucks would make deliveries. The board was concerned with maneuverability in the
parking lot, and how the snow removal was to be addressed. Member DeAngelis
suggested choosing shrubs for landscaping which can handle snow and salt. Member
Cocks felt landscaping along 17M would not survive. Member Allen agreed and
suggested river rock instead. Chairman Parise stated the plans need to be updated and
all comments addressed.

4, 681 Rt. 177M/Stone — Commercial to Residential Conversion — (212-2-7)
Present: John Loch, AFR Engineering; Patricia and Jay Stone, Owners

Engineer Loch explained this is an existing building which has been used for retail for
many years. The business is no longer in operation and the owners are seeking to



convert the building back to residential, specifically a two family home. There are no
additions to the building proposed, and the sign and awnings will be removed. There
are existing sheds on the property which will be removed. The existing detached
garage will remain. Discussion was held regarding the potential need for variances
based on the pre existing non conforming setbacks of the garage. Building Inspector
Cocks will review and issue a determination. Engineer Queenan stated the bulk table
should be cleaned up. The bulk table lists the structure as 2 stories when it is actually
2.5 stories and should be reflected on the plan. Four parking spaces for a two family
home is sufficient. Orange County Planning 239 referral will be required. This use is a
special use permit under the zoning and will require a public hearing. Chairman Parise
commented that there is a lot of blacktop on the site, most of which will not be needed.
Discussion was held and the board would like to see some of that turned back to grass
or landscaping or a combination of both.

5. Threetel/Oak St. — Site Plan — (203-3-3.2)
Present: Larry Torro, Civil Tech Engineering

Engineer Torro described the project as demolition of the existing building along Oak
Street and the construction of a new mixed use office and medical building with
associated parking. The existing warehouse will remain. Engineer Torro acknowledged
that a front setback variance, lot coverage and providing less than the required parking.
will be required but stated the overall improvements would be less of an impact than
what is existing today. Overall the applicant will be cleaning up the site. Engineer Torro
wants to clean up some of the boards concerns before they submit for a variance.
Building Inspector Cocks discussed the lot coverage issue. Even though what is
proposed exceeds the allowable lot coverage, it is significantly less than the almost
100% lot coverage that exists today, and therefore reduces the nonconformity. Building
Inspector Cocks added that separation between the 2 principal buildings on the lot will
need to be shown and meet 200-24(A). Engineer Queenan stated the vicinity map does
not reflect the subdivision of the property. The note from the approved plan regarding
the requirement to complete road improvements on Route 208 as shown on the
approved plan dated 3/20/17 should be placed on the proposed site plan. The total lot
area for two primary uses on one site is the total lot area requirement for both uses
combined. The property meets these criteria but should be shown on the bulk table.
Grading plans and erosion and sediment control should be provided. A SWPP plan
should be provided. Spot elevations should be provided in the vicinity of the ADA
parking spaces to confirm compliance with regulations. Existing and proposed utility
information should be provided. Landscaping and lighting plans and dumpster
enclosure details should be provided. Note 6 on the plans seems to reference the front
lot which has since been subdivided, and if it is not part of this application should be
removed from the plan. Architectural renderings will also have to be provided. Orange
County Planning 239 referral will be required. Building Inspector Cocks noted that the
height of the building should be provided, and whether the building will be sprinklered to
determine if aerial access will be necessary. Chairman Parise felt traffic was a major
concern. This property will now be full and the proposed 208 Business Center across
the way along with current businesses on Oak and Elm are going to bring a lot of traffic



to the area. Chairman Parise is concerned with this being an office building there will
be peak times like 5:00pm when everyone is leaving to go home and asked how that
was going to be addressed. Building Inspector Cocks added that the Village Board was
discussing making EIm and Oak Streets one way. The applicant and the planning
board were unaware of the Village Board’s one way change. Trustee Alley was present
in the audience and confirmed that the Village Board did in fact make the change. The
planning board and applicant were completely unaware of this information. Trustee
Alley explained that EIm would be one way off of North Main and exit out Anderson
Place back to North Main. Oak Street would be one way from the intersection with EIm
and exit back onto EIm St at Ash St. The board noted that this change would drastically
change these plans. Chairman Parise asked Trustee Alley why the Village Board
decided to make this change. Member Cocks asked what the reasoning was. Trustee
Alley stated it was for safety reasons. The Village Board felt funneling the traffic in one
direction would be safer for the area and the kids playing outside. Chairman Parise
asked how the Village Board determined that this change would be beneficial. Trustee
Alley stated it was from a safety issue stemming from an outcry of safety on those
streets. Chairman Parise asked if there was there a traffic study done; or a traffic
analysis or count? Were the number of cars that actually come through that area
counted and evaluated by a traffic engineer? Trustee Alley did not believe there was a
traffic study done. Trustee Behringer was also present and stated that the board spoke
to police and residents who live there. Chairman Parise understood concerns of
residents however a professional study or evaluation would be useful. The board
questioned how making the roads one way would eliminate or reduce traffic as there will
still be the same amount of traffic going through. Oak and Elm are mostly commercial
properties. Engineer Queenan added that now the traffic will all be headed in the same
direction there could be backups. Chairman Parise noted that there were presently no
sidewalks on those streets and if safety was a concern did the Village Board consider
sidewalks? Building Inspector Cocks stated a portion of EIm has sidewalks. Member
DeAngelis stated there are no sidewalks on Oak Street. This change will affect this
application. Engineer Torro stated if these improvements can’t be made then the
applicant will leave the buildings and use them as warehousing. This application would
greatly improve the area. Member Cocks felt the one way would be more dangerous
especially with all the trucks coming through and stacking to exit off Anderson. The
traffic will still go through the neighborhood. The planning board requested that Trustee
Alley and Trustee Behringer provide the planning board with a report from the Village
Board outlining the reasoning behind making these roads one way, and how they came
to their determination, what criteria was used, map out the area outlining the streets, in
order for the planning board and the applicants who have ongoing projects in the area
can understand. Chairman Parise added that if safety was the issue then pedestrian
safety and sidewalks should be taken into consideration as well.

6. 386 Rt. 17M — Site Plan and Special Use Permit — (217-3-12)
Present: Larry Torro, Civil Tech Engineering; Yoel Ekstein, Owner

Chairman Parise summarized for the board that the applicant was responding to a
violation received for operating a rental car business which is not permitted except as



an accessory use to a motor vehicle repair shop. In order to remedy the violation they
applied to the planning board to build a motor vehicle repair shop which will include the
accessory use of rental car, and they are also building office space plus there are
existing residential apartments on the site. Engineer Torro described a new building of
an office building with a motor vehicle repair shop which would house the rental car
business. The two other buildings on site are existing residential apartments and would
remain. Engineer Queenan stated that the bulk data for the residential structures must
also be provided on the site plan and the number of units in each structure should be
provided. When more than one principal use is to occur on a lot the total lot area
requirement is the total for each of the individual uses combined. The lots meet the
total requirement but these figures should be shown on the plan. The plan proposes
nearly all parking for the proposed office use to be located on the opposite end of the
residential structures causing the employees and patrons to go around the residential
structures. The parking should be reconsidered. Special permit criteria for a repair
shop requires screening between the use and any residential use and this would apply
to residential use on the same lot. The storage of vehicles cannot encroach into any
required yard area and the current plan shows vehicles to be stored within the front
yard. Location of any bay doors for the repair shop and access points to the office
building should be shown on the plan. Sidewalks should be provided in the front of the
repair shop and will need to extend around the building for side or rear egress doors.
The vicinity map requires a scale. Any proposed signage including directional signage
and traffic control signage should be shown on the plans. Landscaping and lighting
plans should be provided. Existing and proposed utility information should be provided.
Grading plans and erosion and sediment control should be provided. A portion of the
front of the site is located in a flood zone. This should be shown on the plan and the
elevation noted. A Federal wetland and stream runs along the front of the site and an
individual permit will be required. Member Allen asked where snow removal would be.
The board discussed the layout and felt the site would work much better if the applicant
got rid of the residential buildings. Building Inspector Cocks added that proper
separation between the two principal buildings will need to be shown and meet 200-
24(A) and calculations should be shown. An enclosure should be included if scrap, tires
and parts will be stored outside. ADA parking details should be included on the plans.
A fire access road should be indicated on the plans showing a turning radius for a fire
truck and ingress and egress. The applicant should identify if a sprinkler system is
proposed for the new building and if so, water details should be shown.

7. Ramapo Street — Proposed Senior Housing (220-1-4)
Present: David Niemotko, Architect

Architect Niemotko acknowledged he received Lanc & Tully’s review and submitted a
response earlier today. In addition a summary was provided as requested by the board.
Engineer Queenan stated that the response to these comments were submitted today
but not included in the review supplied. Engineer Queenan continued that the board
previously requested a narrative regarding the nature of the project proposed which has
not yet been provided. Information to be included in this narrative include what age
restrictions or income restrictions would be placed on the project; whether the units will



be offered for sale or rent; and how the site will be managed to ensure these restrictions
are monitored. Architect Niemotko stated a narrative was submitted but acknowledged
it was submitted late. Architect Niemotko responded that the project is a 2 story, 11,900
sq.ft per floor building on approximately .5 acres of a 3.5 acre site. They are proposing
11 one bedroom units and 14 two bedroom units, each including a living room,
bedroom, kitchenette and bathroom. The target is for people 55 years of age and older
and the target median income would be $48,000-$77,000. These would be rental units
of $1,200 - $1,900 per month. An institutional facility is not proposed but some
individuals with medical training would be on site. A recreation area is proposed at the
rear of the site. Member DeAngelis stated it sounded like an assisted living facility
instead of an over 55 community. Architect Niemotko was not certain of the exact way
the site would be classified. Chairman Parise asked if this would be publicly funded.
Architect Niemotko confirmed these units would be rented with private funds. Architect
Niemotko felt the market study completed showed that senior housing is needed and
falls within what seniors in the area could afford. Member Cocks felt the way the
narrative was written it sounded like assisted living as opposed to just residential
apartments limited to senior citizens. Member Cocks felt it needed to be more specific
on the details of the actual classification of the project. Member DeAngelis agreed that
it should be clear if this is regular senior housing or an assisted living or something like
that. Engineer Queenan noted that population growth in Orange County has actually
slowed over the last 10 years which contradicts what the market analysis showed, and
market analysis does not include the last 3 years. The study provides a section on
Existing Senior Projects but only appears to reference subsidized and low income
projects. In addition, other age restricted developments, including one in the Village of
Monroe, exist but are not on this list. Current supply should be included in the study. It
would also be helpful to list the occupancy rates of the existing developments to
determine if the demand is currently being met. The study also provides a section on
New Senior Housing listing several developments which were approved more than 5
years ago but have not been fully built out due to lack of sales. Three projects in New
Windsor and one in Goshen which were approved as age restricted housing have since
requested to convert to market rate due to lack of demand. The board should consider
this scenario. Once the planning board is satisfied with an acceptable narrative and
documented need for the project, the project then needs to be referred to the Village
Board for their review at which time the Village Board shall either return the application
to the planning board for review under such guidelines as the village board deems
advisable, or reject the application. Chairman Parise stated it was important to clarify
what type of facility this is going to be to know if it falls within the senior housing section
of the code. Architect Niemotko stated he takes back the part about medical and will
keep this application to only senior housing. Chairman Parise was concerned with the
study as it references the Town of Monroe. The Village of Monroe is not discussed.
The study claims to have called all local municipalities to ask if there were any 55 and
older projects but the Building Department for the Village was not called. Also, were
these numbers from 5 years ago when the Town of Palm Tree was still a part of the
Town of Monroe? This should be adjusted. The board held discussion on the study
and were concerned that if the buildings are built and they can’t rent to seniors then
what would happen to the buildings. The site doesn’'t seem to be able to handle families



and children. The board also wanted to see more focus on the need of the Village of
Monroe and not just the Town and the County. The real question is does the Village of
Monroe itself have a need for this senior housing. Member Cocks asked if Architect
Niemotko looked into whether or not there was a waiting list at Monroe Commons or
not. That would be an indicator as to whether or not there is an actual need. Chairman
Parise felt there were too many factors not addressed in this study for the Village, and
the board were not experts in this field and felt a planner would be beneficial. Chairman
Parise was concerned if the senior rentals could not all be rented. Then what happens.
Building Inspector Cocks clarified that this is the biggest concern, because going under
senior housing provides for the use anywhere in the Village provided they meet the
need and criteria. This is why it’s critical to establish need. If this is allowed to be built,
and then the developer can’t rent all the units to senior citizens they will want to rent to
non senior citizens. The problem with this is that 1) the zone where this property is
does not allow for multi family housing that is not for senior citizens, and 2) the site plan
will not be reviewed for use by people under 55 who could potentially own more
vehicles, have children who would need to go to school, places to play, etc. How does
the Village handle this situation. Engineer Queenan agreed and felt this was the
message Engineer O’'Rourke was trying to convey in the review; that there are other
projects in the County which were approved as senior rentals and are not being used as
that anymore because the demand isn’t there. Attorney Reineke added that this
scenario is the purpose of the study. The study should support the need for this type of
housing within the Village because later on, once the building is built, and if by chance
the seniors don’t rent and now there is an issue and the building won’t be able to be
used, if the Village takes action the developer cannot blame the Village as the Village
would be relying on the developer’s market study. The board is trying to assist the
applicant by trying to make sure the study reflects a true need. The board agreed that a
planner should be involved and Engineer Queenan stated he would arrange for Planner
O’Donnell to come to next months meeting. Architect Niemotko requested to meet with
the Planner ahead of time in hopes they could come to a resolution prior to the next
submission deadline. The board was amenable to having Architect Niemotko meet with
the Planner.

ADJOURNMENT
On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Cocks it was

unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be
adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 p.m.



