VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD
WORKSHOP MEETING
MARCH 11, 2020
MINUTES

PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Karlich, Boucher, Engineer
O’Rourke, Attorney Reineke, Building Inspector Cocks

ABSENT: Member Allen

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. 310 Stage - Multifamily Housing — Site Plan — (213-1-31)
Present: Michael Morgante, Arden Consulting

Chairman Parise noted that the Village Board made a resolution regarding the pump
station, force main and fire access road. Attorney Reineke suggested to the Village to
add a sentence to the resolution allowing the Village an easement to access and do
repairs if the Village deems it necessary. The information was sent to the Village
attorney. Chairman Parise noted the public hearing is still open and scheduled for
Monday. Chairman Parise acknowledged that the applicant met with the neighbor from
Maple Avenue who spoke at the public hearing and that all issues concerning the
landscaping are satisfied with the neighbor. Engineer O’'Rourke stated that all technical
issues have been covered; a sign off from OC Sewer has been provided; the Village
Board declarations have to be finalized and a permit obtained from Village DPW for the
road opening. Two cost estimates have been submitted, one for the force main and the
other for the project. Engineer O’Rourke will review both before Monday. The Board
had no other issues. Chairman Parise outlined the items addressed and satisfied; the
density on the bulk table; retaining wall details; lighting; landscaping; EAF updated; OC
Planning 239 review of local determination; SHPO has been satisfied; fire access;
wetland and boundary confirmation; and declarations from the Village for the force
main. This is a special use permit and details should be listed at approval. Attorney
Reineke added that although the Village attorney has to finalize the declarations and
resolution, if the planning board is satisfied with the project, an approval could be
granted with conditions for the Village board documentation. Building Inspector Cocks
added that part of the approval should reference any trees which are slated to be
removed so they can be done prior to March 315,

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

Engineer O’Rourke discussed review of the latest submission. The bulk table has been
revised and no variances needed. The existing blacktop parking lot is proposed to be



removed and grass planted. This would be an Unlisted Action under SEQR. A revised
EAF has been provided and found acceptable. This use is a special use permit and
requires a public hearing. Member DeAngelis asked if there was a timeline for the
project to be done. Patricia Stone, owner, stated she is in the process of closing her
store but feels all should be complete within 6 months.

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

Engineer O’Rourke reviewed the latest submission and noted that the layout has been
revised per the board’s previous comments. Due to the Village Board making the
streets in the area one way the layout has been revised to which removed
encroachments. Building Inspector Cocks noted that 2 variances are required, one for
front yard setback and one for lot area. Engineer O’'Rourke noted the new layout works
well. Engineer O’Rourke commented that this project is in an area where other projects
are proposed, there are current traffic issues, and other traffic studies are being
conducted and it was recommended that the applicant consult with the Village’s traffic
engineer and the other studies being done. In addition, because of the one way and the
new configuration this could bring potentially more vehicles out onto Route 208.
Building Inspector Cocks noted that with variances being required there is an issue with
the ZBA and other applications where they need the Planning Board to declare lead
agency so these applications can be handled as a coordinated review. The ZBA would
be looking for input from the planning board conceptually and to have the planning
board be the lead agency for SEQR. Engineer O’'Rourke agreed the review should be
coordinated and the planning board would have to do SEQR prior to the ZBA making
any determination. Chairman Parise felt the biggest issue with this project would be
traffic. Member Cocks is concerned with trucks attempting to cut through the parking
area and out onto Oak Street. Engineer Torro felt the trucks would have to exit the way
they came in, via Route 208. It will be difficult to make all the small turns around the
proposed new building. Chairman Parise confirmed the new building is to be an office
building which wouldn’t get large tractor trailers but maybe just UPS or FedEx sized
trucks. Member Boucher asked what type of medical building this would be. Engineer
Torro stated he added a percentage of medical to the plan because medical office
generates a higher parking generation rate, this way it allowed the owner to lease to
some medical. The entire building would not be medical.

4, 310 Schunnemunk St. — 2 Lot Subdivision — (202-1-7.2)
Present: Larry Torro, PE, Civil Tech Engineering

Chairman Parise noted that it's been over 1 year since preliminary approval was given,
and we used an alternate engineer due to a conflict with Lanc & Tully. The application
needed DEC approval. DEC approval has been granted and the application has been
sent to our alternate engineer. A review will be done for Monday.



5. Spring Hill Apartments — Informal Discussion — (207-4-11.1 & 15)
Present: Kevin Brodie, Architect; Mike Abuladze, Owner; Joseph Nyitray,
Brooker Engineering; Ira Emanuel, Esq.

Chairman Parise updated the board that the application is still in the conceptual stage.
Comments were made by the board last month and the applicant has addressed some
of those comments for review this month. Engineer O’'Rourke stated the applicant has
revised the plan and reduced the number of units to 34. They’ve removed all the
encroachment issues and now meet all setbacks and no variances are required. Once
the planning board is conceptually satisfied then a full site plan submission will be
required. Based on the amount of land disturbance a full Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan will be required and Architectural designs should be submitted for
review. The development will require easements for the shared driveway and utilities as
well as deed restrictions for lots to remain under common ownership and the lots are
developed as a single unified development. ADA parking and loading spaces require
drop curbs. The plan should label existing structures on Lot 2 as “To be removed”. The
Government approvals chart on page 2 of the EAF should include Village DPW for a
road opening permit; NYSDEC for a SPDES permit and Orange County Sewer District
#1 for connection to public sewer system. Item E.3.g should be checked “Yes” as the
plan shows that two grave sites have been identified on the property. The Site Plan
should be uploaded to SHPO for their review, and more information on how these sites
are or will be demarcated and preserved in place should be provided. The application
requires 239 review by County Planning once a full site plan is provided. Based on the
total amount of disturbance and the proximity to Smith’s Clove park the application will
be classified as a Type 1 Action under SEQR. Engineer Brooker noted that the new
submission addressed many of the comments the board made at the last submission.
Parking has been increased by 6 spaces; the parking area was reconfigured and
grouped together; the building look has been adjusted per board comments, and the
buildings connected. There are only 2 building but it looks like 3. The location of the
graves have been noted on the plan. Chairman Parise asked what they applicant was
going to do to mark the graves or securing them. Engineer Brooker stated there were
no headstone markers now and that would stay that way, but was open to installing a
fence or something to demarcate the area. Chairman Parise asked if the applicant did
any research on if there was any family in the area related to the graves. Member
DeAngelis felt the board should contact Tom Sullivan. Chairman Parise felt that was
the applicant’s responsibility to do the legwork on this. Chairman Parise stated that any
demarcation should be shown on the plans. Engineer Brooker continued that there will
be sidewalks along the streets as well as internally from the parking areas. Chairman
Parise asked what was meant in the narrative regarding solar access and if that meant
there would be solar panels. Architect Brody stated there are no solar panels projected
and the statement of solar access reflected sunlight entering the windows. Member
Cocks asked where the HVAC units would be located. Architect Brody stated all HVAC
units are facing the parking lots. Egress wells on basement windows and some railings
on balconies are the only things which would face Spring Street. Member Cocks
suggested a stone wall or shrubs around the cemetery as opposed to a fence. Member
Boucher asked what happened to the idea of a turning lane on Spring Street and



aligning the entrance with Mapes Place at the traffic light. Engineer Brooker stated
there is no turning lane proposed; the entrance on Spring Street is 100 ft. from Mapes
Place; and the entrance on Franklin has been eliminated. In addition, to create a site
which would not require variances the building has to be in the place it is shown now.
Engineer O’Rourke added that the roadways did not line up. Chairman Parise asked
what the basements would be used for. Architect Brody stated the basements would be
unfinished for storage and laundry for the first floor units. The second floor units would
have laundry in the units and storage in the attic. Chairman Parise asked if there would
be assigned parking spaces. Engineer Brooker stated that each tenant would be
assigned a parking spot and there would also be free spaces provided. Discussion was
held regarding not wanting satellite dishes on the roof and no a/c units in the windows.
The board discussed looking at the rear of the building on Spring Street and discussed
how to make the view from Spring and Franklin more appealing. Members DeAngelis
and Karlich did not like the balconies facing Spring Street. Architect Brody explained
that the balconies are small Juliet balconies off the master bedroom. They are not large
enough to accommodate a table or chairs or a bbq.

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

Engineer O’Rourke reviewed the most recent narrative. The applicant provided a list of
amenities to be provided at the site and included items such as smoke detectors, fire
sprinklers, lawn, parking area. These aren’t considered amenities as they are required
by the NYS Building Code as well as Village Code. Lanc & Tully coordinated with the
firm that performed the market study. The project is proposing living units for individuals
over the age of 55 with low to moderate income (50% to 80% of the area median
income). The applicant intends to seek HUD funding. Within a 10 mile radius the study
shows a 3.7% need for housing. The applicant confirmed they will be retaining a
management firm to handle the day to day operations, but one is not in place yet.
Engineer O’Rourke added that it is critical that a management firm be required and
reporting be required to ensure that the criteria for approval for residency is met.
Engineer O’Rourke noted that there are still concerns with the layout and site such as
access, sidewalks, DOT, flooding, etc. At this point though the application has to be
sent to the Village Board for approval for the floating zone. If the Village Board
approved the floating zone then the applicant will have to make a complete submission
which would deal with the issues of concern. The board discussed if they felt they were
ready to send the application to the Village Board for consideration. Chairman Parise
noted several discrepancies in the Market Study which concerned him. The list of
similar projects listed show several projects in the county which although approved have
never been built. Also, the listing for the Village of Monroe shows one unnamed project
which is inaccurate, and notes that the building department was contacted when they
weren’t. It’s difficult to believe the information in this document. Chairman Parise
added that he has concern with the property. There’s not enough buildable space to
accommodate housing. The other concern is what is going to happen if these
apartments cannot be leased to seniors and the owner wants to lease to families.

There isn’t enough parking or outdoor space, and there is nowhere to expand. Attorney



Reineke added that in the scenario where the building is built and cannot get over 55
occupants, the applicant can then apply to the ZBA for a hardship, and the applicant
would have a good argument at the ZBA because they would have approvals from both
the Village Board and the Planning Board. Obtaining a variance would allow the
property to be rented to anyone. Engineer O’'Rourke noted that this happened in the
Village of Goshen, an over 55 apartment complex is now a market rental to anyone
because they couldn’t fill the over 55 units, and the applicant obtained a variance from
the ZBA. Engineer O’'Rourke added that the property was large enough to
accommodate more parking and families so it wasn’t an issue. Chairman Parise stated
this was his biggest concern as this property has so little buildable area and nowhere to
expand because of wetlands that it is not suited for residential apartments. The
entranceway is also problematic on Route 17M and in a curve. Where would school
buses pick up. Where would families park all their cars. The property is a GB zone.
Member Cocks agreed the property was not amenable to living. Chairman Parise feels
there should be more property for amenities for seniors. Member Boucher read a line
from the narrative stating “the project will be an independent senior housing project
restricted to persons 55 years and older (and possibly others with disabilities)” and
asked what “possibly others” meant and were they seniors or not? Architect Niemotko
felt that comment tied into the HUD funding. Member Boucher stated the following
paragraph addressed HUD funding, not the paragraph with “possibly others” in it.
Member DeAngelis asked what others they mean. Member Boucher is concerned that
others mean not seniors. Farther down in the narrative it states “substantial
rehabilitation and multi family housing for moderate income families, elderly and the
handicapped”. Would this funding include moderate income families, because if so then
that is not meeting the purpose of the code. Member Cocks noted that Assisted Living
at one point too. Architect Niemotko stated that Assisted Living has been eliminated.
Attorney Reineke advised the board that at this point their decision is whether or not,
based on the information received, you are prepared, to pass the application to the
Village Board, with or without recommendation. The Village Board then has to
determine if they are going to permit the senior housing. If they say yes, then the
application returns to the planning board at which time the applicant must submit a
detailed site plan for approval with the density approved by the Village Board. Member
Boucher was bothered by the inaccuracies in the report specifically with the Village of
Monroe. Chairman Parise felt that there was a risk allowing this project on this site in
case the demand for senior apartments isn’t there. The lot is not equipped for non
seniors to live there. Member DeAngelis felt any housing at that location would be
difficult. The board discussed the procedures outlined in the law to process this type of
application. Architect Niemotko requested the information provided be sent to the
Village Board for their review. Architect Niemotko stated that a representative from the
market research firm which did the study would be present at a village board meeting to
make a presentation to them. The board asked why that representative didn’t come to
the planning board too, as there were many questions and inconsistencies that could’ve
been discussed. The board would like to meet with these representatives. Architect
Niemotko stated the applicant is electing not to provide any further information. The
applicant has the right to not provide any further information and requests the
information be sent to the Village Board. Attorney Reineke advised the board that the



applicant has provided information; if the planning board is not satisfied with everything
that has been given to them, and the applicant states they will not be providing any
more, this is part of the board’s transmittal to the Village Board. The fact that the
applicant has elected not to provide specific information requested can be included in
the forwarding letter to the Village Board. Member Boucher felt the board should
summarize the information and concerns and submit that to the Village Board. The
board agreed to compile their concerns, lack of information, pros and cons and bring
together at the next meeting in order to compose a letter to the Village Board.

7. 577 Route 17M — Conditional Use Renewal — (220-5-16.1)
Present: Shulem Brach

Chairman Parise noted that the conditional use permit expired in September and
despite being notified the applicant did not return for renewal. Building Inspector Cocks
has found numerous violations on the property. Several of the planning board members
visited the site and saw the poor condition of the property, the abandoned and
inoperable buses, a temporary office in a storage container, vehicles with expired
license plates, and there are noise complaints filed with the police department. Mr.
Brach admitted his mistake in not following through on the conditional use permit
renewal. Chairman Parise reminded Mr. Brach that this is his responsibility. Chairman
Parise stated that Mr. Brach is not adhering to the terms of the conditional use permit or
the approved site plan. This is not the first time there have been issues at this site and
the only time Mr. Brach seems to clean up the site is when the Building Inspector issues
violations. It's Mr. Brach’s responsibility to continuously maintain the site and adhere to
the approvals. Building Inspector Cocks discussed the numerous noise complaints the
police logged over buses running early morning, prior to the approved start time on the
site plan. School buses were not approved. The hours of operation on the plan is from
8:00 am — 6:00 pm and the buses are starting at 5:30 am. This is in violation of the
approvals and is generating complaints from neighbors. Chairman Parise stated if the
applicant wants approval for the buses then they have to submit an amended site plan.
The board as a whole agreed that the property needs to be brought into compliance
before any changes can be considered. The buses need to be removed; all abandoned
and inoperable vehicles must be removed; the satellite office in a storage container
shall be removed; all trash on site is to be cleaned up; the fence repaired; the noise
complaints addressed; the blacktop repaired. Once the site is in compliance with the
previously approved site plan then amendments to the site plan can be applied for.
Attorney Reineke informed the applicant that the planning board cannot entertain a new
application until the site conforms with what was approved. Once the site conforms the
board can discuss modifications but until the site is in conformance nothing new can be
discussed. The board agreed to give the applicant 30 days to clean up the site.

ADJOURNMENT

On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Boucher it was
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be
adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 p.m.



