VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD
WORKSHOP MEETING
MAY 13, 2020
MINUTES

PRESENT: Chairman Parise, Members Cocks, DeAngelis, Karlich, Boucher, Allen,
Hafenecker Engineer O’Rourke, Attorney Levinson, Attorney Kimple, Building Inspector
Cocks

Chairman Parise opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with the Pledge of Allegiance to the
flag. Chairman Parise stated that in conformance with the Executive Order 202.10 from
the Governor we are permitted to hold virtual meetings. Chairman Parise welcomed
Paul Hafenecker to the planning board filling the remaining vacant seat.

1. 236 High St — Site Plan & Special Use Permit (206-5-4.12) Adult Care Facility
Present: Tim Mitts, Applicant; Joseph Haspell, Esq; David Niemotko, Architect

Architect Niemotko explained that he submitted in response to comments from the
October meeting which included plans and application submitted to NYS for their
decision regarding some building codes issues, and also submitted site plans which
were submitted to the State and also site plans that have been in front of the planning
board for a few months. The applicant feels all issues have now been addressed and
requested moving forward with a public hearing. Building Inspector Cocks was asked
by Chairman Parise to discuss his review of what was submitted to the planning board.
Building Inspector Cocks noted that the items on his review list are mostly the same
from the prior list. A comprehensive and complete plan is necessary for the planning
board, showing all changes to the building which include inside and outside changes,
because of the way the Village code is written, and also to ensure a complete review by
SHPO for the historical integrity and compliance. Building Inspector Cocks stated that
with the proposed kitchen suppression hood system there are penetrations which will be
going through the roof to the exterior and this needs to be addressed by the planning
board for historical value as they will be on the outside of the building. Building
Inspector Cocks noted the plans submitted to the planning board do not show these
penetrations but the plans submitted to the building department do. Detailed drawings
should be provided to the planning board. Sheet A-1 shows ADA sink and counter
installation and indicates details are shown on sheet A-7, but sheet A-7 is not provided.
Again, this needs to be reviewed and accepted by SHPO for the historical factor. Sheet
C-1 shows an ADA ramp location but no details on the ramp are provided. This also
needs to be reviewed by SHPO and the planning board. Again, details were submitted
to the building department as part of a building permit application, but the details are not



included in the planning board submissions. Sheets A-2 and A-3 show egress windows
from bedrooms on the 3 floor. It is not indicated if these are existing windows or
proposed new egress windows, and if they are proposed new, then details need to be
provided to the planning board as part of the full plan set for review by SHPO. There
are also exterior staircases proposed to be installed and again there are no details to
the staircases, only notes. A sprinkler system is indicated on all floors in certain
locations. It is understood that the applicant obtained a variance from the sprinkler
system but one is still being shown in certain locations within the house. Details on how
the system is being installed and what, if any alterations or changes will be made to
accommodate the sprinkler system need to be shown and detailed, again for
compliance with the historical requirements of the building. This information is required
not only for SHPO review but also for review by a historical architect if the board hires
one, and also for compliance with the local law. The applicant received a variance from
the DOS BSC for Section 1401.3 Performance Evaluation and detailed notes outlining
what was waived should be included on the plans. The variance from the DOS only
addressed the Performance Evaluation which encompassed the sprinkler system, the
interior and the corridors within the building. This section does not apply to the fire
access road. The fire access road requirements is found in Section D105.1 of the Fire
Code, not 1401.3 Performance Evaluation. If the DOS intended to include the Fire
Access Road in their Decision then the DOS needs to amend their decision to reflect
this. If they did not intend to include Fire Access Road in their decision, and the
decision remains as is, then the Fire Access Road will need to be addressed on the
plans. The decision as written is unclear. Chairman Parise discussed the fire access
road. The applicant is relying on an email from the fire chief but Village code lists the
Building Inspector as the Fire Inspector for the Village. Attorney Levinson informed the
applicant that the DOS is incorrect in assuming that the Fire Chief is the end all
authority. The Building Inspector is the Fire Inspector for the Village. The Village has
concerns regarding the fire access roads, and if the DOS has in fact waived the fire
access road requirement, if something happens in the future then the burden is now on
the State and on the applicant. The Village has no burden. Member Cocks asked if
there was documentation on the fire access road. Building Inspector Cocks stated that
the decision of the DOS does not address the fire access road, it only discusses the
Performance Evaluation. Attorney Levinson stated the decision is not clear and should
be clarified. Chairman Parise suggested writing to the DOS for clarification regarding
exactly what was decided. Mr. Mitts preferred a joint email with him and the State
rather than a letter from the Board. Chairman Parise refused to participate in emails
because the planning board is not comprised of only him, the entire board discusses
every application together. The board will decide if a letter will be sent for clarification
and then the board will review the response. There are no back door meetings, no



private emails, no side bars. Chairman Parise added that Mr. Mitts is to stop emailing
him as he will not respond. Any discussion on this application will be done as a board.

Attorney Haspell was confused as to what exactly the DOS provided. He was uncertain
if it was a variance or a reversal decision. Attorney Haspell also disagreed that the
interior of the house is part of the local law. Attorney Haspell stated it is his
understanding that the legislative intent of the local law had nothing to do with the
interior of the building. Member Boucher stated he felt it might be a good idea to ask
the village board what their intent was when writing the law. Attorney Haspell, who
stated he was hired less than 24 hours ago, stated that its his position that everything
brought up by Building Inspector Cocks in his review has been dealt with in the appeal
and the application should move on to a public hearing. Attorney Levinson responded
that this local law is unique. Typically, a planning board has no jurisdiction or review
powers for anything inside of a building. However, under this unique local law the
historical status of the building must be confirmed and maintained. Historical status is
not only for the exterior, but the whole building. The Village of Monroe Board of
Trustees adopted this law and now the planning board and building department are
living with and following the terms of this law. Attorney Levinson summarized that all of
the data Building Inspector Cocks mentions is for the planning board to collect and
forward to SHPO for their review as per the local law. Chairman Parise added that the
local law provides the board the ability to retain an historical architect to review the
plans and guide the planning board in its review. Not until the board retains the
architect and the board is satisfied with the plans will it be sent to SHPO. In addition,
the board needs to make sure that any of the changes made to the building, inside or
out, do not affect the historic value of the building, as the law and use is dependent on
the site remaining on the National Register.

Attorney Kimple added the local law makes it clear that it is protecting the historical
value of the building in its entirety and that includes the interior. The law specifically
states that the special use permit will be revoked if the building is removed from the
National Register. By compiling a complete package with details, the board is ensuring
that the historical integrity is kept intact.

Architect Niemotko added that his office uploaded all plans to SHPO via the Cris
application and they have found a no adverse affect finding. Architect Niemotko did not
know what architect the board could find that would supersede SHPO. Building
Inspector Cocks asked why the applicant sent plans directly to SHPO, but has not
provided all of the plans to the planning board to review. Chairman Parise agreed and
asked why the planning board has not received all of the plans. Architect Niemotko
stated he cannot distribute anything once it's sent to SHPO and stated that Secretary



Proulx knows how the Cris system works. Secretary Proulx added that typically
applicants include her as a contact when submissions are made but she was never
included on these SHPO submissions so she has no access to whatever the applicant
submitted. Chairman Parise added that SHPO letters were not sent to the planning
board. Despite the letters being submitted by the applicant to the planning board, the
planning board has not seen any of the documents which the applicant submitted to
SHPO and does not know what SHPO has reviewed. Building Inspector Cocks added
that there have been so many variations of plan sets that the planning board should
know and be able to review what was actually sent, and asked why the applicant was
hiding this information from the planning board. Chairman Parise added that everything
should be submitted and reviewed and accepted by the planning board before being
sent to SHPO and that has not happened. Attorney Haspell did not understand what
purpose the planning board would have in reviewing the plans submitted to SHPO.
Attorney Haspell doesn’t feel the planning board has the right to see the plans.
Architect Niemotko asked for Lanc & Tully’s comments. Engineer O’Rourke stated he
spoke with Architect Niemotko that the only outstanding comment was regarding the
emergency access and the fire access road. That comment remains depending on the
outcome of the determination of the State. Engineer O’Rourke felt the determination as
written was unclear. Architect Niemotko submitted a letter stating as far as he
understood the State waived the emergency access. Engineer O’Rourke stated again
the State’s decision is unclear and agrees with Building Inspector Cocks that the section
of the Code which the State gave the variance for does not include the emergency fire
access, and this needs to be cleared up. Member Cocks asked if the plans the board
has is the ones submitted to SHPO as this does not look the same as the ones the
board has seen before. This plan does not show the generator or the exterior lighting.
What happened to the generator and exterior lighting? Architect Niemotko stated 8 sets
of plans were submitted to SHPO. Discussion was held regarding the number of
different plans and the fact the board has not seen them all and it was unclear what
SHPO has seen and if it was the same as what the State saw when doing their review.
Member Boucher agreed that the board previously discussed bringing in an historical
architect and felt it was a good idea. Member Boucher now questioned the benefit of
hiring the historical architect in lieu of letting SHPO just make determinations. Engineer
O’Rourke added that if a board hires an historical architect, that person will look at not
only current building code but also historical value. SHPO does not look at building
code requirements. SHPO could okay a modification historically but then it may not
meet building code and would have to be adjusted which could require resending to
SHPO for another review. This is where a historical architect can offer options or
opinions. By the applicant sending to SHPO prematurely on their own they did things
backwards. The historical architect can assist the board in getting the plans to where
they don’t need adjustments and then send them to SHPO. In response to Member



Boucher, Attorney Levinson stated that in the local law the planning board does not
abdicate its powers of review of a project to SHPO. The law makes reference to the
comments of SHPO which the board can use to evaluate the application during its
review. The law does not say the comments of SHPO are binding on the planning
board. By utilizing an historical architect, that individual will assist and guide the
planning board as to whether or not the comments of SHPO should be accepted by the
planning board in determining their approvals. Member Boucher asked at the end of the
day if the historic architect differs with SHPO then who wins? Attorney Levinson stated
the local law does not provide for that answer. Member Boucher felt if there isn’t going
to be any change made then his opinion is the money shouldn’t be spent. Attorney
Levinson read from the historical architect’s description of services from their letter of
5/12/20 from Lacey, Thaler, Reilly, Wilson, LLP which describes “architectural and
historic preservation consultation services to assist on the compatibility of the proposed
Adult Care Facility planned at Rest Haven, Located at 236 High Street in the Village of
Monroe. As you know this property is individually listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. Therefore, care should be taken to ensure that a project of this
magnitude does not negatively impact its listing on the Register and adheres to the
Village’s Adaptive Reuse of National Register Historic Buildings Law”. Member
DeAngelis stated this is what the board is seeking. Chairman Parise agreed and added
that the board is looking for guidance in this specialized area, no different than hiring a
planner or traffic engineer. Chairman Parise felt it was important that the board review
the project completely and thoroughly so there are no issues down the road, but the
historical architect portion is a specialized area which requires professional guidance.
Member Boucher agreed that the board should obtain a clarification letter from the State
on their variance decision, and Member Boucher agreed that everything SHPO has
reviewed should also be reviewed by the planning board, and the process should’ve
been done correctly even if that means a resubmittal to SHPO by the planning board.
Member Boucher also requested proof that the exterior stairway is existing. Otherwise
Member Boucher personally feels he wouldn’t go for a historical architect. Chairman
Parise added that the planning board was not ready to have the plans sent to SHPO.
The planning board needs to review the application and all of the proposed changes to
the property and house, and needs to evaluate if the changes meet code but also meet
historical requirements. The planning board hires consultants to assist and guide them,
like engineering, legal, planners, traffic engineers, and now for this specific situation and
this law, the board needs a historical architect. Attorney Haspell disagrees and wants
the board to grant site plan and special use permit approval, and anything involving
building code can be handled by the building inspector at a later date. Building
Inspector Cocks noted that the changes which will be made in order to install what is
proposed in a building permit can affect the historical aspect of the building. If the
applicant wants to get the planning board approvals on the outside only, and then



submit to the building department later for interior renovations, then the applicant needs
to understand that every time a change is proposed it will need to be evaluated as to
potential effect on historical aspects of the building. If the applicant proceeds this way
then every building permit application will be rejected and the applicant will have to
return to the planning board for an amended site plan. The point of gathering a
complete, comprehensive set of plans, which would be completely reviewed for building
code as well as historic review, is to avoid the applicant from having to constantly return
to the planning board. Building Inspector Cocks is trying to help the applicant by doing
one comprehensive review which will save the applicant time and money. But, if the
applicant would prefer to do this piece meal that is his prerogative. Chairman Parise
added that the board does not proceed to public hearings until they are satisfied with
the complete plans. Member DeAngelis agreed the board needs to be satisfied with all
of the plans before it is presented to the public. The board requires as much
information and detail as possible to show to the public. Chairman Parise also added
that a letter was received from SHPO in October 2019 which stated they reviewed plans
for this application which were dated 2016. Chairman Parise pointed out that plans
from 2016 are not the same plans that the board are looking at now and this is why the
planning board needs to compile everything.

Attorney Levinson asked who the actual owner of this property is. Under the special
permit rules of the Village, the special permit is issued to the owner. If there is a change
of ownership the special permit is revoked. The board needs confirmation of who the
actual owner is upon granting the special permit so this can be monitored for change in
the future. Attorney Haspell stated he will provide that information.

Attorney Levinson added that certain accessory uses are permitted as part of the adult
senior housing and the board needs to consider and review these accessory uses,
whether exterior or interior, before granting a special permit. Architect Niemotko stated
the board has the interior layout. Building Inspector Cocks agreed that Architect
Niemotko provided the layout and room designations for each floor, but what is missing
are the details as to how construction will be done, which can affect the historical aspect
of the building, which this proposed use and law is dependent on. The elevator,
sprinkler system, exhaust system, the exterior stairs being installed, there are no details
provided. Attorney Haspell felt the exterior stairs are historical. Building Inspector
Cocks stated there are no exterior stairs on the building right now so how can they be
historical. Building Inspector Cocks stated the planning board needs to see what the
stairs look like, what the details will be. The planning board is the architectural review
board for the Village as well. The planning board hasn’t seen any details on anything
proposed. The stairs, the hood, the elevator, nothing. Architect Niemotko stated he
hasn’t designed them yet. Building Inspector Cocks pointed out that he submitted the



details with the building permit so he obviously did design them but he did not submit
them to the planning board. Member Boucher asked if there are any current photos of
the stairs that the applicant claims are on the building. Mr. Mitts stated he will provide
pictures of the stairs that are on the house. Mr. Mitts added that the State is requiring
him to put two more standpipes in the house. Member Boucher asked Mr. Mitts why he
did not go through the process and provide the planning board with all of the
documents, photos, etc. and allow the planning board to send to SHPO. Mr. Mitts
stated he was confided to in a meeting with several people from the Village that he
would have a planning board meeting, Building Inspector Cocks would get the plans
and make sure they were up to code, and then the planning board would send to SHPO
and he would be done. Because Building Inspector Cocks denied him in January, he
sent his own plans to SHPO. Chairman Parise tried to summarize that this law is
unique and the board does not typically look at interiors of buildings. The board does
however require complete plans to be submitted for review and for this project the
interior is necessary because of the historic aspect. Everything should be submitted all
together. The Board needs to decide if it wants to hire the architectural historian and if
clarification by the board should be requested from the State. Member Cocks added
that details for all improvements should be provided on the plans. Member DeAngelis
agreed. The planning board needs to see the details of all the improvements but there
are no details on these plans. Attorney Levinson added that the applicant still needs to
comply with the Building Inspector’s letter of 5/12/20 which was discussed earlier.
Attorney Levinson added that general notes customarily include prohibitions in the
zoning district, therefore restriction notes regarding outdoor storage of material and
clothing drop boxes being prohibited shall be provided. Member DeAngelis added that
the zoning code section they are following should also be noted on the plans.

2. 208 Business Center — Site Plan — (201-3-3; 201-3-4; 201-3-7; 201-3-8)
Present: Kirk Rother, PE; Ken Wersted, Creighton Manning

Chairman Parise stated this meeting is to discuss traffic. Engineer Connell is present
for the Village. Engineer Wersted stated a traffic study was submitted last year which
was reviewed by Engineer Connell in November 2019 and comments provided. Since
then Engineer Wersted submitted comments in February 2020 as a response to the
November comments and Engineer Connell submitted a review dated March 17, 2020.
Therefore, the February and March response letters are the items for discussion tonight.
Engineer Wersted summarized his February 28, 2020 review. Details for traffic from
other nearby developments was requested and are not included in the calculations.
Traffic volumes for the YMCA were also updated as they were originally under
estimated, but the end results were not really changed. The next major topic was site
distance as you exited the site onto Route 208. Engineer Connel requested it also be



measured where Gilbert Street exists onto 208. Engineer Wersted noted that the gas
station has bushes in front which restrict the site line, both for this project as well as
their own site. The Gilbert St intersection looking to the North by the real estate office
has some restrictions due to some vegetation as well as a sign out front. Looking to the
South from this point site distances down 208 toward 17M has a lot of cattails which
have grown and limits the site distance in that direction. Site distance exiting site
driveway onto Gilbert Street had some issue when looking toward the YMCA.
Regrading the parking lot a bit in this area could alleviate this. Another comment
Engineer Connell had was reception reaction time. Engineer Connell requested a
different reaction time than DOT uses. Engineer Wersted discussed the difference in
site distance and reaction stopping time for both times. Using the longer time, although
the distances increase, the distance will still be covered. The concept plan for the North
Main/208/Schunnemunk intersection has been refined based on some of Engineer
Connell’'s comments. Originally the applicant recommended the signal at
Schunnemunk/North Main be changed to an all way Stop, but based on comments from
DOT, a traffic signal would still continue to be warranted at that location even if the new
road concept was utilized. There could be an opportunity with DOT to improve the
operation of that signal. Engineer Connell discussed her March 17, 2020 review. New
information and a refined concept plan were submitted by the applicant including YMCA
trips, nearby development volumes, and no build and build volumes. No significant
change was found from the July report. The biggest change was where the signal
currently is at North Main/Schunnemunk St. putting the signal back in. There are delays
there now and will still be delays in the future, but as Engineer Wersted stated it would
be a good time to improve the operation of this signal. Engineer Connell stated they
had discussions over the site distances, and acknowledged that they will be able to
meet some of the site distance standards assuming that vegetation can be trimmed
back and maintained in the future. Vegetation in the Mobil station was questioned as to
who owned the land where the vegetation was planted, is it Mobil or is it part of the 208
ROW, and who would be responsible for trimming and maintaining that area. If the
vegetation is able to be cut back and maintained then site distances would be able to be
provided. With regard to the latest concept plan, there have been some items cleaned
up which make it a better plan, and also DOT had some comments which were
addressed with this plan. A signal is still warranted with the configuration. With this
plan there is two way traffic on the slip ramp which could change some things with the
signal. Engineer Wersted discussed changing the phasing of the signal which should
be addressed further as it could help to alleviate issues in that area and help clean up
the intersection and make things work better. Engineer Connell stressed the need for
the applicant to do some sort of mitigation and noted that the project as proposed
cannot be built without approval and implementation of some form of the redesign
concept plan. An option was presented for a counterclockwise circulation plan and the



applicant prepared a simulation analysis which actually made the issues worse,
therefore it is agreed that this is not a feasible option. Engineer Connell looked at two
alternative which also might have potential, both of which involve a two way slip ramp
and some signalizations. DOT would have to ultimately approve of these options.
Another option would be replacing the signal with two roundabouts. Engineer Connell
pointed out another big issue which is funding. The State is claiming there is no money.
Even if the DOT found these alternatives acceptable funding needs to be provided.
Chairman Parise confirmed that the YMCA was included in these studies and asked if
the applicant was aware of the newest proposed office building on the old Monroe Tube
property. This traffic is also going to contribute to the intersection. Chairman Parise
asked Engineer Connell her opinion on opening the Gilbert St. Extension through to
17M. Engineer Connell replied she is not that familiar with the area but depending on
who would be using the roadway and what it would be used for. A through street would
probably not work too well, but a driveway to one user could be beneficial. The heritage
trail would pose some pedestrian issues to address. Allowing this as a through road for
a potential cut through would not be a good idea though. Regardless, any time a
roadway is altered or change, studies would need to be done to identify the purpose for
the change. Member Cocks asked how cars would get across the roadway to get into
the Copy Center if you were coming south on 208. You can’t make a left turn. Engineer
Wersted agreed a left turn will not be permitted and you would have to go all the way
around the Mobil station. Exiting the Copy Center you’d be forced to make a right.
Engineer Wersted stated DOT should be providing their comments soon. Member Allen
asked if there was ever a discussion of a traffic circle at the area of the existing traffic
signal. Engineer Wersted stated it has not been looked at in detail mainly due to row
and property ownership issues. There is very little land to work with there. Member
Cocks asked if the project is going to be done in phasing. Engineer Rother has not
discussed this with the applicant. Member Cocks stated his concern is that since it's
been made clear that funding is going to be a big issue for the traffic, that there should
be some guarantees that this project will be done all or nothing, not piecemeal. The
Village should not be stuck with a mess. Chairman Parise added that the Village should
be looking at the whole area and traffic as a whole in the local area, with other
municipalities, as there is so much development happening that this needs to be
addressed. Member DeAngelis agreed more should be addressed at a higher, regional
level.

It was noted that Member Boucher left the meeting at 8:30.

3. 310 Stage Rd — Multi Family Housing — Site Plan (213-1-31)
Present: Paul Edwards, J. Squared Builders




Chairman Parise asked the board if they had any additional comments or items to be
included in the special use review. Member DeAngelis noted landscaping, parking and
site conditions were referenced at the workshop.

ADJOURNMENT

On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member DeAngelis it was
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be
adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 p.m.



