VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD
WORKSHOP MEETING
JUNE 10, 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.

1. 681 Rt. 17M/Stone — Commercial to Residential Conversion — (212-2-7)
Present: John Loch, AFR Engineering; Patricia and Jay Stone, Owners

Engineer Loch stated the owners replaced the lights on the building to a motion detector
style light so the lights will not stay lit. Chairman Parise stated he visited the site and
saw no issues and found the house owned by the neighbor who wrote in for the public
hearing was set very far back from this property as well as at a higher elevation and
could not see how headlights could affect the neighboring house. Chairman Parise
noted a line of large evergreens planted along the property border which satisfied the
screening for him. Engineer Loch stated the evergreens are planted on the property
behind this property. Member DeAngelis agreed that the evergreens satisfy the
screening requirement and does not understand how lights could affect the house in the
rear because its so much higher than this property. Engineer O’Rourke added that the
revised site plan shows a new parking layout where the parking is turned from the
neighboring house. Member DeAngelis asked what percentage of blacktop is being
removed. Engineer Loch did not have an exact percentage but estimated
approximately 25% of the blacktop would be removed. Chairman Parise noted that
Orange County Planning did not respond to the 239 review and the 30 days expired.
Attorney Levinson confirmed that no extension was requested by Orange County
Planning. Secretary Proulx stated no correspondence was received from Orange
County Planning. Attorney Levinson noted the photos submitted showed large garbage
cans. Mr. Stone stated that the larger cans were for the business and once the building
converts to residential, smaller cans would be provided and residential pick up would
begin. The board had no other issues.



2. Spring Hill Apartments — Site Plan — (207-4-11.1 & 15)
Present: Kevin Brodie, Architect; Joseph Nyitray and Brian Brooker, Brooker
Engineering; Michael Abuladze, Applicant

Engineer O’'Rourke stated a preliminary site plan has been submitted. Some clean up of the
plans will be necessary with some of the descriptions. Easements and corrected notes will
need to be submitted. These comments will need to be submitted before sending to 239 and
emergency services. The stormwater management plan is still being reviewed. Engineer
O’Rourke completed a Part 2 for the EAF and asked for some additional information. Chairman
Parise added on EAF Part 2, #3 impact on stream; there is a stream that runs through the park
near Franklin and asked if this question covered this stream as the answer showed there was
no impact. Engineer O’'Rourke clarified that it says no impact because there actually is no water
body on the property they are impacting. Chairman Parise asked about #9C of the Part 2 EAF
and if it related to screening. Engineer O’'Rourke stated that this project can be seen from 2
roads and a park so the applicant would have to explain what they’ve done to mitigate this
impact. Chairman Parise asked about #18 of the Part 2 EAF which checked yes for consistency
with community character. Engineer O’'Rourke explained this is a small to moderate impact. It
is in a residential neighborhood and it meets zoning, but this building is designed a bit differently
from the neighboring buildings and the applicant will need to show how they mitigate this issue.
Chairman Parise asked on #13 would a traffic study be needed. Engineer O’'Rourke stated
there should be some sort of traffic review specifically for site distances, distance from the
intersection, confirming safety and that it's a minor impact from the site. Chairman Parise
added that a landscaping table needs to be added which conforms to the planning boards
requirements. Member Allen asked why other layouts weren’t on the cloud. Chairman Parise
responded that this is the current layout that is being proposed. It’s the layout that was
accepted by the board at the last meeting. Member Allen asked why the driveway wasn't lined
up with Mapes Place. Engineer O’Rourke stated that the applicant has continuously modified
the plans in accordance with the boards comments and this is the latest plan submitted based
on what the board has suggested. Engineer O’Rourke reminded Member Allen that the first
plan submitted didn’t show a line up of the driveway as it was slightly offset from Mapes Place
and the driveway was too narrow to meet the requirements of a Village road; and there was also
the issue during the first submission with the applicant hoping to be able to merge the two
parcels and also obtain many variances to build a larger project. Because the two parcels could
not be merged the project remains with two separate lots, and because of setback requirements
per Village zoning, the current configuration meets Village code. Member Boucher added that
he could not find anything in the village code regarding not permitting lots to be merged.
Member Boucher compared this project to another project the board recently addressed entitled
The Q and was confused between the projects being considered residential or commercial.
Building Inspector Cocks clarified that the consideration given to The Q had nothing to do with
the designation of the lots as residential or commercial. It was all about constraints on the
property. Member Boucher stated he has read the law several times regarding merging of lots
and does not understand why this project is different from The Q project and asked Building
Inspector Cocks if he could explain. Building Inspector Cocks responded that both projects are
considered residential. Building Inspector Cocks stated briefly that The Q merger concerned



wetlands, usable lot area, existing flag lot, and other constraints which fell under a section in the
code which the planning board could consider. This project has no such constraints. Member
Boucher did not understand why the same consideration couldn’t be done for Spring Hill
because Member Boucher feels it would be more in the Village’s interest to have the driveway
extend across to Mapes Place and have the lots merged so the entrance can come in off
Franklin and the driveway exit at the light and also include Smith Clove park to enter and exit at
the same spot; and also the larger scale complex and higher end materials are more appealing
to Member Boucher. Member Boucher continued that he felt the Village loses value on this
current plan because of the driveway not aligning with Mapes Place, and also the architecture of
the building itself as it has changed since the first submission. Member Boucher preferred the
first submission which was described as a more modern, traditional transitional look instead of
what is being presented now. Member Boucher felt the material being presented today are not
high end enough and feels the Village is losing out. Member Boucher liked the original target
audience the applicant stated they were appealing to in the first meeting which would be empty
nesters or young couples, who he felt would help give a resurgence to the downtown which is
now mainly empty storefronts. The potential of closing the entrance to Smith Clove Park and
combining it with the project is a benefit. Member Boucher added that traffic on Spring Street is
bad today and felt that one entrance 100’ from an existing traffic light devalues the project.
Member Boucher feels the planning board should consider merging the lots and would like to
see the 4 way intersection at the light and the higher end materials. Building Inspector Cocks
responded that the Village Board wrote the law regarding non merging of lots and that is the law
that needs to be followed. If the Village Board wants to rewrite the law they have the right to do
that but until that happens there is nothing the planning board can do.

Engineer Brooker responded that when the applicant applied to the ZBA for the variances
needed for the first layout which Member Boucher is referring to, it was clear that the variances
were not looked upon favorably by both the ZBA and the public, and the applicant would not go
through all the work necessary to be denied the variance in the end. There would be hundreds
of thousands of dollars in investment for a project which would ultimately be denied and that
would not work for the applicant. The decision was then made to create a plan which
conformed to zoning code and did not require any variances. This current plan conforms with
the master plan and conforms with the village zoning code and no variances are being sought.
The plan was submitted last month and the board agreed the plan was acceptable and that the
applicant should proceed with a fuller design which is what the applicant has done now.
Engineer Brooker does not disagree that the original plan looked nice, but that original plan had
52 units as opposed to the 35 now as well as other items which did not conform to zoning.
Engineer Brooker discussed the road being aligned with Mapes Place and the need for a new
traffic light. The applicant would need the extra units in order to economically be able to
approach the cost of this type of improvement. Engineer Brooker stated the applicant did not
receive a decision from the ZBA because in order to get that the decision the ZBA was requiring
they return to the Planning Board for a coordinated SEQR review which would be a major
undertaking and would incur enormous costs. It was clear to the applicant that the ZBA was not
looking favorably at the initial design so a decision was made to keep the project in compliance
and keep the costs relative to the project. The applicant heard the comments of the planning



board and the architect worked hard to improve the appearance of the building. The applicant
feels what is proposed today is attractive and is a large improvement to the property. The
project is now for a 2 story in stead of a 3 story building. Decorative balconies have been added
giving an architectural interest. Chairman Parise confirmed with Engineer Brooker that it
would’ve been very costly for the applicant to put the road in creating the 4 way intersection with
Mapes Place, and that plan required many variances. Engineer Brooker agreed and stated that
it would’ve been possible if they were able to have more units than the zoning permitted, but the
ZBA was not looking favorably on all of the variances. Member Boucher asked if the applicant
knew when they first submitted that they would need variances and if they were planning to go
for those variances as part of the process but the reason for not doing this was because the
planning board would not merge the lots. Engineer Brooker stated they did know they needed
variances and they did apply for those variances but the reason they did not follow through with
their ZBA application for the variances and adjusted the plans had nothing to do with the lot
mergers. The reason they adjusted the plans was because the ZBA did not look favorably on
the plan. The ZBA did not encourage furtherance of the application. Since the ZBA had the
ultimate authority it was senseless to try to push a plan that doesn’t have the potential support
to move forward. Architect Brodie added that the public that came out for the ZBA meeting also
was not in favor of the project. Chairman Parise noted that the public needs to be listened to.

Architect Brodie discussed the changes made to the plan. Entry porticos were looked into
where the balconies are. Unfortunately having an entry door directly into a master bedroom
was not appealing. In addition if these were the entrances to each unit the entire unit would
have to be flipped and it would be a long walk from the parking area to the front door. From a
livability standpoint this option was not conducive. The applicant heard the boards comments
and the siding on Franklin and Spring Streets have been changed from vinyl to hardie board
which is a much nicer appearance. Vinyl will still be on the parking lot side. The grade has also
been modified which lowered the building a little bit. Member Boucher asked if the hardie board
color would discolor. Architect Brodie stated hardie board gives a 40 year warranty on the
finish. Engineer O’Rourke added that in his experience hardie board is a good material, much
more expensive than vinyl, and typically used in a lot of historic downtown areas and lasts a
very long time. Member Boucher asked if the stone shown on the building was real stone.
Architect Brodie responded the stone is real, but it is sliced. Member Karlich commented that
Engineer O’Rourke mentioned errors on notes and Note #16 refers to a lot line change.
Engineer Brooker acknowledged that there were some leftover notes that should have been
removed including #16, and they will all be removed. Member Cocks commented that he was
glad to see the hardie board on the building. Member Cocks asked how the applicant was
going to enclose the cemetery. Engineer Brooker stated there would be a rock wall into the
grade from ground level to 2.5/3 ft in height to enclose the cemetery on 3 sides and then they
would like to install a fence, and was open to suggestion as to what type. Engineer Brooker
stated they plan to respect the graves and not disturb them. They were considering a split rail
unless the board wanted something else. Chairman Parise stated he spoke with Tom Sullivan
from Smith, Seaman & Quackenbush, and Tom was not aware of any record of the cemetery.
Member Boucher stated he preferred a picket fence as people tend to sit on a split rail fence.
Member DeAngelis agreed but felt it should be black wrought iron. Architect Brodie suggested



black powder coated aluminum. Member DeAngelis asked for a sample of the fence design,
and commented that the fence should not be that tall; and added that an identification sign
would be helpful. Engineer Brooker stated if the names were known that would help with a sign.
Attorney Levinson noted there is a NYS Division of Cemeteries. It should be determined if this
cemetery falls under their jurisdiction. Chairman Parise stated it could be generic and say
Mapes Family Cemetery. Member DeAngelis stated we should check with Linda Burroughs.
Member DeAngelis would like to have a traffic consultant review the project. Member
Hafenecker agreed with having a traffic consultant review the project. Member Karlich would
also like to have a traffic study done.

Attorney Levinson suggested the board suggest to the village board to enact a moratorium until
such time that the traffic issue affecting the village from development outside of the village is
addressed. The planning board reviews individual projects but it's the village board’s
responsibility to review bigger picture with other municipalities to handle the traffic.

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

Chairman Parise asked if the board read and was ok with the draft letter from Attorney
Levinson. Engineer O’Rourke added that the letter should be expanded to include traffic,
vehicle and pedestrian access to 17M and the wetlands. Member Cocks stated traffic was very
important. Chairman Parise noted that the biggest concern was if they can’t rent to seniors.
Member DeAngelis liked the letter but felt more detail should be added. A final draft will be
completed for Monday.

ADJOURNMENT

On a motion made by Member Boucher and seconded by Member Karlich it was unanimously
Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be adjourned. The meeting
was adjourned at 8:25 p.m.



