
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
REGULAR MEETING 

JUNE 15, 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 
 
Chairman Parise addressed the comments from the public.  The person from the public who 
was present had her questions answered.  We also received a write in from a neighbor who had 
concerns on lighting on her property and screening.  The applicant has addressed the lighting 
issue by installing motion detector lights so that they wouldn’t stay on.  The board felt that the 
existing tree line was satisfactory for screening.  A 239 review was sent to Orange County 
Planning and the 30 day period expired on 5/29/20 with no response from Orange County. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Karlich it was unanimously 
Resolved that the Planning Board types this application as an unlisted action, and issues 
a negative declaration under SEQRA for 681 Rt. 17M Commercial to Residential 
Conversion Site Plan. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Cocks, and seconded by Member DeAngelis it was unanimously 
Resolved that the Planning Board grant approval for the 681 Rt. 17M Commercial to 
Residential Conversion Site Plan last dated 2/18/20 subject to all conditions and notes on 
the plans; and all fees, bonding and administrative actions are paid. 
 
Chairman Parise stated this application was a special use permit which would be addressed at 
the next workshop.  Chairman Parise suggested the board review the terms of §200-48.1 and 
compile items to be included with the special use permit.  Attorney Levinson added that the 
special use permit needs to be listed to the owner of the property as the code provides that if 
there is a change of ownership the special use permit is revoked.  Ms. Stone questioned what 
would happen if they were to sell the property.  Attorney Levinson stated the applicant could 
request that the special use permit be transferred to a new owner upon application to the 
planning board. 
 
  



2. Ramapo Street – Proposed Senior Housing (220-1-4) 
 Present:  No appearance 
 
Attorney Levinson submitted a draft referral letter to be sent to the Village Board.  Revisions 
were made to the letter to include comments from Engineer O’Rourke as well as members of 
the board. 
 
On a Motion made by Member Karlich and seconded by Member Boucher it was unanimously 
Resolved that the Planning Board authorizes the Chairman to send the letter to the 
Village Board. 
 
Approval of Minutes 
 
On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Hafenecker, it was 
unanimously Resolved that the Minutes of the May 13, 2020 meeting be approved.   
 
On a motion made by Member DeAngelis and seconded by Member Karlich, it was unanimously 
Resolved that the Minutes of the May 18, 2020 meeting be approved.   
 
Other Business: 
 
Chairman Parise discussed an issue brought up by various board members regarding the ability 
for new members to vote.  Attorney Levinson researched the issue and provided an email to the 
board to clarify the concern.  Chairman Parise read Attorney Levinson’s email. 
 
Please note that I was correct in stating during tonight’s meeting that a board member can vote 
not withstanding nonattendance at earlier meetings. In Taub v. Purine, 3 NY 2d 188(1957) the 
highest court in NY held that even where a board member has not attended the public hearing 
and even had failed to review the transcript of the hearing, he may nevertheless vote on an 
application where he has the means available to make an informed decision.  His informed 
decision can be predicated on knowledge of the neighborhood and familiarity with issues raised. 
 
Chairman Parise discussed a letter received from Mayor Dwyer dated 6/9/20 regarding the 
Planning Board’s request to retain an architectural historian for the 236 High Street project.  
Chairman Parise presented the letter to the board at the workshop but needed time to review 
the letter before responding.  Chairman Parise was concerned with some of the content of the 
letter and FOILed the recording of the Village Board meeting from 6/2/20 when this was on the 
agenda.  The Village Board tabled the matter to executive session.  No action was taken on the 
matter, but a letter denying the request was sent anyway.  Attorney Levinson spoke with the 
Village Attorney regarding the letter and the Village Attorney indicated she believed the Village 
Board was not going to pay for the appointment of the architectural historian.  While the last 
sentence of the letter may have been an oversight, there was no vote taken with regard to the 
architect.  Chairman Parise noted that this letter should not have been sent out without a vote 
by the board.  Attorney Levinson stated that the Adaptive Reuse statute unfortunately does not 



indicate which section of the Village Code would be relied on when covering the costs of the 
architectural historian.  The planning board has been given the right to retain an architectural 
historian as a consultant without any reference as to how that consultant would be paid, and it 
appears the village board will not incur the expense even though the planning board has the 
right, in its discretion, to impose that financial obligation on the applicant.  Chairman Parise 
noted a letter was written in response to the Mayor’s letter in an attempt to have them 
understand the purpose of the architectural historian.  Chairman Parise noted the applicant was 
present at the village board meeting and made numerous claims that the planning board did not 
provide a purpose.  Member Boucher asked if the village board ever payed for consultants as 
he thought the applicant was the one who paid for consultants.  Secretary Proulx explained that 
the village technically hires the consultant, receives bills from the consultant and pays that 
consultant.  The village then bills the applicant and the applicant reimburses the village for the 
cost the village incurred on behalf of the applicant.  Member Boucher asked if money could be 
put in escrow.  Attorney Levinson stated an escrow account is an option and that can be done if 
the board wants to do that.  Chairman Parise noted that the letter described to the village board 
that there were many open items on this application which are not complete and have not been 
submitted despite the applicant telling them that everything was done.  A copy of the SHPO 
requirements for retaining historic character is included in the letter.  Chairman Parise stated the 
letter insinuates that the planning board is discriminating and delaying the applicant and that is 
absolutely not true and this needed to be highlighted to the village board.  The planning board 
has always done a thorough and complete job on all applications and has never discriminated 
or delayed an applicant.  The planning board has always made sure, as best we could, that 
everything is safe and in order so that there are no issues in the future.  The applicant sent 
documents on his own to SHPO which included an old site plan, and none of these documents 
were provided to the planning board.  Its important the planning board review and send a 
completed plan set to SHPO for review once the planning board is satisfied with the plans.  And 
the assistance and guidance of an historical architect is needed to guide the board through the 
historical aspects of the plans.  Member Boucher did not like the language in the letter.  Member 
Boucher did not like the word vehemently when saying the board disagrees.  Member Boucher 
agrees that the applicant went over the planning boards heads and submitted directly to SHPO 
and has not provided the planning board all of the material, and he agrees this is still an 
unsettled matter.  Member Boucher felt the planning board should not go inside the building.  
Member Boucher could not find in the law where the board is compelled to go inside the 
building.  Member Boucher would rather have sought legislative intent from the village board as 
to what exactly they wanted when they wrote the law.  Member Boucher also feels the 
architectural  historian is unwarranted.  Chairman Parise stated its not the planning boards 
place to go back for legislative intent.  Member Boucher said the law is confusing and reads it 
differently than others.  Attorney Levinson stated that to maintain the historical integrity of the 
building, SHPO must evaluate the exterior changes and the interior changes.  The planning 
board has no control of the interior changes, but to make certain that whatever is being done on 
the interior and the exterior are properly given to SHPO the historical architect would advise 
what documents would be necessary to make certain that there is a complete submission.  To 
ensure that SHPO gets all the information that they would ordinarily be entitled to in their review 
and to make certain that no interior changes that we are not aware of as a board nor do we 



have jurisdiction of doesn’t vitiate the historic designation of the site.  Chairman Parise 
summarized that the complete interior plans, complete exterior plans, the site plan and all 
details associated with the application, needs to be submitted to the planning board for review 
and the planning board will submit to SHPO.  These documents have not been provided by the 
applicant.  An architectural historian is needed to make sure that what is proposed to be done 
keeps the historical designation of the site.  Chairman Parise clarified that the planning board is 
not going to enter the building.  We need to review the changes being made with regard to the 
historic designation.  This is not the only time we see drawings on the inside of buildings.  
Spring Hill Apartments was on last week and we have the floorplans for the apartments and we 
reviewed them.  Member Boucher agrees with Chairman Parise that the applicant has not 
followed the process and agrees that the board should receive a full submission, however he 
does not see the need for the historical architect because SHPO will review everything both 
interior and exterior and they will take care of it.  Chairman Parise was not certain that SHPO 
would do that comprehensive of a review.  Attorney Levinson added that SHPO does not have 
the funding for that type of review and does not provide that comprehensive of a review if it is 
not a State funded project.  Attorney Kimple reminded Member Boucher that the SHPO 
requirements under the law is the minimum for protecting the historical nature of a building.  
There are other allowances in the law itself which provides for protections for the historical 
character of the building itself.  Member Boucher felt that the historical designation comes from 
SHPO so they would know best.  Chairman Parise stated that the board already voted on 
retaining the architectural historian.  Chairman Parise noted that procedurally whenever the 
planning board has had the need to retain a consultant not already appointed by the village a 
letter always went to the village board.  Member Cocks did not like the letter the Mayor sent.  
Member Boucher felt the letter the Mayor sent was just stating what the planning board normally 
does and did not see anything wrong with the letter.  Attorney Levinson commented that what 
was wrong with the Mayor’s letter was an accusation that the planning board was in some way 
and in some fashion abusing its discretion in seeking an architectural historian.  This board does 
not discriminate against anyone.  The accusations were wrong.  The Mayor accused this board 
of abusing the very authority that the village board granted to the planning board.  Chairman 
Parise added that the Mayor denied the request without a resolution from the village board.  
Member Boucher did not see any accusation in the letter.  Member DeAngelis felt the word 
vehemently was too strong of a word.  Attorney Levinson suggested removing the word.  
Member Allen felt the word vehemently was only pointing towards the accusation of 
discrimination, not anything else, and felt the word described how the board felt because the 
board does not discriminate.  Chairman Parise asked the rest of the board how they felt about 
the response letter.  Member Karlich stated the letter was very well written and was upset by the 
reference by the Mayor that the planning board was trying to delay and unnecessarily burden 
the applicant.  Member Karlich took offense to that comment.  The planning board is not doing 
that, the board is following the law and what we are given the right to do.  Member Karlich felt 
the letter addressed that issue beautifully and set forth the reasons why and was glad that it was 
stated the board was opposed to a statement like that.  The letter from the Mayor was not 
businesslike and the accusation was not right.  As far as the payment issue, Secretary Proulx 
was correct in saying the village board is in charge of the purse strings of the village.  The 
village is in charge of paying the bills and the bills come addressed to the village, not the 



planning board.  The village ultimately signs off on them when they are presented for payment.  
The applicant is billed out and the village is reimbursed.  This is a matter of procedure to get 
approval in order to get the bills paid which is why the village board needs to be informed of 
what we are doing.  It’s a matter of professional courtesy.  Member Hafenecker acknowledged 
he has not been part of the project from the beginning but felt the letter stated the village board 
denied the architectural historian because the planning board was looking to discriminate 
against an applicant and Member Hafenecker does not see that happening whatsoever.  
Member Hafenecker agrees its necessary to respond.  Member Cocks felt the line regarding 
being discriminatory was uncalled for.  Member DeAngelis feels in order to move the project 
forward we need the architect.  Member DeAngelis felt the letter was generic.  Member 
DeAngelis suggested getting a copy of the village board minutes to see if there was a vote or 
not.  Chairman Parise stated he submitted a FOIL request for the recording.  Member DeAngelis 
stated the planning board should have access to that and should not have to FOIL it.   
 
On a Motion by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Karlich it was Resolved that the 
Planning Board authorize the Chairman to sign and send the 6/15/20 to the village board 
with the exclusion of the word vehemently. 
 
Chairman Parise ……Aye 
Member Allen………..Aye 
Member Boucher……No 
Member Cocks………Aye 
Member DeAngelis….Aye 
Member Karlich…..…Aye 
Member Hafenecker..Aye 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
On a motion made by Member Cocks and seconded by Member Hafenecker it was unanimously 
Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be adjourned.  The meeting 
was adjourned at 8:05 p.m.  
 
 
 


