VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD
WORKSHOP MEETING
JULY 8, 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 announced an adjustment to the agenda moving The Q to the last spot
due to a conflict with their engineer.

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

Chairman Parise noted a letter was received on 7/6/20 from the Village Board dated
6/17/20 regarding the hiring of an architectural historian which advised that it is for the
planning board to hire and can move forward on this. It was suggested at a prior
meeting that an escrow account be established for this architect. These items can be
addressed at the next regular meeting. Member DeAngelis asked how the amount of
the escrow account is determined. Attorney Levinson suggested looking at the hourly
fees provided by the consultant and determine a reasonable amount based on the
hourly fees. Attorney Levinson added that before the planning board could finalize any
approvals, all fees have to be current. Attorney Haspell wanted to make sure that any
decision on hiring an architect and establishing an escrow be done as a formal decision
as it will create an Article 78 as the applicant does not believe any of this is necessary.
Attorney Haspell stated that it is his opinion that the hiring of this architect would be
inappropriate as it is an unnecessary expense to pass on to the applicant. Member
DeAngelis asked Attorney Levinson to comment on Attorney Haspell’s opinion.
Attorney Levinson stated the Village Board gave the authority to the planning board in
the statute and outlined this in their letter of 6/17/20 where they state it is in the planning
board’s scope of authority to retain an historic architect as defined in the Adaptive
Reuse of Historic Buildings Local Law.



2. 577 Route 17M — Conditional Use Renewal — (220-5-16.1)
Present:

There was no appearance for 577 Route 17M.

3. 681 Rt. 17M/Stone — Commercial to Residential Conversion — (212-2-7)
Present: Patricia and Jay Stone, Owners

Chairman Parise asked the board for feedback as to what they wanted included in the
special use permit. The board discussed traffic, parking, and how the layout is working.
Engineer O’Rourke added that lighting to be checked since it was brought up by the
neighbor.

4. Brixmor (Shop Rite Plaza) — Special Use Permit Renewal (203-2-5)
Present: Ronald Kossar, Esq.

Chairman Parise stated the applicant had some items which needed to be completed by
the Spring. Due to Covid there was an extension of time. The applicant is back to
review the items which were supposed to be addressed which included fencing, paving
and some landscaping. Chairman Parise went to the site and noted that the curbing
near the entrance at Gilbert St. was still not repaired; 2 shrubs by the satellite building
were dead and needed replacing; an evergreen to the west of the satellite building was
knocked over and should be staked; the rip rap wall on the lower parking lot at the left of
the main entrance is collapsing. These items should be repaired. Member DeAngelis
added that on Gilbert St., the 4" tree down near the post office is leaning over and
should be staked. There is also a dead evergreen and a dead deciduous tree along the
same line which should be replaced. Otherwise Member DeAngelis felt this is the best
this site has looked in a long time. Member Boucher noticed a truck in the back and
asked if storage is allowed in the back of the buildings. Building Inspector Cocks stated
maintenance is an ongoing issue which changes on a daily basis. Member Cocks noted
yellow paint on some of the curbs was worn away and should be repainted. Attorney
Kossar requested a list be sent to him and he would pass it along to Brixmor.

5. The Q — Site Plan = (222-1-13, 14, & 15)
Present: Steve Esposito, PE

This has been moved to the end of the agenda



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

Engineer O’Rourke discussed his review. Easements for the shared driveway and
utilities is required. Parking calculations are adequate. The lighting plan has been
revised as requested. The plan shows lighting at zero levels at all property lines and
may want to be adjusted for safety. 5 comments were submitted to the applicant’s
engineer regarding SWPPP. The system as designed seems to work, but there are
some technical issues which need to be addressed. With regard to SEQR the narrative
submitted for the part 3 is acceptable, and eventually the applicant will need to submit
reports on water and sewer. A traffic report was submitted and sent to the planning
board’s traffic consultant for review. The application requires a special permit, a public
hearing and Orange County 239 referral. Chairman Parise asked how the mailboxes
would function. Attorney Brodie stated Building 1 would have 2 wall mounted mailboxes
next to the entry door. Building 2 has a main entrance lobby which will have a bank of
mailboxes as well as an Amazon drop box in the lobby. Chairman Parise suggested the
applicant contact Monroe Woodbury CSD to discuss bus pick up and drop off and
where the best location would be for the children to stand while waiting for the bus.
Member Boucher asked if animals would be allowed. Mr. Abuladze stated that small
pets under 15lbs would be permitted. Member Boucher asked where dogs would be
walked. Engineer Brooker stated there was open space on the property but ultimately it
is the pet owners responsibility to pick up after their dog. Member DeAngelis expressed
concern with the traffic flow and is not sure the professionals see how bad the traffic is
in that area. Member DeAngelis feels the traffic should not come out onto Spring
Street, it should come out on Franklin Avenue. To burden Spring Street with more
traffic would be terrible. Chairman Parise understood Member DeAngelis’ concerns
however was not sure how much traffic an apartment complex would generate. A
shopping center would definitely generate a lot of traffic. This is a 34 unit complex.
Member Allen agrees that traffic on Spring Street is a problem. Engineer Brooker
stated the applicant’s traffic consultant is present and the report was reviewed by the
Village’s traffic consultant who is also present. Engineer Connell reviewed the
applicant’s traffic study and found it done appropriately. The weekday morning,
afternoon and evening counts were looked at as well as the intersection of Spring St.
with Mapes PI. and with Franklin Ave. Standard procedures were used to determine the
trip generations. The morning would generate 17 trips peak and 23 trips peak in the
afternoon. The Franklin intersection showed to operate well. The Mapes PI. will also
operate well in the morning. The afternoon service level worsened slightly under no
build and build conditions. The additional proposed traffic was from the proposed other
projects in the area. Recommendation is for the applicant to potentially change the



signal timing to allow for more green light time along Spring St. and a little less for
Mapes PI. which would alleviate any build up. Site distances were also looked at and
found acceptable. Engineer Connell noted that parking along Spring St. is now
prohibited which will allow for plenty of site distance at the driveway. The applicant is
still awaiting accident data from the past 3 years. Once that information is received
studies will be run and an analysis provided. Another aspect reviewed on the site plan
was the driveway location which will be 110 ft. from Mapes PI. Alignment of the
driveway with Mapes PI. has already been evaluated by the applicant and found not
acceptable. DOT finds that driveways should be 100 ft. from signalized intersections
therefore the driveway as proposed should be fine. Engineer Connell recommends a
plan shown how delivery vehicles as well as emergency vehicles can enter and exit and
maneuver throughout the site. It is also suggested that pedestrian displays should be
installed at each end of the crosswalk at the intersection with Mapes PI. for pedestrian
safety. Although more than required parking is provided there is a total of 92 bedrooms
in this project, and suggests the applicant discuss how they feel 54 parking spaces are
sufficient with regard to the bedroom count. Chairman Parise asked about the
ingress/egress on Franklin. Engineer Connell stated the driveway on Franklin was not
looked at with relation to the intersection. Chairman Parise asked, based on some
board members concerns, would there be alternatives that could be considered such as
one way in or out, etc. Engineer Connell stated it is not a lot of traffic being generated
during peak hours and the driveways show to be operating well. Member Boucher feels
ingress/egress onto Franklin would be a much better choice than Spring St. Member
Boucher does not understand a trip generation of 11 cars at peak when there is 34
units. Also, when were the traffic counts done, were they done during COVID when
everyone was home? Engineer Connell stated the counts were done pre COVID in
September 2019. Engineer Galante agreed the counts were collected in September
2019 and the report updated in June 2020 with regard to the access drives changing.
Engineer Galante stated the project is a low traffic generator and would not have
significant impact on the area. Member Boucher asked why they chose Spring St. for
the driveway instead of Franklin. Engineer Galante stated from a traffic perspective the
driveway met the site distance requirement and it is good practice to not have traffic
exiting onto a local road. Engineer Brooker added that when the applicant was before
the ZBA there was a giant pushback from the people who lived on Franklin by having
the driveway on Franklin. Because of the huge objection from the residents the
driveway for this was kept onto the main road being Spring Street. Spring Street in this
area is mostly businesses including an oil company and one residential house, but due
to the bulk of commercial activity on Spring St. this was the better choice for the
driveway so as not to disturb a neighborhood. Chairman Parise confirmed that putting
the driveway on Franklin would be more of a burden to the people living on Franklin.
Engineer Brooker agreed and felt the multi family access would be better on the major



street rather than the minor street. Member Boucher disagreed and felt that the
driveway on Franklin would not impact the residents on Franklin and would be a better
solution than adding to Spring Street traffic. Chairman Parise read the report to read
that the increase in the level of service was more from the other build projects in the
area and not necessarily from this project. The traffic engineers agreed and stated this
project by itself is a low traffic generator. Chairman Parise stated there is more
contributing to the traffic situation on Spring Street than this project. Chairman Parise
asked what other options could be considered to help traffic. Engineer Connell noted
signal timing modifications would help with traffic flow. Engineer Connell added that a
driveway onto Franklin could add more traffic going North on Franklin which would bring
vehicles through the neighborhood. Engineer O’Rourke added that in reading the ZBA
minutes showed the residents on Franklin Avenue coming out very strongly against
having a driveway on Franklin and the board should consider strong reasons if they
ultimately did want the driveway on Franklin. Member DeAngelis stated she knows the
people on Franklin Avenue and they were not against this. Discussion was held and it
was agreed that the applicant would present alternative options for driveways and
present them to the board for review. Chairman Parise stated no matter what the board
does they are not going to alleviate the traffic. There is and will be traffic. The board
needs to mitigate the traffic the best way they can. The public hearing will be important
to have input from the public regarding the driveways.

7. McDonald’s — Amended Site Plan — (222-2-1.51)
Present: Keith Brown, Esq.; Alex Lomei, Bohler Engineering

Attorney Brown discussed the proposed changes for the existing McDonald’s restaurant
at the intersection of Rt 17M and Still Road. The application consists of change only to
the parking lot and drive thru. One parking space will be lost due to ADA changes, but
the site currently has well over the required parking spaces. The footprint will not
change nor will the seating. Minor facade upgrades will be done as well as some
additional signage. Engineer O’'Rourke discussed his review. The footprint of the
building will remain the same. The total number of signs proposed will require a
variance. Aisle width between the proposed ADA parking spaces is reduced to 15 ft. in
some locations and 17.8 ft. in others. The code requires 21 ft for one way traffic. ADA
loading facilities need to be 8’ long for compliance. The applicant should discuss any
proposed lighting, landscaping and hours of operation as well as the existing dumpster
enclosure. The plan meets the parking requirement, and for drive thru 3 additional stalls
should be devoted to short term pickup. No variance is required for this and these
spaces could be designated along the Still Road side of the parking lot. Engineer
O’Rourke noted the EAF identifies the site as having the potential to provide habitat for
Indiana Bats. As there are no mature trees being removed there will not be any impacts
to this potential habitat. A public hearing and 239 referral to Orange County will be
required. Information on how the public will be protected if improvements are being
done during business hours. Discussion was held regarding variances required for the



proposed signage. Building Inspector Cocks would review this. Engineer Lomei
responded that the drive thru would remain open and indoor dining closed during
construction. This would not be a complete shut down and a July 2021 opening is
planned. Total construction should take about 45-60 days. Engineer O’'Rourke stated
that information and details on construction while operating needs to be submitted
ahead of time, such as signage, fencing etc. Building Inspector Cocks noted that there
have not been any complaints on the property and the dumpster as existing has been
functioning fine with no issues. Attorney Kimple added that note 6 on the landscape
plan needed to be modified to include the Village’s in perpetuity clause. Member
DeAngelis added that the board requires a specific style of landscaping plan and the
applicant should follow that. Member Cocks requested a lighting plan. Engineer Lomei
stated there were no changes proposed to the lighting. Member Cocks still wanted to
see a plan to check for adequacy. The board agreed to declare intent for lead agency
to allow for a coordinated review when the applicant went to the ZBA for their sign
variances.

8. 85 Gilbert St. — 2 Lot Subdivision & Site Plan — (203-6-39)
Present: Joel Mann; Caleb Pawelski, PE, Pietrzak & Pfau

Mr. Mann stated the property is an existing lot located in the URM zoning district. The
vacant house currently on the property will be demolished, the lot will be subdivided into
two lots and a two family house is proposed to be built on each lot. Driveway openings
are proposed to exit onto Smith Farm Road. This is a conceptual plan and the applicant
is looking for the board’s feedback and comments on the concept. Engineer O’Rourke
stated the lots meet all zoning requirements and two family is permitted in the URM
zoning district. Engineer O’'Rourke added that Smith Farm Road is a private road and
the water system is not fully dedicated. Agreements between the Smith Farm Road
owner and this owner will be required for access as this is not a Village road or water
line, as well as mail delivery, school buses, ingress/egress, utilities, construction
garbage pick up etc. Attorney Kimple agreed that all agreements and easements need
to be received before the board can move forward reviewing the plan. No variances are
needed. 239 referral and a public hearing will be required. Engineer O’Rourke added
that the water superintendent will need to sign off for the proposed water main shut off
as it affects Gilbert Street which was just recently paved. Chairman Parise noted this
was an old house to be demolished and would it need to be handled with SHPO.
Member DeAngelis stated it is not on the register. Building Inspector Cocks stated the
owner was already issued a demo permit. Member Hafenecker asked what the houses
would look like. Mr. Mann stated he would provide renderings but they would be similar
in appearance to 81 Gilbert St. Subdivision which was done last year.



0. 123 Elm St. — Amended Site Plan (207-1-3)
Present: Jay Myrow, Esq.; Larry Torro, PE, Civil Tech Engineering

Chairman Parise noted that the applicant went to the ZBA for variances and the ZBA
requested they come to the planning board in order to have a coordinated review under
SEQRA. Attorney Myrow described the application as an existing 2000 sq. ft. one story
auto repair facility on EIm St. proposed to be expanded with a 2500 sq. ft. one story
addition as well as a 2" floor over the existing 2000 sg. ft. building. The 2" floor of the
existing building would be for offices related to the auto business. The 2500 sq. ft
addition would have additional service bays for a total of 5 bays. This would be for a
single use of automobile repair facility with associated uses of office and rental car.
There are 14 parking spots provided, 8 of which would be for rental cars. The building
inspector sent the application to the ZBA for area variances. There was a site plan for
this building in 1983 but the site plan has no detail on it. This is an amended site plan.
During the ZBA hearing the ZBA requested coordinated review under SEQRA and it
was determined the applicant needed to apply to the planning board in hopes that the
planning board take lead agency on the application. Once a negative declaration was
issued the applicant would return to the ZBA to finalize the variances. Member Boucher
stated he drove by the site and there were over 35 cars parked on the site. Attorney
Myrow stated those cars will be removed and once the site plan is approved the site will
be in compliance. Building Inspector Cocks stated he was present at the ZBA meeting
and basically there is too much happening on the site which was above the purview of
the ZBA. The ZBA sent the applicant to the Planning Board so the Planning Board can
get the conceptual plan to something that is acceptable and then the ZBA can deal with
the variances and then the applicant will come back to the planning board to finalize the
site plan. Member Cocks noted that this is a very small site for that many garage bays
and all the other uses they are proposing to do. Attorney Kimple stated that before the
applicant can move forward they need the variances from the ZBA. Attorney Kimple
wanted the board to understand that if they were not satisfied with the scope of the
proposal submitted and felt this was not a positive direction for this property to be
developed, the board should take a more neutral stance with regard to any conceptual
review so as not to appear to portray to the ZBA that this plan may be acceptable and
SO as not to set a precedent for any other similar proposals submitted in the future.
Chairman Parise commented that he is not happy with this plan and felt an accessory
use of rental cars and a large office adds to the congestion already on the property.
Chairman Parise asked if the no parking signs were ever installed on ElIm Street. The
planning board has been asking the Village Board for well over a year to have no
parking signs installed due to a different application on Elm Street, and this application
will only add to the current problem. Instead of installing no parking signs the Village
Board changed the road to one way. No parking signs are still necessary. The
planning board agreed to send another letter to the Village Board regarding the no
parking signs. Chairman Parise felt the applicant is trying to do too much on this site;
there are a lot of uses, a lot of variances required and is concerned as it is located on a
site directly adjacent to the heritage trail as well as a residential district. Chairman
Parise suggested the project could be scaled down to better fit on the lot and in the
area. Engineer O’'Rourke asked Attorney Kimple if it was ok to have the board look at



SEQR and issue a negative declaration without necessarily reviewing the details of the
site plan. This way the board wouldn’t be endorsing the project as proposed but would
be saying it wouldn’t have a negative impact on the environment. Attorney Kimple
responded that the board should try to take as neutral a stance as possible with regard
to the project, without going through the details until variances were addressed.
Engineer O’Rourke noted that all the requirements of a special use permit for a motor
vehicle repair facility will need to be addressed. Engineer O’Rourke noted the existing
site is non conforming in terms of total lot area, front setback, one side setback and rear
setback, and the proposed addition will increase the degree of non conformity which will
require variances. Storage of vehicles and equipment has to be screened and cannot
encroach into any required yard area. The proposed plans currently show a vehicle
stock area within the required side yard which, if not addressed, will require another
variance. A parking calculation table has been provided which only shows parking for
the office component of the project. Parking spaces should be allocated for each of the
uses on the site. Plans should also show parking spaces for rental vehicles and
vehicles undergoing repair which would not be kept in the building. The maximum
number of vehicles undergoing repairs which can be stored outside is 5. Engineer
O’Rourke noted that because of the number of bays and the size of the site,
enforcement of the site with regard to the number of vehicles will be a burden on the
Building Inspector who cannot visit the site every day to count vehicles and ensure
compliance, and suggested the board take a hard look at limiting vehicles and
allowability for the number of vehicles on the site. Engineer O’Rourke added that
curbing should be shown on the plan. Details and screening should be provided for any
tire storage. A grading plan should be provided and erosion and sediment control plans
and limits of disturbance should be provided. Lighting and landscaping plans should be
provided. Building Inspector Cocks added that the site adjoins a residential district and
according to code, screening is required along the residential district. 239 referral is
required due to proximity to the Heritage Trail, as well as a public hearing. Engineer
O’Rourke recommends the plans be further developed before setting a public hearing.
The planning board could remain neutral and grant a negative declaration, have the
applicant return to the ZBA for the variances, and then back to the planning board
based on the outcome at the ZBA to finalize the site plan and then the board can set a
public hearing. Attorney Kimple noted that the EAF is not signed by the LLC and needs
to be signed by a member of 123 EIm LLC. Chairman Parise, Member DeAngelis and
Member Cocks feel that the plan shows an overutilization of the property and should be
scaled down. Concern was noted that if there is not enough parking on the site then
cars would be parked on the street and that is not acceptable. Member Boucher noted
there are 8 rental car spaces, 6 other parking spaces and 5 garage bays and asked how
that amount of parking spaces would work for a building of this size. Member Boucher
agrees there is too much going on this site, and enforcement will be difficult. Member
Boucher is concerned with the building being so close to the trail. Attorney Kimple
stated the board has to be comfortable with a reasonable site plan which could be
reasonably enforced and is reasonably expected will not be overutilized. This is part of
the planning board’s purview. The board has to look at the plan and ask is this plan
something that, under the best intentions, be likely to work. The board has expressed



that this plan does not appear to work. The applicant will need to come back to the
board with scaled down plans and also address Engineer O’Rourke’s comments.

5. The Q — Multi Family Housing Site Plan - (222-1-13, 14, 15)
Present: Steve Esposito, PE, Esposito Engineering

Chairman Parise summarized the Q asked for a waiver from Village Code 175-21 due to
constraints on the property. The board considered the applicants request and due to
the number of constraints on the property, the zoning change years after the property
owner purchased the property and the interests of the Village and granted the waiver to
allow the merging of the lots. Engineer Esposito agreed a conditional waiver was given
in February which will become final once final site plan approval is given. The site is at
the terminus of Stephen Lane off of Still Road. It is a multi family project located in the
URM zoning district. The site consists of 10 acres and 3 buildings are proposed for a
total of 68 rental units. The code requires 82 parking spaces and 124 are being
proposed. Open space and recreational space requirements are exceeded. Engineer
O’Rourke reviewed the environmental constraints calculations and found them
consistent. NYS DEC wetlands have been delineated and confirmed by the NYSDEC.
Based on the plans no wetland encroachments are shown. The 100 year flood plain
should be shown on the plans. Drop curbs should also be shown on the plans. HVAC
units should be shown on the plans and coordinated with landscaping. Details as to
what is to occur within the 30° ROW in favor of lots 14 and 15 should be provided. An
existing sewer easement will have to be modified. Top and bottom of the proposed
retaining wall should be shown on the grading plan. Landscaping plans should show
additional trees along the property line shared with the Golf Club to buffer noise and
visual impacts. Plantings for stormwater management areas should also be shown.
Proposed lighting levels appear to spill over along the southeast property line and
should be reviewed. More details on the active recreation should be provided. The
height of the buildings should be clarified by the applicant as the bulk table shows the
height to be greater than 35 ft. Fire truck turning radius, mail delivery, bus pickup and
garbage pickup should all be discussed in future submissions. The board should
discuss a possible sidewalk along Stephen Lane. Utility profiles and design need to be
completed. It appears some of the drainage lines do not have a discharge location and
should be revised. A swale appears to run through the dumpster location and then
fades away and should be reviewed by the designer. Future submissions should
include a water report, sewer report, traffic report and SWPPP including all pipe sizes
and calculations and utility profiles. Dumpster details need to be provided. A long EAF
has been provided and found to be acceptable. A public hearing is required. Chairman
Parise asked if a traffic study was being done. Engineer Esposito has not started a
traffic study yet and asked if the board could establish the scope. Chairman Parise was
concerned that a traffic study at this time may not be accurate as it is summer and
people aren’t working as much. Engineer Esposito felt hopefully school would be open
in September and could do the study then. Engineer O’Rourke suggested the
applicants traffic consultant submit an outline as to what areas they feel need to be
studied and submit it to the planning board’s traffic consultant for review. Member



Cocks confirmed Stephen Lane will be improved with a sidewalk tied to Still Road and
Lois Lane.

ADJOURNMENT

On a motion made by Member Boucher and seconded by Member DeAngelis it was
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be
adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 p.m.



