VILLAGE OF MONROE

PLANNING BOARD )
Public Hearing / Regular Meeting
Tuesday, February 25, 2025 @ 7:00 P.M.

Present: Chairman Boucher, Members Umberto, Kelly, Allen, and Hafenecker, Attorney Cassidy,
Engineer Higgins, and Engineer Barber

Absent: Members lannucci and Karlich
Pledge of Allegiance.

On a motion made by Member Hafenecker and seconded by Member Kelly it was resolved to:
Open the Meeting.

Aye: 5 Nay: 0 Absent: 2

On a motion made by Member Hafenecker and seconded by Member Kelly it was resolved to:
Open the Public Hearing for 123-125 Elm Street.

Aye: 5 Nay: 0 Absent: 2
The Planning Board Secretary read the Public Hearing notice into the record (attached).
There was no one present for public comment.

On a motion made by Member Hafenecker and seconded by Member Kelly it was resolved to:
Close the Public Hearing for 123-125 Elm Street.

Aye: 5 Nay: 0 Absent: 2

Site Plan Review — Proposed 2,000 SF addition
123-125 Elm Street — (207-1-2&3)

Proposed 2,000 SF addition & 4,000 SF addition above. Office space and to support the existing auto
body repair shop

Present representing the applicant: Michael Morgante from Arden Consulting Engineers and Mr. Lipa
Deutsch

Mr. Morgante went over the overflow parking lot situation that has been discussed at past meetings. He
stated that he spoke to the owner who claimed that there were generally six cars in the impound lot at
any given time, plus around 8 rental cars. The only other use would be employee overflow and cars
awaiting insurance appraisal with a very minor damage nothing leaking or not drivable. He noted that
this is the current proposed use of the overflow parking lot across the street. Chairman
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Boucher said that this is the first time the Planning Board was hearing about rental cars being stored at
the facility. Mr. Morgante agreed and said it was also the first time he was aware of the situation. The
owner has an offsite location, but likes to keep rental cars on site here as well. Regarding the impound

-lot Chairman Boucher was asking if these cars were ever damaged-and Mr. Morgante said thathewas - —— — -

unsure, but would be willing to put a note on the plans that these cars could not be damaged. It is his
understanding that was a police impound lot for people who are pulled over intoxicated and the cops
need to impound the car. Chairman Boucher mentioned if the car was in an accident it could potentially
be leaking fluids. Mr. Morgante replied in that case the car would have to go to the other side where
damaged vehicles would be held. Chairman Boucher asked whose responsibility it was to determine
where the car is placed and per Mr. Morgante the presumption is that the tow truck driver would be
making the decision. Chairman Boucher is concerned that there would be no continuity with who would
be making the decision of where to put these cars. Attorney Cassidy noted that it would be a problem
with code enforcement in the village as we cannot visually determine the status of the cars that will be
in that lot and her concern is that having these cars awaiting insurance appraisal in the overflow lot, may
turn into the lot looking like a junkyard. This is something that they would need a ZBA variance for if
they intend to go forward with this usage. Attorney Cassidy also clarified that we originally wanted to
ensure that the business could operate using only the parking on the site and not the overflow parking
area across the street in case they were ever to lose the rental lot. Chairman Boucher noted that if the
impound lot and rental cars are to be kept across the street that would be a minimum of 14 cars stored
there which was not the intent of the original application. Attorney Cassidy stated that the easiest
solution is for the lot across the street to be for employee overflow. Then the lot is for in and out
transient parking and not a storage facility for cars and the board agreed. Mr. Morgante suggested
talking to the owner about having all employee parking across the street and all other parking on site.
This suggestion was agreeable to the board members. Chairman Boucher asked if the applicant has
gone before the ZBA yet and Mr. Morgante replied that they have not. Attorney Cassidy clarified that
they would have to issue a negative declaration first and noted that she had prepared a draft negative
declaration. Lighting on the site was discussed and Mr. Morgante noted that across the street there was
lighting on the poles, that has been there for years, to light the lot adequately. Chairman Boucher asked
if we checked to make sure that that light doesn't spill over into adjoining properties. Mr. Morgante
replied that it is existing lighting, and that there is a lot of vegetation that would screen the other
properties from any spillover. Chairman Boucher asked about a property to the left, and Mr. Morgante
noted that they only use the right side of the parking lot so any lighting from the left side that could
potentially spill over is not part of the review and is owned by Frontier. Engineer Higgins mentioned
that they looked at the lighting and identified it as existing. Attorney Cassidy said that the lighting will
be listed as existing and will not result in any increased impact and that any additional lighting fixtures
beyond existing would be dark sky compliant and fully shielded. Mr. Morgante confirmed that the
overflow lot being used for employee parking is fine and any impounded cars, rental cars or insurance
appraisal cars will be on the main site. Dumpsters were discussed, and Mr. Morgante noted that the
current owner uses one dumpster and then additional trash cans and that there is not a need for two
dumpsters. Per Attorney Cassidy there is no code requiring another dumpster and the code is only
related to the enclosure. She also noted that the exact location of the dumpster was not something that
needed to be decided before the negative declaration and could be changed at a later date as it was
minor. She then read the updated Negative Declaration into the record (attached). Chairman Boucher
asked Engineer Higgins if all of his comments have been satisfied and he responded that the only thing
left that he had open was landscaping, and it was his understanding that that would be an easement.
He also noted that they would review lighting as part of the final plan submission and he has no other
technical comments that need to be addressed.



On a motion made by Member Allen and seconded by Member Umberto it was resolved to:
Approve the Negative Declaration as read into the record by Attorney Cassidy.

~  — ~ “Aye:r5  — ~Nay:0  Absent:2 —

Site Plan Review — Proposed addition / Condos
581 Route 17M Monroe Pharm Plaza Condos —(220-5-16.312)

Proposed 14,370SF 2 story office addition
Present representing the applicant: Avi Weinberg from Weinberg Lim Engineering

It was noted that all of Engineer Higgins comments were still outstanding. Per Attorney Cassidy we were
here just to start the process and declare lead agency and start 239 GML review. Engineer Higgins noted
that since the workshop they've received a revised EAF form and there are a couple of items to be
addressed. There was a letter from the wetlands consultant stating that there are no regulated wetlands
on the property and there was also an email outlining the historic and archaeological resources being
across 17 and across from the property. He mentioned to Mr. Weinberg that they want to get a
confirmation letter from SHPO . Member Boucher asked about the Village Historical Committee and
Attorney Cassidy mentioned that this property is not in historic district and she would check to see if it
needed to come before the board for historical review and advise. Attorney Cassidy noted that the DOT
was not involved because they are not doing an additional curb cut however if at some point that
changes we will have to revisit it. DOT will need to get a copy of the 239 but they do not have approval
authority and it would be solely advisory. Attorney Cassidy read the Lead Agency Resolution and 239
Review into the record (attached).

On a motion made by Member Umberto and seconded by Member Hafenecker it was resolved to:
Approve the Lead Agency Resolution and 239 Review as read into the record by Attorney Cassidy.

Aye: 5 Nay: 0 Absent: 2

Member Umberto asked for some clarification on unit versus lot and Mr. Weinberg clarified that the
buildings would not be rented out. The office spaces would be sold and they would be like
condominiums. The village code is interpreting this as a subdivision. They are not dividing up parcels
and drawing lot lines and instead are selling units. Attorney Cassidy said we are still deciding if it would
be a major or a minor subdivision and this would have to be determined by the Village Building
Department and she will follow up with the Building Inspector. Attorney Cassidy feels that assuming the
structure is not being altered and they're just drawing internal lines on a map with no effect on the land
to treat it as a major subdivision does not seem to be a good fit and a minor subdivision is more logical.
She also noted that they're putting this through a regular SEQRA review so any site changes would be
encompassed in that. Member Umberto noted that if you treat it like a subdivision, we are going to
have waterlines electrical lines transmission lines through the building as well as piping. Mr. Weinberg
replied that all of these connections are internal. Attorney Cassidy noted that there would be
recordings on the land record about how the relationships are governed and who pays for what. Mr.
Weinberg noted that there were some comments about landscaping and lighting but other than that he
wanted to know that the board was happy with the plan and they would go forward with the procedural
changes. Chairman Boucher asked for a landscape plan and asked that the Planning Board Secretary
send an example to Mr. Weinberg. Member Hafenecker asked if there were any plans to make
improvements to the existing buildings or just putting the new building on the back and Mr. Weinberger
replied that he assumes that there will be some changes and he can circulate the renderings. Member
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Allen asked if when each of these individual units are sold if they have to come before the Planning
Board. According to Attorney Cassidy that is not necessary and the condo regulates the ownership and
part of the condition of approval will be that the building cannot be changed without coming before the

“Planning Board. Any owners are subject to the restricted covenants thatarerecorded ontheland- — — —

records. Chairman Boucher mentioned the possibility of somebody wanting to paint the outside of the
building and Attorney Cassidy noted that they only own the inside from the sheet rock in. There was a
concern that units would be combined to make a larger space and Attorney Cassidy mentioned that it
can be a condition and put in the declaration that combining units would have to come before the
Planning Board and that the map and the declaration would cross reference each other. Member
Umberto asked about the possibility, as was discussed at a prior meeting, of having a public hearing in
April and it was agreed the project is not ready. Mr. Weinberg asked about the submission, cut-off date
for the March meeting and was advised by Attorney Cassidy that that is in two days and that would
more than likely be a tight turnaround. She noted that a more realistic timeline would be to do the next
submission in for the April meeting with a potential public hearing in May. Attorney Cassidy also said
that because it's a subdivision we would have to declare a negative declaration before the public
hearing.

Site Plan Review — 72,500 SF Commercial Building / Office & Retail
208 Business Center (201-3-3, 4, -7 and -8)
Located at the intersection of NYS Route 208 and Gilbert Street Extension, near the YMCA

Application for Site Plan Approval for the development of a 72,500 square foot commercial building with
office and retail uses. The development is located in the GB Zone along NYS Route 208. Two additional
traffic lights are proposed, one at Schunnemunk St & NYS Route 208 and one at N Main St and
Schunnemunk St

Present representing the applicant: Mr. Kirk Rother Civil Engineer, Senior Geologist Jon Dahlgren from
Tim Miller Associates, Inc., and Charlie Gottleib, project attorney

Engineer Barber reviewed her high-level comments on her memo dated February 6, 2025 (attached) and
noted that July 2024 was the last time she was at a Planning Board meeting with this applicant. At that
time, we reviewed the initial FEIS and asked the applicant to revise it satisfying the consultant
comments. The applicant was also asked to submit a draft finding statement. Engineer Barber noted
that once the Planning Board adopts the FEIS, within 30 days a finding statement has to be adopted
therefore we need the draft copy. The applicant was before the Planning Board in November 2024 to
review the changes to the loading dock nearest to the YMCA. The board found that plan favorable since
it mitigated some impact and concerns from the public. Engineer Barber noted that the plan we have
now doesn't propose any changes to the YMCA property or is contingent on actions on this property so
our action does not rely on YMCA approval. She did note that the applicant has tried to present the plan
to the YMCA for review. Chairman Boucher asked the applicant where they left off with the YMCA. Per
Mr. Gottleib, well in advance of submitting the FEIS to the Planning Board, they submitted it to Mr. Tom
Olley at the YMCA. They followed up after their initial email and did not hear back. After they
submitted to the Village, they got an email from Mr. Olley expressing his surprise that no one reached
out to him first. The applicant advised him that they had indeed reached out and Mr. Olley replied that
the communications were in his spam folder and were never seen. This transpired 2 1/2 weeks ago and
they have not heard back from Mr. Olley since. Per Mr. Rother, Mr. Olley had heard about the revision
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to the plans and reached out to the applicant. Mr. Olley’s expressed surprise at the level of changes
made to the plans. Chairman Boucher noted that the project is not contingent upon the YMCA
approval, but it would be nice to have since they will be neighbors and it would be good for everyone to

~ be in sync especially since the applicant revised their site plan specifically to mitigate the concerns that

the YMCA had. Engineer Barber noted that the applicant was planning to plant 10 trees offsite as part of
the one to one replacement required by our code and she has some questions about this and what may
need to be done such as legal agreements defining care and maintenance responsibility into account.
Engineer Barber also noted the applicant’s desire to have solar panels on the building rooftop however,
the Village code allows for up to 10% of the total area without impacting the height calculations of the
building and currently the applicant is proposing 42% of the rooftop area which would require a
variance. There are also some other code items that they would have to comply with. Chairman
Boucher asked why the proposed solar is 42% and wondered if it covered the building usage. Per Mr.
Dahlgren they came up with a 42% using the maximum coverage for the roof which came about after
Mr. Fink's comments on the DEIS. Planner Fink had suggested canopies in the parking area with solar,
but that's did not seem practical and they were not aware of the code limitations for the solar panels.
Mr. Rother was hoping to have the discussions tonight to get to the finish line with the FEIS and he
noted that currently they are at a deficit with the trees and wanted to know if the board would accept
that or if they need to move forward with deciding how to mitigate this shortage. Attorney Cassidy
mentioned the possibility of payment for the shortage of trees so that the town or Village could make
these decisions to do the plantings in the future. Mr. Gottlieb mentioned that he just worked on a
similar project where they looked at the cost of the trees and planting and they paid for the trees.
Chairman Boucher asked if the applicant should go to the Village Board or if we should discuss this with
the Village Board. Attorney Cassidy said she had reached out to the Village attorney letting her know
that the applicant will have to speak with the Village board regarding this issue and potentially some
other issues as well and she feels a general sit down will be necessary in the future. Mr. Gottlieb noted
that no other board or involved agency can make any determination until this board accepts the FEIS.
There are 3 mitigation choices: not planting the trees, planting the trees or a payment in lieu of trees.
The applicant would go to the Village Board and they could make the final decision on how this would
be mitigated. Member Umberto noted that the payment in lieu of trees would be handled the same as
the payment in lieu of land and would go to a joint Village/Town Park Commission account and it is
monitored there and used for however they deem necessary. Chairman Boucher suggested going
through the rest of the comments and keep a running list of items that the applicant will have to see the
Village board about. Mr. Rother asked how far do they need to go to get to the point of an FEIS being
complete. Chairman Boucher replied that we have to go through the rest of Engineer Barber’s
comments. Attorney Cassidy suggested the applicant have an informal meeting with the Village before
the finding statement so that we don't go through finalizing the finding statement, then going to the
Village and them not authorizing any of the issues in it. Mr. Gottlieb mentioned how he has handled this
situation before with an FEIS/DEIS situation: the FEIS responds with potential mitigation and deemed
complete, that FEIS is distributed to all the involved agencies which includes the Village Board. They will
then go to the Village Board and before a finding statement is adopted, they will go through the
mitigation choices with the Village. That way the mitigation in the finding statement are acceptable to
the Village and other involved agencies. He also mentioned that the Village Board has to do their own
finding statement and at that point can adopt this finding statement as their own. Mr. Rother
mentioned that they do not want to seek a variance for the solar panels so they will decrease the area
to 10% to conform with code. Engineer Barber brought up that the FEIS continues to indicate that the
offsite traffic improvements will be completed prior to the Certificate of Occupancy. It is the position of
the Planning Board, Village Engineer, and Village Traffic consultant that those improvements should be
done prior to a building permit or construction of the building and on-site improvements to mitigate any
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impacts due to construction traffic. Mr. Gottleib responded that that will increase the length of
construction traffic on the roads in the village. He believes that you will have construction traffic for the
off-site improvements and traffic mitigation and then once that is done, you'll have construction traffic

~for the construction of the project instead of doing things concurrently you're goingto have
construction traffic much longer. He suggested that their traffic consultant work with the village traffic
consultant to determine at what point they can start construction of the building. They do not want to
put new asphalt down and have construction vehicles ruining it resulting in them having to make the
repairs and replant the asphalt. Chairman Boucher wanted to confirm that the applicant will be paying
for the improvements to the intersection and Mr. Gottlieb noted that this was in writing when they
went for the moratorium variance, and it is part of that resolution. He also noted that the applicant has
talked to state legislators about getting grant funding to help with the cost. He believes that grant
funding will be opened up next year that the applicant will pursue and they are asking that the Village of
Monroe support their application for grant money due to it being a serious traffic concern. The
applicant needs to know what level of traffic improvements need to be completed before the work can
begin. Member Kelly asked about the application for the grant money and Mr. Gottleib replied that they
would apply in June and typically the money is dispersed at the end of the year. He noted that the
construction can start prior to that because the grants can be retroactive, and the applicant can be
refunded for any monies that were expended. Chairman Boucher said if this were to happen, the village
would need assurance that the applicant could pay for it all prior to reimbursement from a grant. Mr.
Gottlieb said that the DOT would not allow that to happen and Attorney Cassidy noted they would have
to be bonding in place. She also acknowledged that she understands not wanting to drive heavy
equipment over new asphalt and Chairman Boucher noted that he wanted to get the opinion of our
traffic consult, Kimley Horn, about how an intersection that is in complete failure would be able to
handle construction traffic. Attorney Cassidy mentioned that between the applicant’s consultants and
the village traffic consultants they could come up with an order of operations. Engineer Barber noted
that what would typically happen is the applicant would be required to lay a thicker base course of
pavement and then the construction would occur and the base course would be milled down and a top
coat applied. That would be a way to allow construction to proceed and have a have a nice road at the
end of the project. Attorney Cassidy clarified that our goal is to have the new traffic pattern established
prior to construction. Member Umberto mentioned the possibility of the construction companies
scheduling the movement of equipment during off hours and Mr. Gottlieb stated that in pre-
preconstruction meetings with the Building Department they could have a schedule of when equipment
would arrive and construction will happen, they will certainly put that into the finding statement.
Engineer Barber suggested that a condition of the finding statement be scheduling of construction
vehicles and delivery to site being off hours are off peak hours. She also noted that one of the things the
applicant revised with their most recent plan submission is showing two phases of disturbance, offsite
traffic improvements, and on site 208 improvements. They have asked the applicants to confirm and
acknowledge it is their intent to remain under 5 acres of disturbance and if not, they need to comply
with the new construction general permit requirements of disturbing greater than 5 acres. Mr. Rother
asked for clarification from Engineer Barber, and she replied that currently phase one is less than five
acres and the construction traffic is 1.7 but if they are going to be done simultaneously and not having a
separation, it would be over 5 acres. She asked that the applicant make it clear that they are going to
keep it to under 5 acres. Engineer Barber also mentioned the village’s ability to meet the project water
supply and asked the applicant to clarify some of their demand calculations and estimates in the FEIS.
Engineer Barber has also been coordinating with the Village Water Department to get their general
disposition on whether or not they have the capacity or if they will issue a well serve for the project.
Once she gets an answer that will be relayed to the board. Chairman Boucher asked about what
happens if they got the approval for water and then there are other applications going on
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simultaneously that could impact that decision. Engineer Barber noted that what the applicant did with
the FEIS is study other projects in the village and the water department also has a more in-depth
understanding of potential future projects. Engineer Barber noted that she would be happy to be the
“liaison between the water department and the applicant. Regarding the sewer, she believes that this
item is resolved, and their recommendation is that the finding in statement includes conditions that
prior to issuing a building permit the applicant get their approval from the Orange County Sewer District.
She stated she is aware that changes in sewer capacity have evolved since the initial analysis and for the
Planning Board's comfort level they can go with the current findings. However, she suggests the
applicant reach out to the Orange County Sewer Department for current estimates so that they are
aware. Another change that Engineer Barber thought was necessary to discuss were the retaining walls
that were initially shown on the plan bordering the YMCA property that were not compliant with the
code. What the applicant has decided to do instead is a steep rock cut instead of the retaining walls.
She has some concerns that once they start excavating if that is not rock and just soil, they will have
disturbed soil that could undermine adjacent parking areas. Due to this possibility she believes that
there is some additional work that's needed to confirm that the plan that they are proposing will work.
Mr. Rother noted that it is currently a rock cut on the YMCA side and he is assuming that they would be
able to do the same thing but it will be documented. He also wanted some clarification on the sewer,
noting that the Orange County Sewer Department will not take an application until the site plan is
approved. Engineer Barber noted that her comments would be revised. Mr. Rother said he has been in
contact with the Orange County Sewer District, and they are aware that the project is coming and they
have indicated that they have capacity. Engineer Barber noted that many of the remaining comments
are technical in nature and asked for the Board’s authorization for them to work with the applicant on
any specific questions they may have. Attorney Cassidy believes that it would be more efficient for
Engineer Barber to have those conversations directly with the applicant and report back to the Board.
Chairman Boucher asked what concerns the applicant may have that would need to be discussed with
Engineer Barber and Mr. Rother mentioned loading calculations which the scoping document asked for
calculations using a method he feels is not applicable and thinks the data that they give you to work with
leads to not coming up with a meaningful conclusion. He mentioned that Engineer Barber asked him to
interpolate a little on the data that they have and come up with something but he is reluctant to do
that. Engineer Barber suggested he send a draft to her with his thoughts to review noting what she is
looking for is for the estimates to be fine-tuned so that they are accurate and for a discussion on how
what they are proposing reduces the pollutants. Mr. Rother mentioned another issue that keeps
coming up is the size of trucks used on the turning movements and how they will agree on limiting
deliveries and times of deliveries. For their study, they used the biggest truck that will can safely
navigate the site. He stated the new layout makes the radius much bigger and they can accommodate a
small tractor trailer. Per Engineer Barber the reason this is still an issue is because the text on the
turning diagram varies and once these inconsistencies are rectified, and they've studied potentially the
worst-case scenario, the Planning Board wouldn't have an issue with them using something smaller. At
that point the Planning Board would be able to know the maximum size that could safely navigate the
site and approve anything that size or smaller. Mr. Rother noted that they could never guarantee that a
larger truck is not going to show up. Engineer Barber replied at that point it is an enforcement issue and
all the Planning Board can do is indicate in the resolution what was studied and is acceptable. Mr.
Rother mentioned having this information being in the lease and Attorney Cassidy agreed that that
would be a good idea along with signage on the site. Attorney Cassidy noted that you cannot guarantee
that someone will not break this rule and Chairman Boucher's concern was that who is responsible if
they do. Mr. Gottlieb noted that this should be in the resolution so that would be easily referenced by
Code Enforcement and it should also be on the site plans. Mr. Dahlgren asked for planner Fink's
comments and Chairman Boucher agreed to reach out to Planner Fink and will forward his comments

7



once received. As the last item, Mr. Rother brought up the catch basin and Engineer Barber believes it
needs some more engineering and to be designed and they should not just rely on the existing structure.

~Meeting Minutes o o e e

On a motion made by Member Kelly and seconded by Member Hafenecker it was resolved to:
Approve the minutes from 01/13/25

Aye: 5

Nay: 0

Abstain in absentia: 1

Absent: 1

On a motion made by Member Umberto and seconded by Member Kelly it was resolved to:
Approve the minutes from 01/28/25

Aye: 4

Nay: 0

Abstain: 1

Absent: 2

On a motion made by Member Kelly and seconded by Member Allen it was resolved to:
Adjourn the Meeting.

Village of Monroe Planning Board meetings may be viewed in their entirety at:
http://www.youtube.com/@monroevillagehall2935




VILLAGE OF MONROE
PLANNING BOARD
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Village Planning Board of the Village of Monroe will hold a
public hearing at Village Hall, 7 Stage Road, Monroe, NY 10950 on February 25, 2025, at 7:00
p.m. or as soon thereafter as possible on the Site Plan Application of 125 Elm Street LLC for a
motor vehicle repair shop to be located at 123-125 Elm Street (SBL 207-1-2 and 207-103). The
proposed project will consist of merging the two existing lots, expanding the existing structure
into a two-story 8,000 square foot building (4,000 square foot footprint) with accessory parking
to be constructed on Lot 207-2-9. A copy of the application is available for review in the
Building/Planning Department located at 7 Stage Road, Monroe, NY 10950 from 8 a.m. to 4
p.m.

By order of the Planning Board of the Village of Monroe.

Jeff Boucher

Chairman
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State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR)
Negative Declaration
Notice of Determination of Non-Significance

Date of Adoption: February 25, 2025

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the implementing regulations pertaining to Article 8 (State
Environmental Quality Review Act) of the Environmental Conservation Law.

The Village of Monroe Planning Board, as Lead Agency, has determined that the proposed action
described below will not have a significant effect on the environment and a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement will not be prepared.

Name of Action: 123-125 EIm Street

SEQR Status: Unlisted

Conditioned Negative Declaration No

Description of Action: The action consists of the merger of two tax lots (207-1-2 and 207-1-3) for the
construction of a two story, 8,000 square foot addition (4,000 square foot building foot print) with
accessory parking located both on site and off site (SBL 207-2-9). The proposed action is an expansion
of the existing motor vehicle repair use.

Location: 123-125 EIm Street, Monroe, NY 10950 (SBL 207-1-2, 207-1-3, and 207-2-9)

Reasons Supporting This Determination:

1. The Village of Monroe Planning Board has given due consideration to the subject action as defined in 6
NYCRR 617.2(b) and 617.3(g). In preparation of this Negative Declaration, the Planning Board has
reviewed and considered a Short Form Environmental Assessment Form Part |, dated May 21, 2024, the
SEAF Part Il, dated September 24, 2024 and Expanded EAF, dated September 25, 2024

2. After reviewing the Short Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) for the project dated May 21, 2024,
together with the expanded narrative dated September 25, 2024, the Planning Board has concluded that
environmental effects of the proposed project will not exceed any of the Criteria for Determining
Significance found in 6 NYCRR 617.7(c).

3. Will the proposed action result in a change in the use or intensity of use of land?

The proposed action will increase the intensity of use of the land by expanding the existing motor vehicle
repair facility. The applicant submits that the modification of the site to increase both on-site and off-site
parking, provision of curbing will mitigate the increase in intensity of use.

4. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of the existing community?

The applicant submits that the proposed expansion will result in a new fagade which will be more in
character with the neighborhood than the existing building. Proposed curbing will provide better
separation between the site and Elm Street. In addition, the applicant has proposed landscaping in the
front of the building where none exists today.

5. Will the proposed action resuit in an adverse change in the existing level of traffic or affect existing
infrastructure for mass transit, biking or walking.




The applicant submits that the expansion is for purposes of better work efficiency. The vehicle storage
area is not increasing in size over the existing conditions. The Applicant submits that the possibility for an
increase in traffic will be slight.

6. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of important historic, archaeological,
architectural or aesthetic resources?

The site adjoins the Orange County Heritage Trail. The Applicant is of the position that the site has
operated for several years so the expansion does not create an adverse impact above that already in
existence. The County has indicated that it is willing to grant a license to permit the existing fence which
encroaches onto County lands to remain. This license shall be a condition of approval.

The Applicant has provided a letter from NYS Historic Preservation Office a letter of no effect.

7. Will the proposed action create a hazard to environmental resources or human health?

The biggest concern is the potential for automotive fluid to leak and be carried by run-off. The Applicant
currently uses and proposes to continue to use Oil Dri cleanup kits for oil spills. All work on vehicles is
currently and will continue to be performed solely in the building containing potential vehicle fluids from
running off. A note detailing the remediation plan will be put on the site plan as a conditional approval.

8. Given the limited disturbance to an already existing use, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) is not required.

9. Landscaping

The Planning Board requires all applicants to maintain landscaping buffers in perpetuity as a condition of
site plan approval. In this instance, the applicant has proposed limited landscaping in the vicinity of the
building. Due to the existing conditions on the site, the Applicant has proposed a landscape easement on
the adjoining parcel to provide the necessary buffering between the proposed commercial use and
adjoining residential use. The Planning Board finds the easement will offset the impact of reduced
landscaping on-site.

10. Endangered species. The site area generally is known to provide habitat for a State listed
Threatened species, the Northern long-eared bat. The site contains no trees that would provide habitat.

11. Lighting.

The proposed lighting fixtures are existing and the project will not result in an increased impact.
Accessory parking has existing pole lighting. Any additional lighting fixtures beyond those that are
existing shall comply with the Village Code, be shielded and be Dark Sky compliant. Future lighting, if
any, to be approved by the Village Engineer.

12. Parking.

The applicant has proposed to utilize on-site parking as well as off-site parking by virtue of a license
agreement with the owner of SBL 207-2-9, Frontier Communications which is located across the street
from the subject site. The Planning Board required the applicant to demonstrate that the applicant could
achieve sufficient on-site parking in the event the license agreement for the off-site parking was ever
terminated. The off-site parking shall be used for daily employee parking only.

With respect to the storage of vehicles for the auto repair shop, the applicant has provided space for
approximately 36 cars within a fenced in area. This parking exceeds the threshold set forth in § 200-
51(0) which limits vehicle storage to “not more than five licensed vehicles requiring minor repairs may be
left outside for a period not to exceed 48 hours, and these shall be effectively screened from all property
lines; except as to the holding of a vehicle for not more than 60 days for insurance appraisal purposes



covering property damage claims; and except as to the holding of a vehicle for the required period to
perfect or protect a garageman's lien pursuant to statute; and except as to the holding of vehicles
impounded by the State of New York. At no time shall any unlicensed or dismantled vehicles be outside a
building.” Applicant acknowledges that a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals will be required.

13. Dumpster/Solid Waste

Applicant proposes a single dumpster located between the two structures. Dumpsters and any additional
trash receptacles to be enclosed per Village Code.

Based upon the above, the Planning Board finds that the proposed project does not result in an adverse
environmental impact as defined by SEQR.

The application is subject to several variances from the Zoning Board of Appeals. In the event the ZBA
denies the requested relief, this SEQR determination will need to be reevaluated.

For Further Information:

Contact Person: Terri Brink, Secretary

Address: Village of Monroe Planning Board
7 Stage Road
Monroe, NY 10950
845.782.8341

A Copy of this Notice Filed With:
Village of Monroe Planning Board
7 Stage Road

Monroe, NY 10950

Village of Monroe Zoning Board of Appeals

Village of Monroe Department of Public Works

Orange County Sewer District #1

Orange County Department of Planning

NY State Department of Environmental Conservation, Region 3

NY State Environmental Notice Bulletin (ENB@dec.ny.gov) for Notice



VILLAGE OF MONROE
PLANNING BOARD

RESOLUTION TO DECLARE LEAD AGENCY FOR THE
APPLICATION OF YOEL WEISZ/BSD Y&U REALTY, LLC- 581 ROUTE 17M
and
AUTHORIZE REVIEW PURSUANT TO GML 239 et seq.

WHEREAS, the Village of Monroe Planning Board is considering action on a proposed amended
site plan application and special use permit application submitted by YOEL WEISZ/BSD Y&U
REALTY LLC for the construction of a 14,370 square foot 2 story office addition with
unfinished basement storage attached to an existing 2 story office retail; and

WHEREAS, after comparing the thresholds contained in 6 NYCRR 617.4 and 5, the Planning
Board has determined that the proposed project is an Unlisted action; and

WHEREAS, after examining the EAF, the Planning Board has determined that the following
agencies are involved or interested agencies for purposes of SEQR: NONE

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Board makes the following findings:

1. The proposed action is subject to the State Environmental Quality Review Act.

2. The action is preliminarily classified as an Unlisted Action pursuant to 6 NYCRR
Part 617.

3. Uncoordinated review of the action is appropriate.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Board hereby declares Lead Agency for the
review of this action;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a determination of significance will be made at such time as
all information has been received by the Planning board to enable it to determine whether or not
the action will or will not have a significant effect on the environment.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of the application shall be transmitted to the Orange County
Department of Planning, New York State DOT, pursuant to General Municipal Law § 239 et seq. and
local emergency service providers for review and comment.

On a motion by _Member Umberto , seconded by Member Hafenecker and a vote of 5
for,and _0_ against, and __2_absent, this resolution was adopted on _February 25, 2025




architects + engineers

2 Executive Boulevard, Ste 401
Suffern, NY 10901 | tel 845.357.7238_

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jeff Boucher, Chair & Planning Board

FROM: Natalie D. Barber, P.E., Conflict Planning Board Engineer
Sean F. Peters, P.E.
Kayla M. Goldman, Staff Engineer

SUBJECT: 208 Business Center, LLC — FEIS Review (SECOND)
File No. 201-3-3, 4, 7 & 8; Memo 110-25-001

DATE: February 6, 2025

CcC: Kirk Rother, PE (for applicant), James Cocks, Building Inspector, Elizabeth Cassidy, Attorney, J.T.
Fink, AICP, John Canning, PE

The following are our technical comments regarding the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the

development of a commercial building! with office and retail uses totaling 72,500 square feet and having a building

footprint of 47,500 square feet in the GB (General Business) Zone with frontage on New York State Route 208 and

Gilbert Street Extension located on four tax lots requiring special use and site plan approval from this Board.

Background/SEQRA Process — On October 14, 2020, you classified this project as a Type 1 action. On February
23, 2021, as Lead Agency you adopted a Positive Declaration of environmental impact requiring preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). On March 23,2021, you conducted a public scoping session (no one speaking)
and authorized an extension for written comments until April 2, 2021. You received written comments on the scope
from the public and involved agencies. You adopted the final DEIS scope at your May 25, 2021, meeting. The DEIS
was submitted April 2022. After several iterations, on September 26, 2023, the DEIS was determined to be adequate
for public review conditioned upon the incorporation of the Planning Board and consultants' comments. A public hearing
was held and closed on November 28, 2023, with one member of the public speaking. The public hearing was recorded
in transcript form and you received written comments from the public until January 16, 2024. On June 5, 2024, the
applicant submitted their first iteration of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) which was considered
by the Board on July 8, 2024, At that time, the Board instructed the applicant to revise the FEIS and address
comments received, prepare the draft findings statement, and provide a letter authorizing extension of timeframe
to allow review, revision, and acceptance of the findings. Since then, the applicant modified their plan to include a
revised building layout, shifting the loading dock from the western lot line to the center of the building. This was
done in effort to mitigate concerns raised by the adjacent YMCA and Planning Board related to noise, air quality,
etc. The modified plan was presented as a concept to the Planning Board on December 9, 2024; Although we did
not attend that meeting we understand the Board generally agreed that the new plan is an improvement over that
previously reviewed.

FEIS Review — We have reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Statement FEIS in accordance with the specific
criteria in the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) as provided in 6NYCRR, §617.9(b)(8) which
requires a Final Environmental Impact Statement consist of: (a) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS),
including any revisions or supplements, (b} Copies of substantive comments received, and (c) Lead agency
responses to substantive comments. Item (b) is included as Appendix A of the FEIS dated January 28, 2025,
submitted on January 31, 2025. ltem (c) is the FEIS.

SEQRA requires the FEIS be prepared within 45 days of the close of the public hearing (November 28, 2023). In
this case, the applicant submitted the FEIS later, on or about June 6, 2024, and has revised their plan and
resubmission currently submitted on January 31, 2025. It is important you act expeditiously to complete the FEIS
as soon as you are satisfied with the adequacy of its content2. After the FEIS is accepted, you must issue your

1 At your meeting of September 11, 2019, Building Inspector Cocks opined that the retail, office, and grocery store uses, with grocery store as the anchor of

the development constitutes a Shopping Center. This decision was overturned by the ZBA on July 14, 2020

SEQRA provides that responses to substantive comments are “lead agency” responses. SEQRA also requires the lead agency to be “responsible for the
adequacy and accuracy of the FEIS, regardless of who prepares it".

H2M Architects, Engineers, Land Surveying and Landscape Architecture, DPC (NY) offers its services in NY only

H2M Architects & Engineers, Inc. (NJ) offers its services in NJ, DE, CT, FL, LA, MA, PA, VA only

H2M Associates, Inc. (NJ) offers its engineering. land surveying, landscape architecture services in NJ only n2m.com

2
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finding statements within 10 to 30 days. Upon resubmission of the revised FEIS, the applicant should submit the
first draft of the Findings Statement as requested on July 8, 2024.

This is our second review of the FEIS. The current submission responds to our DEIS Review Memorandum (110-
23-005) dated November 22, 2023. Our first review was recorded in memorandum (110-24-001) dated July 3,
2024; These comments have not been specifically addressed in the FEIS by the applicant. The modifications to
the site plan, discussed above, are described in the FEIS as the "FEIS Site Plan Alternative". This review is intended
to confirm comments from our previous memo (110-24-001) dated July 3, 2024, remain relevant and supplement
those based on modifications to the FEIS as a result of the Site Plan Alternative.

Accordingly, the following memorandum supersedes our previous memorandum (110-24-001) and reflects the
current disposition of comments on the FEIS. Relevant comments that have been addressed in the current
submission and comments that are no longer applicable to the new plan submission have been removed. Any
relevant comments from the previous memo requiring additional response or action are repeated below and new
comments have been added, as needed, based on the Site Plan Alternative. Comments that no longer require a
response and are specific recommendations for your Findings Statement are italicized.

FEIS Reference /
Comment No. Comment
General Revised Site Plans were submitted with the FEIS. These plans are referred to as "FEIS
Site Plan Alternative".

We note the FEIS Site Plan Alternative contains sufficient detail to evaluate the
environmental impacts of the contemplated project. However, additional information is
required before you consider special permit and site plan approval. The applicant
previously acknowledged their understanding of this.

General We have refrained from commenting on non-substantive typographical and similar
inconsistencies within the FEIS, except where necessary for an understanding of the FEIS
response. Prior to the adoption of the FEIS the applicant should perform a comprehensive
review to confirm all numerical values are consistent between plans and EIS text as well
as consistent references to appendices and other comments.

Introduction FEIS has been revised to indicate “Local real estate professionals have identified a strong

Pg. 1-2 demand for a number of non-residential uses in the Village including a large Kosher food
store (35,000 square feet or so), as identified in the 2014 Village Comprehensive Plan”.
This sentence is unclear; If opinions of local professionals are written they should be
included in the FEIS, if this is not documented the claim should be removed.

Introduction Text of the first paragraph on this page incorrectly references Local Law 12 of 2024, where
Pg. 1-3 2023 should be indicated.
Introduction FEIS states the Alternative plan provides adequate maneuvering room for WB-30 & WB-

Pg. 1-3 & 2-1 40 sized trucks; The site plans analyze the following vehicles SU-40, WB-47, & Large Fire
Truck. The FEIS should be updated as needed to reflect anticipated vehicle types.

It is noted on Page 2-1 the applicant indicates they will restrict tenant deliveries to WB-30
and WB-40 trucks, this should be memorialized in your Findings Statement upon
confirmation from the applicant that these are the vehicles to be used.

Introduction FEIS discusses the Applicants intent to plant 10 additional trees off-site to meet the one-
Pg. 1-4 & 10-4 to-one removal/replanting ration required by Code (§200-32.E.(6)). That is 120 trees are
proposed for removal, 110 trees will be planted on-site, and 10 are proposed off-site.

The Planning Board should consider whether this is acceptable and discuss with Counsel
what legal agreements are required to a) permit the applicant to install landscaping on
property other than their own and b) consider maintenance responsibility or at a minimum
a guarantee that the plantings become established and thrive within a specified period of
time.
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We note the FEIS response to comment 10-4 indicates the applicant will coordinate with
the Village for plantings on Town parks (Orange and Rockland Park); If this is acceptable
to the Village Planning Board, the applicant should provide correspondence from the Town
indicating their general agreement to work with the applicant in this regard.

The Code (200-32.J.) allows the Village to require a bond to ensure plantings are provided
per the plan. A plan showing off-site plantings should be provided or the landscaping plan
should reflect the intent to provide off-site plantings. We recommend specifications
provided in the Code (§200-32G) be added to the Site Plan general planting notes. The
Ptanning Board should consider whether a bond would be appropriate and if so, this should
be included in eventual findings statement.

Introduction
Pg. 1-4

FEIS discusses the installation of an estimated maximum 20,000-SF solar panels to
reduce greenhouse gases, this would represent 42% of the roof area. The applicant states
solar panel design and specifications will be provided during Site Plan Review. However,
according to the Code (§200-22.A.(1)) if these structures occupy more than 10% of the
total roof area then the height of the same counts towards the height limitations. This
would appear to require a variance unless the area is reduced. It is further noted that the
equipment must be less than 15-ft and set back from the edge of the roof at least one foot
for each foot by which structure exceeds the maximum height specified in the district.
Additionally, the equipment must be screened. While some of these details can be flushed
out during the site plan process, the issue on variance must be resolved currently.

Introduction
Pg. 1-5

The applicant should include comments received as part of the FEIS review and responses
as appropriate in this document.

Figure 1-1

This is not the same plan as provided in the full site plan set appended to the FEIS. Notably
the parking on the west side of the Building varies. We recommend the site plan as
proposed be included as Figure 1-1 within the FEIS.

The impervious areas have decreased in the Site Plan Alternative. This should be updated
on the SWPPP, site plans, and addressed in the FEIS via a written response to comment
2-7 for consistency.

2-15,2-21, &
Introduction Page
1-3

The applicant proposes to relocate the loading dock 200 ft from the YMCA property line,
increase landscaping areas, and install a solid fence between the two properties to
address concerns about noise, air quality, visual impacts, and safety near the YMCA and
playground area. No site work is currently proposed on the YMCA property.

Since no work is proposed on the YMCA property, their consent to the applicant’s proposal
is no longer required; However, if the applicant has received feedback from the YMCA it
should be provided for your consideration. That said the Board should consider whether
the current plan provides adequate mitigation to concerns raised as part of the public
comment period.

Regarding the sound barrier proposed; Per Code (§200-26.5.F(4)), we recommend the
applicant’s responsibility to maintain the sound barrier in perpetuity be included in your
Findings Statement. Additionally, a construction detail should be provided on the plans.

2-18 & 2-19

These comments should be clearly labeled in Appendix A of the FEIS.

2-23 & p/o 2-26

FEIS states traffic improvements will be completed prior to certificate of occupancy being
granted for the Project. It was our understanding this was to be required prior to building
permit for the Shopping Center project to mitigate impacts of construction traffic.

2-25

Applicant states their intent to comply with NYSDEC restrictions limiting idling for more
than 5-minutes. This should be incorporated into a future findings statement.

2-30, 9-24 thru 9-
30, 15-15 thru 15-
20

These responses reference “Letter 10", whereas this comment was provided as part of the
public hearing on November 28, 2023, and information regarding the same is found in
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Appendix B that is the public hearing transcript. Clarification for future readers should be
provided.

2-32

We recommend the applicant provide signage in loading areas to effectively inform drivers
of appropriate restrictions.

3-2&D-2

See D-6 below; Per our original comment, the locations of test pits should be shown on
the grading and drainage plan (Sheet 4 of 15) to confirm functionality of the underground
stormwater facilities and compliance with the NYS Stormwater Management Design
Manual (NYS SMDM).

FEIS states the project geotechnical engineer provided the 3000 psf soil bearing capacity
as a professional conservative estimate, but is not based on actual field testing. Per the
geotechnical report, we recommend the following be included in eventual findings
statement:

1. Additional investigation shall be performed to verify suitable conditions in the
proposed south subsurface stormwater control area, and should also be
performed to determine rock hardness relative to excavation. This should be
performed prior to final site plan approval with necessary information submitted to
the Planning Board for review.

2. Soil borings are required to accurately determine the bearing capacity in areas
where foundations will be supported on soil. This should be completed prior to
building permit with a report issued to the Building Department signed and sealed
by a NYS Professional Engineer.

3. A thorough examination of the existing rock cut on the YMCA property should be
made prior to performing mechanical excavation on the project site. This should
be completed prior to building permit with a report issued to the Building
Department signed and sealed by a NYS Professional Engineer.

3-4

Based on the applicant’s response, it appears blasting is likely to occur on the site. We
recommend the mitigation measures and information in the Blasting Plan, as prepared by
the applicant, be incorporated into a future findings statement.

3-5

FEIS references DEIS pages 3-13-4 and 3-13-5 for information on estimates for truck trips
and soil volumes for fill; this reference should be 3.13-3 & 3.13-4. Applicant to review and
revise.

We maintain our recommendation that a table supporting cut and fill estimates should be
provided on Figure 3.1-4. The table should identify the total areas of cut/fill for different
depth ranges and their contributing volumes to the net cut of 12,900-CY to confirm volumes
studied in the EIS are accurate. For example, proposed cut depth 0’-5’, volume equals -
XXX-CY.

3-6

Refer to 3-2 above and advise.

As indicated in our original comment, the retaining wall(s) may be highly visible. The
applicant advises their intent to utilize modular block walls, with a granite finish, or equal.
The applicant should provide a sample/photo for your review; As part of an eventual
findings statement, you may wish to require the applicant provide a rendering of the
building in its proposed setting (complete with retaining walls) visible from adjacent
roadways. This submission should be provided prior to final site plan approval.

3-8

It is noted, the applicant’s plans are revised to show two phases of disturbance (i.e. NYS
Route 208 improvements and site construction). The SWPPP should acknowledge the
intent to remain under 5-acres through this phasing effort or if that is not the intent the
applicant should comply with the Construction GP Requirements and submit a “Request
to Disturb Greater Than Five Acres” (.A.E.6).
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3-10

Although not anticipated, the FEIS discusses procedures for handling contaminated soil
encountered on the site. We recommend you incorporate this discussion as part of an
eventual findings statement.

3-11

FEIS describes measures for mitigating impacts to Orange and Rockland Lake; We
recommend these be memorialized in a future findings statement. Further, the mitigation
measures should include regular sweeping of the parking areas and maintenance of post-
construction stormwater management practices.

4-2 & 4-5

FEIS appropriately provides additional information regarding baseline sampling of Orange
and Rockland Lake and parameters for future testing; This information should be
memorialized in a future findings statement.

The FEIS indicates future sampling results will be submitted to the Planning Board. We
recommend the Findings Statement indicate future sampling results will be submitted to
the Building Department, who may refer the information to the Village Engineer and/or
Planning Board for additional review. If results from sampling during and post-construction
exceed permitted stream standard values, then the Building Inspector may take
appropriate enforcement action to require restoration of the site and conditions of the
surrounding area while investigation and additional mitigation measures are decided upon.

4-3

FEIS does not adequately address our comment on pollutant loading calculations. The
pollutant loading calculations should be revised to incorporate only areas that contribute
to Orange and Rockland Lake based on grading and drainage patterns. Where ‘C’ values
are not available for ‘Hardwood Forest’ or ‘Central Business District' they should be
interpolated or values associated with a similar use provided to determine the post-
development loading. Finally, to effectively demonstrate how proposed stormwater
practices will reduce pollutant loading, the applicant should utilize the NYS SMDM to
demonstrate specific removal rates to areas contributing to the proposed practice. Results
of pre to post development pollutant reduction should be provided in tabular format.

4-4

FEIS is revised to provide adequate inspection and maintenance procedures for erosion
and sediment control practices. We recommend these procedures be carried forth to
eventual findings statement.

5-4 & 5-5

FEIS notes the area of the existing swale is modeled as reach R1. FEIS to verify or include
conditions for inspection of existing swale to confirm dimensions and slope are as modeled
or greater. We note the reach only includes the last 85-feet prior to connection to Analysis
Point 2. The entire reach, including the culvert and upgradient swale area to FES #2 should
be confirmed for capacity. The Rim elevation of Analysis Point 2 appears to be at elevation
608 but the termination “outlet invert” of Reach R1 is modeled at 605.88. We note that
605.88 is identified as the invert elevation on the plans but per Google Imagery the swale
appears to discharge flow at rim elevation and not to a invert below rim elevation. Applicant
to confirm swale is modeled properly and also include calculations for all existing culverts,
specifically the 15” culvert downgrade of Reach R2, and swales to confirm their capability
of conveying runoff.

5-6

Applicant confirms intent to utilize deicing agents such as calcium chloride, magnesium
chloride, or calcium magnesium acetate for parking areas in addition to pedestrian
courses. The applicant should discuss whether these are environmentally friendly and
clarify if deicing agents will be stored on-site and where they will be stored.

it is noted the Code (§195-44) does not permit storage of chloride salt within a linear
distance of 500-ft of any watercourse or reservoir unless in a weatherproof building. In
our opinion, calcium chloride and magnesium chloride, are considered ‘chloride salts’ and
subject to this Code criteria.

6-1, 7-1, 8-1, 8-2,
9-1

These comments should be clearly labeled in Appendix A.

9-1

Refer to response 3-8 above.
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9-19

See comment ‘Introduction Pg. 1-3 & 2-1' above regarding truck turning movements
analyzed and proposed for the site.

9-20 through 9-32

We defer to your traffic consultant as to acceptability of the referenced responses.

9-31 and 9-32

The labels for these comments should be updated in FEIS Appendix A. Currently, 15-9
and 19-3.

10-1

FEIS references new Figure 10-1, this was not provided. Applicant to provide.

12342

Revisions to the FEIS appear to indicate the existing drainage easement is sufficient for
the stormwater overflow pipe extending to Orange and Rockland Lake.

We recommend the eventual Findings Statement include the requirement that the
easement be confirmed adequate on the site plan (with no approximation) and that if
needed an amended easement be filed, with proof provided to the Building Department
and Village Counsel, prior to Building Permit.

Further, the Findings Statement should require that upon completion of the project, prior
to certificate of occupancy, as-builts be submitted that confirm the stormwater overflow
pipe is installed within the easement, on-center, as shown on the plans. If the installation
is not per the plans or extends outside of the easement area, it shall be amended prior to
certificate of occupancy.

10-4

FEIS response does not adequately address compliance with the Code Sections (§200-
26, 200-45.J., and 200-50.

Regarding discussion on Section 200-32, see ‘Introduction Pg. 1-4’ on one-to-one tree
plantings above.

FEIS should provide available capacity estimates based on current data from 2023 versus
2020. Additionally, while the content of the EIS aligns with the approved scope, including
the calculated and actual maximum day demand of the system would provide a more
comprehensive understanding of the water supply system's ability to serve the project.

For the Village system to meet requirements of Ten States Standards and regulatory
agencies, available surface water supply should be able to meet calculated maximum day
demand based on draught scenarios and groundwater supply systems should be able to
meet maximum day demand with the largest well out of service. On the latter, this
requirement provides redundancy in the system such that if the largest well fails or is in
need of maintenance, the remaining supply could support the peak demand. The
applicant’s analysis indicates the average day demand (without the project) exceeds the
available capacity considering ifthe largest well is out of service. The FEIS should discuss
this.

Per the Applicant the Average Day Demand (2023) — 1.005 MGD (not including the
demand that was put on Well No. 4, which from the 2023 report is 165,825 GPD) so say
1.17 MGD

Production Capacity of Mombasha Lake — 1.0 MGD

Well No. 4 Capacity — 0.36 MGD

Total Capacity - 1.36 MGD

Approximate Capacity with redundancy — (-) 0.17 MGD; It should be noted this value does
not consider the peak day demand that is put on the system which would further increase
the deficit.

FEIS response indicates the basis for the water demand estimate for the project was
accepted by the County as presented; It further states that considering the number of jobs
created plus 30,000-SF of grocery store the estimated demand is 6,585 GPD and less
than the projection of 7,250-GPD set forth in the FEIS. The applicant should discuss why
the remainder 17,500-SF of retail was not used in the analysis. If it was, the estimate
would be 8,335-SF. Applicant to discuss.
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11-5

We recommend FEIS response on water use reduction be incorporated into eventual
findings statement.

FEIS response discusses long term planning; the purpose of our comment is not to analyze
the capacity of the system for future purposes but for the proposed project. Commitments
of water supply resources to other municipalities and approved, but unbuilt projects
reduces available water supply to support the project. The FEIS should include information
on shared capacities or commitments, to provide a complete picture of water resource
management essential to proper planning.

12-1

Appendix K discusses available treatment capacity of 258,624-GPD. FEIS response
indicates 359,623-GPD. Applicant to confirm current available capacity in FEIS. Itis noted
that since correspondence from the County in 2022, the available sewer capacity has
further decreased; It would behoove the applicant to contact the County for updated figures
in their project planning.

Nonetheless, as raised in the DEIS Appendix B through correspondence from Erik
Denega, PE, PMP, dated April 11, 2022, prior to issuance of building permit for the project,
wastewater disposal approved by the Administrative Head of OCSD #1 must be secured.
This protects the property owner and developer seeking permit from expending funds on
a project for which sewer capacity is not available and protects the existing sewer system.
We recommend this be included in eventual findings statement.

12-2

FEIS indicates application for connection to OCSD can only be made following the
conclusion of the SEQRA process for the project. Accordingly, we recommend your
findings require prior to site plan approval, the applicant provide proof of application
submitted to OCSD.

13-1 & 14-1

These comments should be clearly labeled in Appendix A.

15-2

See comment 2-23 & p/o 2-26 above.

15-4

Based on FEIS response, we recommend the following be included in eventual findings
statement: No construction vehicles, nor employee vehicles, are permitted to park or idle
in municipal and state right-of-ways except for during initial delivery of site clearing
equipment which will be managed using appropriate traffic controls to be implemented by
the applicant.

15-6

Based on FEIS response, the Planning Board may wish to consider the following as part
of eventual findings statement: The process for grinding wood waste for mulch must occur
in an area on the site sufficiently separate from the neighboring YMCA and Inspire uses.
The proposed location for the process should be identified on a site plan for Planning
Board review and noted for the Contractor to mitigate any noise impacts to sensitive
recepftors.

15-8

Based on FEIS response, we recommend the following be included in eventual findings
statement: Fueling activities for large construction vehicles will be managed to prevent
fuel spills on site using drip trays. Construction vehicles shall be monitored and inspected
regularly for any signs of fuel and oil leaks. An emergency spill kit will be available on site;
All spills will be immediately responded to and reported, as needed, according to NYSDEC
regulations. '

15-10 & 15-11

FEIS states provisions for notifying adjacent property owners in advance of any blasting,
coordination with property owners to avoid sensitive time periods and days,
implementation of a pre-blasting survey at the expense of the applicant, and installation of
vibration monitoring equipment during rock removal activities. We recommend these
mitigation measures be carried forth to eventual findings statement. '

15-12

FEIS includes mitigation measures for dust control for which we recommend be carried
forth to eventual findings statement.
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16-3

We recommend eventual findings statement include requirement for construction activities
to be limited to times permitted by the Code (§14-3.B.(6)).

16-5 & 16-6

Based on FEIS response, we recommend the following be included in eventual findings
statement: HVAC and generator equipment supporting the use shall be provided with
noise screening in the form of solid, sound attenuating enclosures, and/or parapet walls.

16-9

The applicant should consider with input from the Planning Board whether deliveries for
the shopping center should be off-hours to further mitigate impacts related to noise, air
quality, and visual considerations to the YMCA and Inspire.

It is noted in other responses (e.g. 15-9) the applicant has agreed to restrict deliveries of
construction materials to off-peak hours (late morning and early afternoon periods). This
should be included in your Findings Statement.

17-1 & 18-1

These comments should be clearly labeled in Appendix A.

19-1

The applicant should consider here, if this alternative would alleviate the need for retaining
walls or ‘rock cut’ along the YMCA boundary.

Further, the applicants response indicates the proposed alternative is no longer feasible
because it does not meet the objectives of the project sponsor for the following reasons:
1) handicap accessibility issues and 2) less rental income if commercial/retail is located on
a second story.

In our opinion additional discussion supporting these statements is needed. Handicap
accessibility to a second story building is typically accomplished through the use of
elevators. Elevators will presumably be required whether the second story is reserved
only for office space or a combination of office/retail space. Secondly, it is unclear why
less rental income would be generated by retail on a second story, as stated in the FEIS,
since the same area of office and retail space would be provided as the proposed project.

D-1

The applicant should be advised that the NYSDEC Construction General Permit (GP-0-
20-001) expired on January 28, 2025 and has been replaced with GP-0-25-001. The FEIS
shall either update all references to the new GP-0-25-001 and confirm design per the new
permit and updated 2024 Stormwater Design Manual or include a statement in the SWPPP
indicating that all requirements per GP-0-25-001 Part 111.B.2.b. are met. Additionally, the
SWPPP shall obtain coverage from the NYSDEC utilizing the new eNOI form.

Basin 1A & 2A areas have been updated for consistency. However, there is an
approximate 3,000 sf area to the east of proposed CB 11 which does not appear to tie into
Basin 3A’s drainage area. Applicant to review for consistency and revise modeling and
WAQv calculations as needed.

D-6

We note soil test results have been included in Appendix F of the SWPPP, results should
include all relevant information including dates of presoak and testing, times recorded for
the four observations/the final stabilized rate. Per 2024 Design Manual, this would require
3-5 permeability tests per location (number dependent on practice area) or even greater
for compliance with 2015 Design Standards, applicant to confirm which manual testing is
based on.

Appendix D still references DC 780 Chambers, this should be revised for consistency as
SC 740 chambers are proposed.

D-10

Per §168-12 of Village Code please update the SWPPP to include the following:

s Page 2 of SWPPP Narrative notes “Potential impacts include soil erosion and the
introduction of pollutants such as sediment, garbage, construction debris and
chemicals from roof tops, roadways, construction equipment and people”. Per
Village Code, SWPPP shall describe the measures that will be put in place to
prevent the above impacts.




Village of Monroe

Planning Board Memo No. 110-25-001

February 6, 2025
- Page 9of 10

¢ SWPPP to provide a description of construction and waste materials expected to
be stored on site with updates as appropriate, and a description of controls to
reduce pollutants from these materials, including storage practices to minimize
exposure of the materials to stormwater, and spill prevention and response.

*+ While the SWPPP mentions the erosion and sediment control practices for the
project, each shall be discussed separately including the intent of the practice,
timing of placement, how long the practice will remain and when maintenance will
be necessary for each. While Appendix E has been provided these specific
practices shall be discussed and summarized in the narrative.

o Each proposed post construction stormwater practice shall be discussed in the
SWPPP along with the maintenance schedule to ensure continuous and effective
operation. There is no discussion of each practice and specific maintenance
requirements included in Section 8 Operation and Maintenance.

K-2

See comment 12-1 above.

L-2

Applicant's response indicates the word ‘approximate’ referencing the easement has been
removed from the plans. This language still exists on some of the sheets. Revise and see
recommendations for findings statement in comment 10-3 above.

The applicant should include drop curb and accessible ramps as part of the sidewalk
system off-site.

L-8

Plans have been revised to eliminate reference to ‘conceptual’ off-site traffic improvements
and now states ‘proposed future’ improvements. As indicated in comment 2-23 & p/o 2-
26 off-site improvements should be completed prior to building permit for the commercial
building. We recommend the language on the plans be revised to indicate “proposed off-
site improvements”.

L-9

Plans have been revised to extend the discharge from stormwater management facilities
past the existing walking path around Orange and Rockland Lake. While this resolves our
prior concerns regarding degradation of the path, additional information is needed to
determine whether the new location will create a deleterious condition at the discharge.
We recommend the applicant provide an aerial image identifying the location of proposed
discharge to confirm if any additional mitigation may be needed. If additional extension is
required, then approval from NYSDEC/ACOE may be needed.

See comment 10-3 on easement above.

[-14

FEIS indicates the applicants intent to limit footcandles at property lines to 0.5-fc. We
typically recommend light levels be limited to 0.1-fc at property lines consistent with
guidance from the Dark Sky Association. The applicant should revise the plan to comply,
and we recommend you carry appropriate limits to light levels through to eventual findings
statement.

Drafting error on parking plan; along north site perimeter across from loading zone/dock
the striping for two spaces is missing.

The landscaping plans show three Juniper Gold Coast shrubs surrounded by concrete
curbing at the building’s southwest corner. This ground cover surrounding the shrubs was
previously proposed as grass. Applicant to confirm intent and revise plans as needed.

L-20

The applicant has eliminated most of the retaining walls formerly proposed along the
YMCA border and now intends to perform a steep ‘rock’ cut. If this is not rock, then the
steepness of the grade here would likely create an issue with unstabilized soils and could
require a retaining wall as originally proposed or some other treatment. The issue with a
retaining wall in the former locations is they do not meet setback requirements specified
in the Code (§200-26.5.G.). The applicant should confirm the plan as proposed is
appropriate based on the existing condition of the site and if it can not be confirmed (i.e.




Village of Monroe

Planning Board Memo No. 110-25-001
February 6, 2025

Page 10 of 10

soils will be exposed during excavation) then they should have a plan in place so that
adjacent parking areas are not undermined and soils washed out.

Additionally, the retaining wall that remains on the western border is approximately 10-ft
tall; the Code (§200-26.5.G.) has setback requirements from property lines (one foot
setback per one foot in height) which may not be met as the plan is configured. It appears
the setback is less than 4-ft and 9-ft from the property lines.
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MEMO

February 7, 2025

TO: Jeff Boucher, Chair

Members of the Village of Monroe Planning Board
CC: Applicant

Ted Fink, Planner

Natalie Barber, P.E., Engineer
Alyse Terhune, Village Attorney

FROM: Elizabeth K. Cassidy, Esq.

RE: Review of the FEIS

This memorandum is to provide a review of the Final Environmental Impact Statement as
prepared by Tim Miller and Associates last revised January 28, 2025 as well as revised plans.

Our office previously provided comments on the FEIS dated May 28, 2024. Subsequent to those
comments, the applicant indicated a desire to alter the site layout. The table below represents our

previous comments with any new material in bold.

Page/Section

Comment

1-3

Table 1.1 indicates two Thomas Olley comments. Applicant to clarify whether it
is a duplicate and remove or that there are two sets of comments and distinguish
between the two sets.

2-4-2025 - Comment remains outstanding

Response 2-11: Applicant to discussed proposed traffic mitigation funding with
Village Board of Trustees. As the Planning Board has made clear, traffic
improvements and related funding will need to be largely in place prior to the
issuance of a building permit for the project. Construction schedule to be set
forth in Findings Statement and in any approval.

For information

Response 2-15: Applicant to address mechanics of alterations to YMCA site plan.
For example: is a separate application for site plan amendment being submitted?
Who is responsible? See also Response 15-10.
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would remove the need for improvements on the YMCA property.
2-12 Response 2-23 — Traffic improvements are to be completed prior to issuance of a
building permit for the project.

For information

2-14 Response 2-32 — Recommend that local police enforcement to be authorized to
enforce V&T and idling requirements on site pursuant to Vehicle and Traffic Law §
1640-a.

For Information

3-3 Response 3-8 — Applicant to address disturbance in connection with off-site
improvements and whether such disturbance will exceed NYSDEC's five acre
threshold.

2-4-2025 - response has been modified to indicate that the Erosion Control
plan has been modified to show two phases: off site and on-site improvements.
It is unclear whether the disturbance will exceed five acres. | defer to Natalie
Barber as to the sufficiency of the Erosion Control Plan

6-3 Response 6-6 — Applicant to address additional tree planting off-site and
mechanism for maintaining said plantings.

2-4-2025 - comment remains unaddressed

6-3 Response 6-7 — The FEIS should be revised to clarify compliance with § 200-32 of
the Village Code. Specifically, § 200-32(c) provides for control of trees in land
development. Although there is no formal waiver, it appears the applicant is
requesting that the Planning Board determine that such tree control is not
necessary. | recommend that the Planning Board address whether the proposed
landscaping plan meets the spirit and intent of § 200-32

2-4-2025 - comment remains unaddressed. Although the applicant seeks to
install plantings off-site in an effort to comply with § 200-32, the applicant has
not proposed any mechanism to ensure plantings are maintained.

9-4 Response 9-9 — Applicant to address any allocation of traffic improvement
funding with the Village Board.

For information
9-6 Response 9-13 — Applicant to address mechanics of cost sharing through
developer’s agreement with Village Board.

For information. The Applicant is reminded that trafficimprovements are to be
installed prior to construction of the project.

9-15 Response 9-15 — Applicant to address how 53-foot trucks will be excluded from
site and enforcement of the condition. | defer to Kimley-Horn in that regard.
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2-4-2025 - comment remains unaddressed. )
9-10 Response 9-23 — The bulk of traffic improvements to be made before building
permit is issued. See also Response 15-2,

2-4-2025 — The Applicant to develop a construction schedule vis a vis
construction of the building and road improvements. While final road
improvements such as top coat can await building construction, the bulk of the
road improvements need to be in place prior to construction.

10-2 Response 10-2 — Natalie to confirm sufficiency of response.

10-3 Response 10-3 — Have there been any discussions with Orange & Rockland as to
the discussed easement?

2-4-2025 - response has been modified to reflect an existing easement.
Applicant to provide a copy of said easement to the Planning board.

10-9 Response 10-11(5) — The statement that “The Planning Board is not supportive of
the reopening of Gilbert Street Extension” should be more fully supported or
confirmed. Alternatively, the statement should be removed.

2-4-2025 — Comment unaddressed.

11-1 Response 11-1 - The statement “The Village of Monroe has adequate capacity to
serve the proposed mixed-use development” to be confirmed. [Applies to 11-1
through 11-4]. | defer to H2M in that regard.

13-4 Response 13-13 ~ Response indicates $599.562 vs. $599,562

2-4-2025 - Comment addressed
14-3 Response 14-5 - Applicant identify off-site areas specifically and entity
responsible for maintenance.

2-4-2025 - Revised FEIS proposes Airplane Park or other public green spaces in
the Village but does not identify who will or how such plantings are to be
maintained.

15-1 Response 15-2 — The timing of traffic improvements in relation to the timing of
permitting/certificates of occupancy should be contained in the Planning Board’s
Findings Statement and a condition of approval. Although final paving should
away the completion of building construction, the buik of the traffic
improvements (i.e. the light, relocation of roadways, etc) should be installed
prior to building permit. .

For information

15-2 Response 15-10 — Applicant discusses various mitigation to take place on the
adjoining YMCA property. Such mitigation would require additional Planning
Board approvals as to the YMCA. Applicant to identify the mechanics of who will
be seeking the amendment:(either joining existing application or separate site
plan application) and timing of those efforts. The findings statement should set
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forth that process and that process should be incorporated into a developer’s
agreement.

2-4-2025 - The modifications to the proposed site plan appear to eliminate
improvements to the YMCA property

16-1 Response 16-1 — This response discusses an apparent discrepancy between peak
traffic on Saturday but that the site will be closed on Saturday due to religious
considerations. Kimley Horn to confirm that this is appropriately discussed in the
traffic study.

19-1 Response 19-1 - It is not clear how additional second story retail when a second
story is already proposed and elevators for ADA compliance will need to be
installed anyway. Applicant to further elaborate

2-4-2025 - Comment unaddressed.

Comments on Plan Set

Truck Turning | Truck turning diagrams appear not to connect. | defer to Kimley Horn in that
Plan regard.
Landscaping Village Board to evaluate in light of 200-32
Plan
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MEMORANDUM

To: Jeff Boucher, Chairperson

and Members of the Village of Monroe Planning Board
From: John Canning, P.E.

Kimley-Horn Engineering and Landscape Architecture of New York, P.C.
Date: February 10, 2025

Subject; . 208 Business Center
FEIS Substantive/Technical Review

Kimley-Horn Engineering and Landscape Architecture of New York, P.C. (“Kimley-Horn”) has
completed a substantive/technical review of the traffic and transportation elements of the following
portions of the accepted Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”), dated January 28, 2025, and
prepared by Tim Miller Associates, Inc, for the proposed 208 Business Center (“Proposed Action” or
“Project”) to be located in Village of Monroe, New York:

e FEIS Chapters:
o Chapter 9.0 — Transportation.

o Chapter 16 — Noise.
o Chapter 15.0 — Short Term Impacts - Construction

This memorandum summarizes the findings of Kimley-Horn’s substantive/technical evaluation of the
traffic and transportation components of the FEIS to determine if it was conducted following accepted
methodologies and that these methodologies were correctly applied.

Chapter 9

Kimley-Horn Response to Comment 9.9: It is noted that the proposed action will generate 100 trips
through the intersection of NYS 208 with the NYS Route 17EB Off Ramp which will be impacted and
requires mitigation. It was previously discussed as to whether the Applicant would be responsible for
a fair-share contribution to the cost of this mitigation. The Applicant now maintains that project will be
completing improvements in the Village of Monroe around the “triangle” area that will mitigate its own
impacts AND also those of existing and other development projects which would offset its responsibility
for making a fair share contribution at the intersection of NYS 208 with the NYS Route 17EB Off Ramp.
Kimley-Horn sees the logic of this argument but does not have the authority to endorse it.

Kimley-Horn Response to Comment 9.14: Kimley-Horn has not seen plans with the SU-truck exiting
path extended to show how the truck will be able to turn onto either direction of Route 208 from Gilbert
Street Extension. Therefore, Kimley-Horn cannot attest that an analysis has been provided concluding
that trucks will be able to make the turns at this intersection without having a significant adverse impact
on traffic operating conditions.
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Kimley-Horn Response to Comment 9.15: Without an indication of how problems arise if the site is
frequently visited by trucks larger than WB-30 and WB-40 trucks it is not possible to conclude that this
activity, which could potentially have a significant adverse impact on traffic operating conditions, will
not ocour ?

Kimley-Horn Response to Comment 9.18: For SEQR purposes, it is acceptable if the sight line
triangles are added during the Site Plan process, so long as they match the sight lines required in the
EIS.

Kimley-Horn Response to Comment 9.26: The sentence “The Applicant intends to construct the
proposed Project while the traffic improvements are being completed in order to minimize the duration
- of traffic - disruption during -construction by constructing -the building- and - road -improvements
simultaneously” seems to contradict itself (or at the very least, is not clear).

Kimley-Horn Response to Comment 16-1: The comment noted that understanding existing noise
levels on Saturdays (where the greatest fluctuation between existing levels and proposed may occur)
might be beneficial. The response generally states that the traffic study was performed for weekday
and Saturday peak hours (as that is what the industry data provides) but that the 208 Business Center
will be closed on Saturdays (for religious considerations), but will be open Sundays.

Regarding a non-weekday noise analysis, the FEIS states existing noise levels at the site on Sundays
are expected to be somewhat lower than during the weekday peak traffic periods, given the lower traffic
volumes, existing noise levels on and near the property are mostly dominated by traffic on nearby
roads, existing noise levels on Sundays were not monitored, future on-site noise levels during Sunday
PM periods are expected to be in the range of 59.5 dBA, and will be well below the daytime and
nighttime ambient noise levels provided in the Village Code (as discussed in Response 16-3, below).

All of this is reasonable, however, there is still no weekend daytime baseline (Saturday or Sunday) to
compare to.

Miscellaneous

Comments on Plan Set, Truck Turning Plan, 2/7/25 memorandum from Elizabeth Cassidy, Esq.
Kimley-Horn Response to Comment: See response to Comment 9 - 15, -




architects + engineers

2 Executive Boulevard, Ste 401

| Suffern, NY 10901 | tel 845.357.7238

TO:

FROM:

Terri Brink, Planning Board Secretary; File
Natalie D. Barber, PE, Conflict Planning Board Engineer

SUBJECT: Village of Monroe Planning Board — February 25, 2025

DATE:

CC:

February 26, 2025

Jeff Boucher, Chairman; Building Department, Elizabeth Cassidy, Esq., Ted Fink, AICP
John Canning, Traffic Engineer

d ok ok ok k Kk Kk *k Kk Kk *k *k Kk *k *k k Kk *k k Kk *x k *k *k Kk *k %k Kk *k *k Kk Kk *k Kk *k *x *k Kk *k Kk Kk *k *x * *k Kk *k * %

The following describes the disposition of the 208 Business Center listed on the Planning Board regular
meeting agenda of February 25%:

Charlie Gottlieb, Esq, Kirk Rother, PE, and Jon Dahlgren were present on behalf of the
applicant.

H2M reviewed comments on the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) contained in
memorandum dated February 6, 2025. Comments include but are not limited to: timing of traffic
improvements, coordination of off-site tree plantings, available water supply to meet the demand
of the project, solar panel installation on rooftops, use of retaining walls vs steep rock cut along
boundary of YMCA, limiting site disturbance to less than 5-acres through phasing.

The applicant agreed to provide a draft findings statement (findings) along with revised FEIS
and indicated this is in progress.

The applicant was advised they should have preliminary discussions with the Village Board
regarding off-site plantings and traffic improvements.

Truck traffic was discussed and the Board advised signage should be added to the plan noting
restrictions to truck sizes; The applicant agreed to develop a lease agreement notifying future
tenants of any restrictions on deliveries.

Future findings statement and eventual conditions of the Planning Board action will require a
pre-construction meeting be held.

The Board authorized H2M to work with the applicant's Engineer to resolve technical comments
in H2M’s memorandum.

H2M Architecls, Engineers, Land Surveying and Landscape Architecture, DPC (NY) offers its services in NY only
H2M Architects & Engineers, Inc. (NJ) offers its services in NJ, DE, CT, FL, LA, MA, PA, VA only
H2M Associales, Inc. (NJ) offers its engineering, land surveying, landscape architecture services in NJ only h2rm.com



