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In	
  Re:	
  SEQR	
  Annexation	
  Case	
  –	
  Town	
  of	
  Monroe	
  v.	
  Village	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  
	
  
To	
  the	
  Commission:	
  
	
  
Good	
  Day,	
  
	
  
I	
  am	
  a	
  citizen	
  of	
  the	
  Village	
  of	
  Monroe,	
  an	
  incorporated	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  Town	
  of	
  
Monroe,	
  and	
  have	
  been	
  a	
  resident	
  for	
  nearly	
  nine	
  (9)	
  years.	
  While	
  like	
  many	
  others	
  
we	
  have	
  concerns	
  about	
  the	
  proposed	
  annexation	
  of	
  land	
  into	
  the	
  Village	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  
Joel,	
  I	
  appreciate	
  this	
  opportunity	
  to	
  provide	
  comment	
  to	
  the	
  Commission	
  on	
  the	
  
following	
  points:	
  
	
  

I. The	
  capability	
  of	
  both	
  the	
  Town	
  and	
  Village	
  to	
  make	
  a	
  fair	
  
recommendation	
  that	
  considers	
  the	
  long-­‐term	
  ramifications	
  of	
  this	
  
annexation.	
  

II. The	
  lack	
  of	
  representation	
  currently	
  afforded	
  to	
  the	
  residents	
  in	
  the	
  Town	
  
of	
  Monroe	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  surrounding	
  communities	
  to	
  raise	
  public	
  comment	
  
with	
  the	
  Town	
  during	
  open	
  public	
  comment	
  periods,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  
interest	
  by	
  the	
  Town	
  Supervisor	
  and	
  his	
  board	
  to	
  provide	
  transparency.	
  

III. The	
  track	
  record	
  of	
  the	
  Village	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  in	
  all	
  matters	
  legal,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
adherence	
  to	
  past	
  legal	
  requirements.	
  	
  

IV. The	
  impacts	
  to	
  the	
  local,	
  region	
  and	
  state	
  of	
  the	
  action	
  under	
  
consideration	
  

V. Broadness	
  of	
  powers	
  to	
  investigate	
  the	
  impacts	
  of	
  this	
  action	
  in	
  a	
  
transparent	
  and	
  unbiased	
  manner.	
  

VI. The	
  capability	
  of	
  the	
  two	
  lead	
  agency	
  candidates	
  to	
  reach	
  a	
  conclusion	
  
that	
  considers	
  the	
  economic,	
  environmental,	
  and	
  regional	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  
decision	
  (education,	
  social	
  programs,	
  taxation,	
  etc.),	
  which	
  have	
  
statewide	
  ramifications.	
  

	
  
Issue	
  I:	
  The	
  ability	
  of	
  either	
  party	
  to	
  render	
  a	
  fair	
  recommendation	
  that	
  considers	
  
the	
  long-­‐term	
  ramifications.	
  The	
  Commission	
  may	
  not	
  be	
  aware	
  that	
  the	
  recent	
  
election	
  in	
  the	
  Town	
  of	
  Monroe	
  is	
  the	
  continued	
  subject	
  of	
  scrutiny	
  based	
  upon	
  
major	
  voting	
  irregularities.	
  Among	
  those:	
  
	
  



• Inadequate	
  ballots	
  available	
  to	
  service	
  the	
  voting	
  demand	
  in	
  the	
  Town	
  of	
  
Monroe	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  Village	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  Joel.	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  had	
  102%	
  of	
  the	
  
ballots	
  necessary	
  for	
  its	
  entire	
  registered	
  voter	
  roll	
  to	
  cast	
  a	
  ballot.	
  That	
  was	
  
compared	
  to	
  those	
  provided	
  to	
  the	
  Town	
  outside	
  Kiryas	
  Joel,	
  where	
  that	
  ratio	
  
was	
  approximately	
  60%.	
  	
  

• The	
  disparity	
  in	
  voting	
  between	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  and	
  non	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  residents.	
  
99%	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  residents	
  voted	
  in	
  bloc	
  in	
  favor	
  of	
  the	
  currently	
  elected	
  
administration,	
  whereas	
  97%	
  of	
  the	
  votes	
  cast	
  outside	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  favored	
  
other	
  candidates.	
  

• Electioneering	
  and	
  poll-­‐watcher	
  intimidation	
  within	
  Kiryas	
  Joel’s	
  polling	
  
places.	
  There	
  were	
  several	
  violations	
  witnessed	
  on	
  election	
  day	
  of	
  the	
  
electioneering	
  laws,	
  including	
  the	
  current	
  town	
  supervisor,	
  Harley	
  Doles	
  III,	
  
being	
  inside	
  of	
  the	
  place	
  of	
  voting	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  purpose	
  of	
  casting	
  a	
  vote	
  and	
  
far	
  outside	
  his	
  home	
  voting	
  district.	
  

	
  
These	
  issues	
  have	
  been	
  raised	
  to	
  the	
  county	
  level	
  and	
  are	
  currently	
  being	
  raised	
  to	
  
the	
  Federal	
  Level	
  for	
  investigation	
  into	
  voting	
  irregularity.	
  Given	
  the	
  relationship	
  
between	
  the	
  seated	
  Town	
  Supervisor	
  and	
  the	
  leadership	
  of	
  the	
  Village,	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  clear	
  
that	
  an	
  impartial	
  opinion	
  could	
  not	
  be	
  rendered.	
  
	
  
Issue	
  II:	
  Lack	
  of	
  representation	
  afforded	
  to	
  Town	
  residents/Lack	
  of	
  transparency.	
  
The	
  Town	
  has	
  had	
  a	
  recent	
  history	
  under	
  Mr.	
  Doles’	
  presence	
  as	
  a	
  board	
  member	
  
and	
  now	
  supervisor	
  of	
  Town	
  of	
  Monroe.	
  Meetings	
  have	
  been	
  contentious	
  for	
  a	
  
significant	
  period,	
  have	
  often	
  digressed	
  into	
  shout-­‐downs	
  and	
  cat-­‐calling,	
  and	
  are	
  
questionable	
  in	
  their	
  adherence	
  to	
  the	
  State	
  Open	
  Meetings	
  Law.	
  Meeting	
  minutes	
  
are	
  never	
  issued	
  or	
  posted	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  Section	
  103	
  of	
  the	
  State	
  Open	
  
Meetings	
  Law.	
  Often,	
  requests	
  are	
  made	
  of	
  the	
  cable	
  provider	
  to	
  shut	
  down	
  
recording	
  or	
  transmission	
  of	
  meetings.	
  The	
  concerns	
  of	
  the	
  public	
  are	
  not	
  
accommodated,	
  and	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  opportunity	
  to	
  submit	
  items	
  “off-­‐agenda”	
  –	
  meaning	
  
that	
  the	
  Town	
  Supervisor	
  determines	
  and	
  decides	
  the	
  agenda	
  of	
  the	
  meeting	
  and	
  in	
  
so	
  doing	
  uses	
  this	
  to	
  suppress	
  comment	
  or	
  requests	
  that	
  concerns	
  or	
  grievances	
  be	
  
aired.	
  
	
  
In	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  an	
  environment,	
  the	
  concerns	
  of	
  the	
  residents	
  of	
  both	
  the	
  Villages	
  of	
  
Monroe	
  and	
  Harriman,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  Town,	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  an	
  
opportunity	
  to	
  be	
  heard	
  or	
  included	
  in	
  discussion,	
  and	
  no	
  further	
  consideration	
  is	
  
entertained.	
  	
  This	
  leaves	
  the	
  taxpayers	
  without	
  adequate	
  representation,	
  and	
  raises	
  
significant	
  concerns	
  about	
  the	
  Town’s	
  ability	
  to	
  act	
  as	
  a	
  Lead	
  Agency	
  in	
  the	
  SEQR	
  
process.	
  Please	
  also	
  reference	
  Attachment	
  A	
  in	
  this	
  document.	
  
	
  
As	
  a	
  result,	
  I’ve	
  included	
  this	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  public	
  comment	
  to	
  ensure	
  this	
  oversight	
  
and	
  issue	
  has	
  been	
  documented	
  and	
  duly	
  considered	
  by	
  the	
  Commission.	
  
	
  



Additionally,	
  while	
  budget	
  issues	
  may	
  be	
  addressed	
  during	
  meetings,	
  many	
  budget	
  
line	
  items	
  are	
  not	
  fully	
  transparent,	
  and	
  major	
  expenses	
  being	
  incurred	
  by	
  the	
  town	
  
do	
  not	
  receive	
  due	
  diligence.	
  As	
  examples:	
  
	
  

• The	
  Town	
  is	
  under	
  litigation	
  for	
  their	
  purchase	
  of	
  a	
  movie	
  theater	
  for	
  
$880,000	
  of	
  taxpayer	
  funds.	
  No	
  notice	
  was	
  given	
  to	
  the	
  residents	
  on	
  the	
  
purchase,	
  nor	
  has	
  any	
  transparency	
  in	
  the	
  decision-­‐making	
  leading	
  to	
  their	
  
intended	
  use	
  of	
  the	
  property.	
  

• The	
  Town	
  has	
  applied	
  and	
  received	
  approval	
  to	
  open	
  the	
  building	
  despite	
  
legal	
  injunction	
  for	
  the	
  express	
  purpose	
  of	
  staffing	
  security	
  for	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  
public	
  toilet	
  facilities	
  at	
  a	
  cost	
  of	
  $3,000/month.	
  At	
  no	
  time	
  were	
  alternatives	
  
explored	
  that	
  considered	
  other	
  options,	
  many	
  of	
  which	
  were	
  either	
  less	
  
expensive	
  or	
  could	
  provide	
  a	
  lower	
  cost	
  of	
  operation.	
  

	
  
The	
  second	
  example	
  demonstrates	
  the	
  unwillingness	
  of	
  the	
  Town	
  to	
  consider	
  
alternatives	
  that	
  do	
  not	
  serve	
  their	
  specific	
  objectives,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  remove	
  the	
  
oversight	
  that	
  would	
  be	
  inherent	
  in	
  a	
  typical	
  RFP	
  Process.	
  Given	
  these	
  examples,	
  it	
  is	
  
unclear	
  that	
  the	
  Town	
  has	
  employed	
  sound	
  fiscal	
  and	
  planning	
  practices	
  and/or	
  
would	
  have	
  the	
  required	
  level	
  of	
  competency	
  to	
  undertake	
  Lead	
  Agency	
  status	
  of	
  
such	
  a	
  magnitude.	
  
	
  
As	
  to	
  the	
  Village	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  Joel’s	
  record	
  of	
  transparency	
  and	
  public	
  visibility,	
  these	
  
have	
  been	
  outlined	
  in	
  prior	
  correspondence	
  and	
  have	
  not	
  operated	
  in	
  a	
  manner	
  
compliant	
  with	
  the	
  guidance	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  Open	
  Meetings	
  Law.	
  	
  
	
  
Issue	
  III:	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  legal	
  track	
  record.	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  appears	
  to	
  operate	
  in	
  a	
  manner	
  
that	
  is	
  “beyond	
  reproach”	
  when	
  it	
  comes	
  to	
  all	
  matters	
  legal,	
  including	
  action	
  
brought	
  against	
  it	
  for	
  the	
  following:	
  
	
  

• Segregation	
  of	
  a	
  Public	
  Park,	
  funded	
  by	
  taxpayer	
  dollars,	
  in	
  violation	
  of	
  civil	
  
rights	
  and	
  church/state	
  separation	
  laws.	
  (Recently	
  settled	
  conditionally).	
  

• Action	
  taken	
  by	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  against	
  the	
  neighboring	
  Town/Village	
  of	
  
Woodbury	
  with	
  regard	
  to	
  Woodbury’s	
  zoning	
  regulations.	
  	
  (Matter	
  still	
  in	
  
litigation).	
  

• Various	
  DEP	
  actions	
  cited	
  against	
  Kiryas	
  Joel.	
  (Please	
  reference	
  the	
  April	
  4	
  
correspondence	
  from	
  Zarin	
  &	
  Steinmetz	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  United	
  Monroe	
  for	
  
details	
  on	
  the	
  appellate	
  court	
  rulings	
  and	
  actions	
  that	
  remain	
  unresolved	
  
subsequent	
  to	
  those	
  rulings)	
  

• Catskills	
  Aqueduct	
  Pipeline.	
  (ibid)	
  
	
  
To	
  name	
  a	
  few.	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  has	
  also	
  been	
  involved	
  in	
  actions	
  before	
  this	
  commission,	
  
and	
  I	
  urge	
  the	
  Commission	
  to	
  review	
  this	
  carefully	
  in	
  considering	
  their	
  own	
  
competency	
  for	
  making	
  a	
  decision	
  that	
  is	
  in	
  the	
  best	
  interest	
  of	
  its	
  neighbors.	
  In	
  
cases	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  Catskills	
  Pipeline	
  project,	
  those	
  decisions	
  were	
  not	
  in	
  the	
  interest	
  
of	
  neighboring	
  communities	
  and	
  had	
  proven	
  disruptive.	
  Kiryas	
  Joel’s	
  track	
  record	
  is	
  



to	
  decide	
  only	
  in	
  its	
  own	
  self-­‐interest,	
  irrespective	
  of	
  the	
  consequences	
  to	
  its	
  
neighbors.	
  
	
  
Issue	
  IV:	
  Local/Regional/State/Multi-­‐state	
  impact.	
  
	
  
This	
  deserves	
  special	
  consideration.	
  There	
  are	
  several	
  impacts	
  that	
  have	
  been	
  raised	
  
but	
  merit	
  concern:	
  
	
  

I. Means	
  to	
  self-­‐support.	
  As	
  has	
  been	
  previously	
  documented,	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  is	
  
the	
  largest	
  recipient	
  of	
  social	
  services	
  in	
  Orange	
  County.	
  It	
  also	
  holds	
  the	
  
title	
  of	
  “Poorest	
  City	
  in	
  America”1	
  In	
  fact,	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  receives	
  more	
  public	
  
aid	
  (in	
  forms	
  such	
  as	
  food	
  stamps,	
  health	
  care,	
  et	
  al)	
  than	
  all	
  other	
  
municipalities	
  in	
  Orange	
  County	
  combined.	
  70%	
  of	
  the	
  residency	
  of	
  the	
  
Village	
  lives	
  below	
  the	
  poverty	
  line.	
  Expanding	
  this	
  is	
  no	
  small	
  
consideration,	
  and	
  potentially	
  has	
  an	
  impact	
  to	
  swell	
  the	
  demand	
  for	
  
social	
  services	
  at	
  a	
  pace	
  that	
  neither	
  the	
  county	
  nor	
  state	
  are	
  in	
  the	
  fiscal	
  
position	
  can	
  support.	
  Based	
  on	
  Orange	
  County’s	
  own	
  budget	
  projections,	
  
there	
  is	
  a	
  potential	
  deficit	
  of	
  $10,000,000	
  in	
  the	
  upcoming	
  budget	
  year.	
  
Given	
  the	
  state-­‐mandated	
  property	
  tax	
  cap,	
  that	
  revenue	
  will	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  
otherwise	
  developed.	
  	
  

II. Traffic	
  Impact.	
  The	
  roads	
  surrounding	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  are	
  at	
  or	
  nearing	
  
capacity	
  with	
  thorofares	
  entering	
  and	
  leaving	
  the	
  village	
  limited	
  to	
  one-­‐
directional	
  travel	
  lane	
  and	
  limited	
  traffic	
  flow	
  metering	
  (signals).	
  Based	
  
on	
  the	
  development	
  plans	
  being	
  discussed,	
  the	
  addition	
  of	
  more	
  multi-­‐
story/multi-­‐family	
  housing	
  to	
  an	
  area	
  that	
  is	
  currently	
  zoned	
  as	
  “Rural-­‐
Residential”	
  has	
  the	
  potential	
  to	
  increase	
  population	
  density	
  by	
  200%	
  or	
  
more	
  at	
  full	
  build	
  out.	
  That	
  will	
  increase	
  traffic,	
  congestion,	
  and	
  pressure	
  
on	
  the	
  artery	
  system	
  in	
  the	
  Monroe/Woodbury/Blooming	
  Grove	
  corridor.	
  
This	
  will	
  also	
  have	
  a	
  marked	
  impact	
  on	
  air	
  quality.	
  

III. Water/Waste	
  Treatment/Environmental.	
  The	
  current	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  waste	
  
treatment	
  operation	
  is	
  not	
  in	
  compliance	
  with	
  the	
  State	
  Pollutant	
  
Discharge	
  Elimination	
  System	
  based	
  on	
  your	
  Commission’s	
  observations	
  
recorded	
  in	
  a	
  May	
  16,	
  2013	
  letter	
  to	
  Kiryas	
  Joel’s	
  mayor	
  and	
  trustees.	
  
Couple	
  this	
  with	
  the	
  current	
  state	
  of	
  capacity	
  of	
  the	
  Harriman	
  Waste	
  
Treatment	
  facility	
  and	
  the	
  additional	
  demands	
  of	
  an	
  increasing	
  
population.	
  These	
  factors	
  alone	
  will	
  push	
  the	
  current	
  infrastructure	
  past	
  
capacity,	
  and	
  the	
  untreated	
  effluent	
  seepage	
  into	
  the	
  Ramapo	
  Watershed	
  
will	
  have	
  a	
  serious	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  region	
  downstream	
  into	
  both	
  Rockland	
  
County	
  and	
  Bergen	
  County,	
  New	
  Jersey,	
  making	
  this	
  impact	
  one	
  of	
  
multiple	
  state	
  involvement.	
  Any	
  decisions	
  made	
  should	
  consider	
  the	
  input	
  
of	
  the	
  New	
  Jersey	
  Department	
  of	
  Environmental	
  Protection.	
  Based	
  on	
  
Kiryas	
  Joel’s	
  serial	
  record	
  of	
  non-­‐compliance,	
  transparency	
  from	
  the	
  
village	
  to	
  multiple	
  jurisdictions	
  potentially	
  impacted	
  is	
  unlikely.	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  NY	
  Times	
  4/21/2011,	
  http://www.nytimes.com/2011/04/21/nyregion/kiryas-­‐joel-­‐a-­‐village-­‐with-­‐the-­‐
numbers-­‐not-­‐the-­‐image-­‐of-­‐the-­‐poorest-­‐place.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0	
  



IV. School	
  District.	
  There	
  are	
  concerns	
  that	
  the	
  current	
  Monroe-­‐Woodbury	
  
school	
  district	
  (MWSD)	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  annexed	
  land	
  is	
  located	
  would	
  not	
  be	
  
able	
  to	
  handle	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  this	
  quantity	
  of	
  additional	
  students,	
  
warranting	
  either	
  the	
  removal	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  annexed	
  land	
  from	
  MWSD,	
  
but	
  also	
  the	
  increased	
  subsidy	
  to	
  the	
  current	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  school	
  district	
  
where	
  their	
  special-­‐needs	
  children	
  are	
  currently	
  enrolled.	
  	
  Since	
  most	
  
residents	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  enroll	
  their	
  children	
  in	
  private	
  Yeshiva,	
  they	
  likely	
  
would	
  not	
  utilize	
  MWSD’s	
  services	
  (and	
  should	
  therefore	
  be	
  part	
  of	
  their	
  
separate	
  district),	
  or	
  the	
  populated	
  presence	
  in	
  MWSD’s	
  district	
  would	
  
not	
  necessarily	
  have	
  the	
  best	
  interest	
  of	
  the	
  neighboring	
  district’s	
  parents	
  
and	
  children	
  at	
  heart.	
  Whichever	
  the	
  case,	
  this	
  creates	
  a	
  serious	
  impact.	
  

V. Neighboring	
  municipality	
  impact.	
  Orange	
  County	
  has	
  a	
  uniquely	
  rural	
  
character	
  at	
  its	
  heart.	
  The	
  surrounding	
  communities	
  have	
  come	
  to	
  cherish	
  
the	
  open	
  space,	
  lack	
  of	
  suburban/urban	
  sprawl,	
  and	
  the	
  surrounding	
  
natural	
  environment,	
  all	
  of	
  which	
  form	
  reasons	
  that	
  I	
  and	
  others	
  have	
  
chosen	
  to	
  locate	
  our	
  families	
  here.	
  The	
  introduction	
  of	
  a	
  densely	
  
populated	
  urban	
  area	
  into	
  the	
  environment	
  doesn’t	
  fit	
  with	
  the	
  
surroundings,	
  and	
  infringes	
  on	
  the	
  lifestyle	
  cherished	
  by	
  the	
  neighboring	
  
communities.	
  While	
  we	
  appreciate	
  the	
  unique	
  way	
  of	
  life	
  of	
  the	
  Satmar	
  
Hasidim,	
  the	
  principle	
  of	
  “being	
  a	
  good	
  neighbor”	
  does	
  not	
  seem	
  to	
  be	
  
mutually	
  shared.	
  

	
  
These	
  are	
  several	
  of	
  the	
  impacts	
  at	
  a	
  broader	
  level.	
  	
  In	
  short,	
  creating	
  a	
  high-­‐density,	
  
sub-­‐poverty-­‐level	
  community	
  in	
  this	
  area	
  is	
  not	
  an	
  impact	
  that	
  the	
  region	
  can	
  afford	
  
as	
  a	
  decision.	
  However,	
  we	
  have	
  little	
  confidence	
  that	
  either	
  candidate	
  for	
  lead	
  
agency	
  can	
  consider	
  that	
  in	
  the	
  SEQR	
  process.	
  
	
  
Issue	
  V:	
  	
  Investigative	
  power.	
  As	
  has	
  been	
  stated	
  before,	
  neither	
  entity	
  has	
  
demonstrated	
  their	
  ability	
  to	
  operate	
  in	
  a	
  fair,	
  unbiased,	
  and	
  transparent	
  manner	
  
with	
  consideration	
  for	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  factors	
  in	
  such	
  a	
  complex	
  decision.	
  The	
  Town	
  of	
  
Monroe	
  for	
  its	
  behavior,	
  including	
  the	
  role	
  complicit	
  with	
  the	
  Orange	
  Board	
  of	
  
Elections	
  to	
  deny	
  the	
  voters	
  of	
  non-­‐Kiryas	
  Joel	
  Monroe	
  due	
  representation;	
  the	
  
Village	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  for	
  their	
  serial	
  disregard	
  for	
  any	
  law	
  with	
  which	
  they	
  do	
  not	
  
wish	
  to	
  comply	
  and	
  their	
  own	
  lack	
  of	
  transparency.	
  
	
  
Neither	
  bodes	
  well	
  for	
  a	
  well-­‐structured	
  and	
  complete	
  SEQR	
  process,	
  and	
  your	
  own	
  
Commission	
  has	
  a	
  well-­‐documented	
  history	
  with	
  the	
  compliance	
  issues	
  of	
  Kiryas	
  
Joel	
  to	
  even	
  basic	
  mandates.	
  
	
  
Issue	
  VI:	
  Conclusion	
  that	
  considers	
  impact.	
  As	
  set	
  forth	
  in	
  the	
  assertions	
  identified	
  in	
  
Issue	
  IV,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  track	
  record	
  of	
  both	
  entities	
  outlined	
  in	
  the	
  previous	
  
passages,	
  I	
  have	
  little	
  confidence	
  that	
  either	
  entity	
  could	
  render	
  a	
  decision	
  that	
  is	
  
impartial	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  following	
  grounds:	
  
	
  

A. The	
  current	
  Town	
  Board	
  of	
  Monroe	
  was	
  elected	
  entirely	
  by	
  a	
  bloc	
  vote	
  from	
  
Kiryas	
  Joel.	
  In	
  fact,	
  the	
  candidates	
  prevailing	
  made	
  no	
  attempt	
  at	
  outreach	
  to	
  



the	
  remainder	
  of	
  residents	
  in	
  the	
  Town	
  of	
  Monroe,	
  and	
  agreed	
  under	
  duress	
  
to	
  only	
  one	
  Webcast	
  debate.	
  It	
  is	
  safe	
  to	
  say	
  that	
  the	
  Town	
  Board	
  is	
  acting	
  
purely	
  in	
  the	
  interest	
  of	
  the	
  constituency	
  that	
  elected	
  it,	
  this	
  being	
  the	
  voters	
  
of	
  Kiryas	
  Joel.	
  

B. Kiryas	
  Joel’s	
  own	
  record	
  is	
  purely	
  one	
  of	
  self-­‐interest,	
  regardless	
  of	
  that	
  
impact	
  to	
  the	
  town	
  or	
  its	
  neighbors.	
  While	
  it	
  has	
  the	
  right	
  to	
  make	
  its	
  own	
  
decisions,	
  it	
  does	
  so	
  with	
  relative	
  impunity	
  and	
  relies	
  on	
  the	
  taxpayers	
  of	
  the	
  
county	
  and	
  state	
  to	
  fund	
  those	
  decisions.	
  Case-­‐in-­‐point	
  in	
  Issue	
  IV-­‐I,	
  the	
  
amount	
  it	
  receives	
  in	
  social	
  service	
  funding	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  rest	
  of	
  the	
  
county	
  is	
  higher	
  both	
  in	
  number	
  (by	
  several	
  hundred	
  as	
  of	
  2010,	
  the	
  last	
  year	
  
numbers	
  were	
  available),	
  and	
  by	
  percentage	
  of	
  residents	
  (70%	
  versus	
  jut	
  
10%	
  county-­‐wide).	
  	
  

C. It	
  should	
  be	
  assumed	
  from	
  A	
  &	
  B	
  that	
  the	
  two	
  entities	
  will	
  act	
  with	
  benefit	
  to	
  
one	
  another,	
  since	
  it	
  is	
  in	
  the	
  interest	
  of	
  the	
  Town	
  of	
  Monroe	
  leadership	
  to	
  
both	
  expand	
  its	
  supporting	
  population	
  and	
  court	
  that	
  constituency.	
  

	
  
Summary:	
  In	
  closure,	
  I’d	
  like	
  to	
  thank	
  the	
  Commission	
  for	
  its	
  consideration	
  of	
  these	
  
points,	
  and	
  hope	
  that	
  it	
  understands	
  the	
  concerns	
  raised	
  by	
  this	
  document	
  on	
  behalf	
  
of	
  a	
  community	
  that	
  lacks	
  the	
  appropriate	
  representation.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  our	
  hope	
  that	
  the	
  
Commission	
  carefully	
  reviews	
  the	
  information	
  before	
  it	
  and	
  renders	
  a	
  decision	
  to	
  
consider	
  alternative	
  representation	
  to	
  the	
  two	
  parties	
  normally	
  favored,	
  or	
  assumes	
  
the	
  role	
  of	
  Lead	
  Agency	
  on	
  its	
  own	
  in	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  a	
  clear,	
  unbiased,	
  and	
  
competency	
  party	
  to	
  fill	
  that	
  role.	
  
	
  
As	
  to	
  the	
  other	
  concerns	
  raised	
  in	
  this	
  document	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  allegations	
  of	
  abuse	
  
and	
  fraud,	
  it	
  is	
  my	
  personal	
  intent	
  to	
  raise	
  these	
  to	
  the	
  appropriate	
  authorities	
  for	
  an	
  
objective	
  and	
  thorough	
  investigation.	
  	
  
	
  
Over	
  6,000	
  people	
  in	
  the	
  Town	
  of	
  Monroe	
  turned	
  out	
  to	
  vote	
  because	
  they	
  are	
  
concerned	
  about	
  their	
  community	
  and	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  Town’s	
  actions.	
  We	
  care	
  
about	
  our	
  town	
  and	
  hope	
  that	
  the	
  DEC	
  shares	
  the	
  same	
  concern	
  for	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  
their	
  decision	
  by	
  carefully	
  weighing	
  the	
  evidence.	
  I	
  represent	
  only	
  myself,	
  but	
  I	
  
speak	
  for	
  many	
  more	
  who	
  have	
  marched,	
  protested,	
  raised	
  awareness,	
  and	
  sat	
  
through	
  Town	
  Board	
  meetings	
  in	
  which	
  they	
  were	
  abused	
  and	
  ridiculed	
  because	
  
they	
  also	
  care.	
  
	
  
I	
  urge	
  the	
  commission	
  to	
  select	
  another	
  lead	
  agency	
  as	
  within	
  its	
  power.	
  
	
  
Respectfully	
  submitted,	
  
	
  
	
  
Donald	
  Andrew	
  Buck	
  
	
  
Attachments:	
  
Statement:	
  Allegro	
  FOIL	
  requests	
  to	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  
EPA	
  Compliance	
  Order	
  to	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  



Zarin	
  &	
  Steinmetz	
  Letter	
  to	
  DEC	
  
SPDES	
  Order	
  to	
  Kiryas	
  Joel	
  
	
   	
  



	
  
Attachment	
  A:	
  John	
  Allegro	
  Statement	
  on	
  Monroe	
  Town	
  Board	
  Meeting,	
  April	
  7,	
  
2014	
  (Printed	
  in	
  The	
  Photo	
  News,	
  used	
  here	
  with	
  credit	
  to	
  Strauss	
  Newspapers,	
  all	
  
rights	
  reserved)	
  
	
  
To the Editor: 
If there is any question why the last Monroe Town Board meeting broke into 
spontaneous protest during the public comment session, allow me to offer a very simple 
answer. Supervisor Harley Doles stopped the meeting. 
Mr. Doles is an expert at stopping meetings. Every time somebody says something he 
doesn't like, he stops his meeting and makes us wait, hoping that we will go away. 
The way Mr. Doles acts at meetings says a lot about what he thinks of us, and what he 
wants us to do. He thinks that we shouldn't be heard. He wants us to stop. He wants us 
to go away. 
There is a proposed annexation of 507 acres from Monroe into Kiryas Joel. The people 
voice valid concerns about the environmental, social, and economic impacts of such an 
action during Town meetings. Here’s how the Supervisor responds: 
• Mr. Doles limits public comment only to “agenda driven” topics. He doesn't want us to 
be heard. 

• The Supervisor drags Town meetings long into the night, reading reports word-for-
word. He wants us to go away. 
• Supervisor Doles writes letters to New York State officials, asking them to step in and 
“oversee” the annexation process. He does this because he wants us to think that it’s 
really not up to him and his board to vote “No” on this annexation. He wants us to stop. 
• In a News 12 interview on Tuesday, Mr. Doles said that we should “step down and let 
the (annexation process) unfold the way it is supposed to.” Again, he wants us to go 
away. 
Mr. Doles and his board show us at every meeting that they do not represent all of the 
people of Monroe. They abuse the power of elected office to control our speech and 
intimidate us. They manipulate information about the annexation to make us think that it 
will have little or no effect on our community. We aren't buying it. Our voices will not be 
shut down by this board’s antics. We will not go away. 
Mr. Doles clearly created the atmosphere that led to the interruption of Monday night’s 
meeting. He must stop this. The people are fed up with his continued efforts to silence 
and control us. It’s on Mr. Doles to do his part by allowing us a fair voice in our Town 
government if he wishes to remain in office. 
John Allegro   
Chairman, United Monroe Anti-Annexation Committee	
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