The minutes of the Village of Haverstraw Planning Board held on Monday March 8, 2021 at 7:00 PM.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

CHAIRMAN: This is the regularly scheduled meeting from the Planning Board of the Village of
Haverstraw. Will the Secretary please call the roll?

ROLL CALL
Joseph Natale (Chair) - Present -
Diogenes Dominguez - Present
Danny Scaffidi - Absent
Edwin Molina - Present
Joseph Coe - Present
Perry Masiello - Present
Dennis Michaels - Present
Eve Mancuso - Present
Ruben Berrios - Present
Alyssa Findley- Present

CHAIRMAN: 15A New Main Street, Noel Lopez.
MR. LOPEZ: Noel Lopez. I'm here to ask you guys for a permit.

MR. BERRIOS: What it is, is that he is located right here on New Main Street and he's looking to
relocate to Broadway.

CHAIRMAN: This says 15A New Main Street.

MR. LOPEZ: That's where we at now, 15A New Main Street

CHAIRMAN: It doesn't say on here. Where does he want to go?

MR. BERRIOS: He wants to go over to that building where the International is on Broadway.
MR. LOPEZ: [ believe it is 36 Broadway, the International. I think that's the address.
CHAIRMAN: You mean the one that takes the whole block?

MR. BERRIOS: Inside the actual International they have a couple of little kind of small stores, and
somebody moved out and he wants to go in there. The only thing is the person who owns that is in the
process of getting a site plan done, a layout, because he has to come back here also when it is approved.

CHAIRMAN: If we say yes, we're putting the cart before the horse, right.

MR. LOPEZ: Excuseme. Ispoke to him about five days ago and he told me he already took care of it.
He took care of it already.

MR. BERRIOS: No, he hasn't.
MR. LOPEZ: He hasn't brought it in?



MR. BERRIOS: It's not bringing it in. Like I told you and I told him, you need to come here and get it
approved. You are coming for an approval without the stores being approved.

CHAIRMAN: You're putting the cart before the horse here.

MR. LOPEZ: Ifigured the store is already there. It just needed to be empty.
CHAIRMAN: We have to go by the Building Inspector.

MS. MANCUSQO: The unit that he wants to move into has not been approved yet?

MR. BERRIOS: Not approved, correct. This has been going on for a while. The owner came in and he
is in the process of getting a floor plan layout, rather for the store -- need to talk to him.

MR. LOPEZ: No, I talked to him too and he told me there were stores there before. [ mean there are
stores there now.

MR. BERRIOS: There are stores there but, like I told you, they're there illegally. They're not legal.
MR. LOPEZ: Okay, so there's nothing we can do until he brings those in?
MR. BERRIOS: It has to get approved first. I told him and I told you --

MR.LOPEZ: No,no. Like I said, I spoke to him and he said he would take care of it. I told him I
needed it to be here today, on the 8th. He told me he took care of it. So I guess I'll call him and mention it
to him,

MR. BERRIOS: He needs to come as well. That's why I told you to talk to him, Have him come in and
we'll look at it and then give you your date.

MR. LLOPEZ: All right.

MR. BERRIOS: But he needs to get that approved before we can move forward to approve anything else.
MR. LOPEZ: Allright. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN: Next on the agenda, Admiral's Cove.

MR. MANIGLIA: We are grateful that we have this letter from your Engineer. What I'm referring to is
this letter that your Engineer sent me, which has 19 issues on it related to the plan, that you recommended
last week. Some of them are stapled and some of them we need to clarify, but not all of them. Some of
them are just, you know, statements of fact. If anyone wants to discuss where we are in the process right
now, we would be happy to discuss that, and we could have Zack run through the site plan, the one that
was delivered last week.

MS. MANCUSO: Just to clarify, are you going to present the last revised, 3-4? 1have different dates
there are a lot of different dates floating around.

MR. SZABO: This is the most up to date plan, 3-4.

MS. MANCUSO: It looks like a different date hold on. The last one that I asked you to go through was
reviewed for 3/24 -- no, it couldn't be -- 2/25.  Okay, 50 it was a different plan. So that would be one and
now I'm looking at site plan C-101.  What I looked at and wrote the review letter for is again different



than what we have. MR. MANIGLIA: It was actually a response to some of the Board Trustee's
comments,

CHAIRMAN: Ihave C-101, revision four, 10/27, and then we have revision seven on 10/21.
MR. MANIGLIA: Correct.
MS. MANCUSOQ:  So these are the very latest as of today?

MR. MANIGLIA: As of last Monday when we presented before the Village Board.
MR. MANIGLIA: Eut that night it was their comments that lead to this.
MS. MANCUSO: That developed C101?

MR. MANIGLIA: Correct.

CHAIRMAN: So the Village hasn't seen this?

MR. MANIGLIA: I don't think they've seen it, but it was their changes that we made for that, at their
request.

MS. MANCUSO: So what is your change?

MR. SZABO: From the last time that we were here, which was I believe the beginning of January, as we
see from the plan, there are some substantial changes. One that is pretty evident would be the roundabout
not being there anymore. We did a study on that roundabout area. The way trucks moved from the
moving company would affect this roundabout. It would just be a very large pavement area and there
wouldn't be any green space, and I believe there's like a six foot radius area that would have green space,
and we deemed it not feasible to that area. So we included an entrance from the ferry lot to that
intersection,

MS. MANCUSO: You are referring to the moving company?
MR. SZABO: Yes.

MS. MANCUSO: Are you referring to the Slattery Moving Company that is located at that intersection?
MR. SZABO: Correct.
MS. MANCUSO: The easement of their large moving trucks in and out of the site?

MR. SZABO: In addition to that we have also removed some parking spaces on the north, in this mud
flat area to decrease our area of disturbance within the Hudson. Some additional changes would be that we
actually moved the buildings farther apart. Iknow one of the comments of the Board last time we were
here was the pedestrian accessibility to the buildings. So we widened that and made it

more of a courtyard feel, so that it is more walkable in that area.

As you can see up at the northeast corner here, we no longer have the restaurant. This is going to be
reserved for more of a special event area with a tent.

MR. MANIGLIA:  So that was one of your questions in your letter, what would happen there. It would
be like a special event area with possibly a pergola or some kind of structure. That hasn't been determined
yet, but it would be over there. It could be an offshoot from the restaurant, meaning some activities
outside during the good weather.



MS. MANCUSO: Do you foresee that tent area being a place that could be leased by residents or the
restaurant or how do you envision that?

MR. MANIGLIA: It could be used by anybody through the restaurant.

MS. MANCUSO: So it would be attached to the restaurant use?

MR. MANIGLIA: Yes. Idon'tthink that's fully been determined at this point.
MS. MANCUSQ: 1 didn't know if it would be under Village control --

MR. MANIGLIA: No, it won't be under Village control.

MS. MANCUSO: Or GDC control or restaurant control?

MR. MANIGLIA: Generally GDC.

MR. SZABO: Although we have that event area to the northeast corner now that we moved the
restaurant, the restaurant is going to be where the existing marina is currently, and the marina will be
moved farther west. Similarly to our last plan we still have this pedestrian bridge coming across, but it
doesn't affect the Hudson River as much.

MS. MANCUSO: Doesn't affect the what?
MR. SZABO: Hudson River.

MS, MANCUSO: Thank you.

MR. SZABO: We also are proposing a realignment of Riverside Drive with a sidewalk, and it seems like
the retaining wall here is going into the right of way, but we're going to utilize the existing retaining wall
that is there and it does come out into the right of way just a little bit, but we are also proposing a new wall
along Riverside Avenue with a green space buffer between the pool area and the sidewalk. There aren't
many more changes that were made, just some like the barbecue patio deck that was added. I know
another concern of the Board was the 10 foot promenade and we made sure that it was 10 feet all the way
around.

MS. MANCUSO: Would you like to point out your new cantilever concrete observation structure?

MR. SZABO: Yes, so along this corner here it gets pretty tight with the main high water mark, so we
were not actually disturbing into the water there, and we have this cantilever observation deck. It's not
permanent as of yet. I believe there are some changes being made to it, but also another question from the
Board the last time we were here was some kind of recreational fishing area, and if you look a little bit to
the north of that there's a recreation dock.

MR. MANIGLIA: That would be open to the public.



MR. DOMINGUEZ: So that recreation area is going to have some activity for the kids, you know, to play,
a playground or something included in there?

MR. MANIGLIA: It's undetermined at this point, but the entire site, other than the restaurant even the
point where the pergola will be, if nobody reserves it through the restaurant, then anybody can go there,
anybody, you know, it's within the public realm.

CHAIRMAN: This.proposed recreational area for the public, are we going to mark parking down there,
because parking is at a premium, and parking is for the tenants, so -- that's the new problem for you guys,
unless you have designated a couple of spots.

MR. MANIGLIA: I think the idea would be, first of all, it would be generally on the weekends when the
ferry is not running and people would park in the ferry spots.

CHAIRMAN: There would be some signage there, I would hope. If they can park on the dock, they'll
park on the dock.

MR. MANIGLIA: By the way, I would like to get this on the record. We are as concerned about the
return of the ferry service as everybody else. It hasn't been running since March of last year. The deficit
in the MTA right now I think is 16 million dollars for the next four years. Those are Eve's numbers. [
have spoken to the County Executive and he has had it reported from his Commissioner on MTA, Frank
Borelli, who you guys probably know, and he can't swear that that service is going to continue, and I'm very
‘concerned that I've set up another meeting with the Town Executive to discuss you know, we're willing to
put a lobbyist in play here to lobby Schumer directly, like we did for the bridge overpass. We do want to
save this service at all cost, and I just don't know where it's leading to right now.

MR. MASIELLO: The City of Yonkers is also tied in.

MR. MANIGLIA: I believe Yonkers no longer has a ferry service.

MR. MASIELLO: They were thinking of trying to start it up again.

MR. MANIGLIA: They're going to try to, yeah, restore it. The problem with that is -- and they had it for
a while -- the problem is it won't work -- we have that, there's a train right there. It would be as if you had
the ferry in Tarrytown or something,. We don't have the train to take you there. Here the ferry is a
necessity because it is by motor. It takes you to the train and that's the one that gets you down, but the ride
by ferry from Yonkers and by the train is almost the same thing, except that it's on the west side. It takes
you down to the west side of the county, but it didn't work the last time. They tried it.

MR. COE: Are you also engaged in our State Delegation, Assembly and Senate?

MR. MANIGLIA: Yes. I've talked to the Mayor about that and we're going to, you know, go to Senator
Skoufis, who is there, and of course Ken Zebrowski as well, yeah. But you know, I tell you, I'm more
concerned, where that's important, ['m more concerned with how much two state officials can effectuate
change at the MTA, which they do have some persuasion, but the more important thing is funding that is
coming from the Federal Government, not from the State Government, and perhaps through the State, but
we really have to go to the source here, and I think it's Schumer, as the new Majority Leader.

MR. COE: Yes, and I would imagine that they have connections to that office as well.
MR, MANIGLIA: Our delegation.

MR. COE: Without a doubt.



MR. MANIGLIA: I'm not saying that they're unimportant. The most important thing is to get going to
preserve it through the MTA Board or at least make some noise that they know we're here and we're not
Just going to lay down and then work with the MTA

MR. COE: Because Frank is a great guy, and I know him, but he's not a Haverstraw guy and it might not
really be something that is on the top of his mind to advocate for.

MR. MANIGLIA: I get that, but unfortunately the County Executive is a Haverstraw guy who lives down
there too, and he knows the importance of this, so I think that's the right direction, but I'm willing to look in
any direction to preserve this. This has been in existence, and Joe would remember that, and I'm pointing
to the Chairman, he would remember that it was September 14th, 2000 when it began.

MR. COE: I use that ferry a lot.
CHAIRMAN: Eve, do you want some time to respond?

MS. MANCUSO: Well I can go through the comments. I think they touched on most of them. Let's see
if there's anything else we can discuss. We talked about the roundabout and the elimination of 1conflict with
the movement for the moving company that is existing there. The parking lot on the west side of
Riverside, this plan doesn't show it, but on the plan I reviewed now it says future parking lot. I thought that
was intended as a temporary parking lot during construction, so have the Mayor and Trustees decided that it
should remain?

MR. MANIGLIA: I think that was if we needed more parking for the ferry that it would be across the
street.

MS. MANCUSO: It was intended to be temporary, but perhaps will remain permanent.
MR. MANIGLIA: We're paying the Village for that?

MS. MANCUSO: That's Village property, correct.

MR. MANIGLIA: We're paying them a monthly payment.

MS. MANCUSO: Rent. Number three, the travel way along Riverside, but if more detail is needed, we
will get to that point. Number four is regarding the same thing. Number five, the pedestrian bridge that we
just described was realigned because of DOT concerns and the pedestrian bridge now spans over the low
lying grass. They don't always have water in that area depending on the tidal influence. The question is
now on either end of the bridge what is intended for that purpose. As you come off of West Street there is
a nice grassy lawn there,

CHAIRMAN: There was a wedding down there, right?

MS. MANCUSO: Well for now. That's a staging area for now, but ultimately what is your plan for that
area? We would like to know what you are going to do there, along West Street, we've discussed that and
oh, it's a little bit different. Now I see the sidewalk is continuing further north. There was discussion
regarding the ownership of those parking areas along West Street, whether in fact they were in the right of
way of West Street or if they were on a subject property with riparian rights to the marina, so have you guys
figured that out, because I see the sidewalk comes way up here now?

MR. MANIGLIA: TI'll get back to you on that.

MS. MANCUSO: Number seven is regarding the limits of workmanship, as was noted, and that opened up
the main aisle



between the cluster of buildings, which I thought was a benefit for air and light and pedestrian activity, so
that's great. On the other plan there was some label about pergolas and canopies. What is that all about?
In between the buildings on the previous plan, GBC-1, I have labels here that say pergola and canopy with
different designations, but I didn't know what that meant -- so that is an architectural feature that looks like
it disappeared, but we're not quite sure. Number nine we just talked about the ferry and the reduction of
spaces, so that's for further investigation.

MR. MANIGLIA: Well, what do you need for further investigation?

MS. MANCUSO: Well, you have to work out your agreement with Metro-North to deliver a certain
number of spaces.

MR. MANIGLIA: We've been in touch with Metro North and they want a narrative to go with the plan
before they meet with us, so we're developing that and we expect it within 10 days.

MS. MANCUSO: So there was an agreement to provide a certain number of parking stalls to Metro-
North, so if they change the agreement that has to be confirmed prior to us reducing it. That is for you to
work out.

MR. MANIGLIA: Right.

MS. MANCUSO: Because if they don't agree to it, you have to come back and provide more stalls.

As was noted, the marina structure shifted west. The restaurant is now where the marina was, so [ was
questioning how do you anticipate monitoring access to the dock? Is it going to be a controlled access?
Will the restaurant provide daily slips for people who want to come to the restaurant?

MR. MANIGLIA: There may be a few.

MS. MANCUSO: That may be a nice feature.
MR. MANIGLIA: For day trips?

MS. MANCUSO:  For day trips, if anyone has the money to pay for the gas and to go to the restaurant with
their boat. We talked about the special activities and who is going to control that space. [ know the green
space was added by the pool, which is great. You mentioned before maybe a little park would be there for
younger children. I noted that you added the landscaped island at the entrance drive to dress that up a little
bit, so that looks great. With the waterfront promenade there wasn't a dimension on it previously, so it is
up to 10 feet now and it indicates the proposed dock, which is noted as the proposed recreational dock.

MR. MANIGLIA: Right.

MS. MANCUSO: Now there is another one that is up here, that says -- oh, it's not on this plan now. On
the other plan it said proposed dock over here, which I was a little confused about.

MR. MANIGLIA: Is that by the south side?
MS. MANCUSO: That was up here where the ferry landing is.
MR. MANIGLIA: Well, that is it.



MS. MANCUSOQ: That's what I mean. I didn't know if you were going to expand that or not.
MR. MANIGLIA: No.

MS. MANCUSO: That's consistent?

MR. MANIGLIA: Yes. We have no control over that.

MS. MANCUSO: Yes, I was a little confused on that. So that is the existing dock to remain and the
proposed dock is down here.

MR. MANIGLIA: This dock already has pilings in there. We removed it because there was no control
over it at the time. There was nobody managing the site and we didn't want it to be an attractive nuisance
where kids could play. As a matter of fact, during the fireworks -- T'l] just say this -- during the fireworks
every 4th of July people were on that, and we don't want that,

MS. MANCUSO: So that is going to be reconstructed and be controlled?
MR. MANIGLIA: Yes.

MS. MANCUSO: The last comment is number 19, the emergency access still looks very awkward. So I
wasn't sure why you couldn't design an access into the eastern aisle, because when I looked at your
proposed grading it seemed to work for me, but maybe there's more to it that I'm not seeing because you
have more details than I do.

- MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: The major problem was the entire infrastructure down there, underground
infrastructure and the entire infrastructure is already in place there.

MS. MANCUSO: What's the T-R?

MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: Transformer,

MS. MANCUSO: Oh, the transformer.

MR, DZIEGELEWSKI: Three facilities here.

MS. MANCUSO:  So the transformers are -- okay, so that is exactly where I was thinking, so that explains
some of it.

MR. SZABO: It would be a lot steeper in that location as well. It would be going from 10% and I believe
it would be a four foot grade difference.

MS. MANCUSO: Yes, it was seven to probably eleven.

MR. SZABO: So it would be around 10 percent in that area and we're trying to keep it as, you know
gradual as possible. In that location that we have it currently, it is really only at five percent.

MS. MANCUSO:  Yes, but the crazy maneuvering you have to do coming up that driveway with that
narrowness and sharp turn, and then you're almost like making a sharp turn to the right and then a sharp turn
to the left, and then another sharp turn to the right seems a little difficult as opposed to going straight,
hitting a 10 percent grade and continuing to go straight, but that's something that still has to be evaluated,
because this to me is crazy. It's very awkward for an emergency access. I don't know if the Fire



Department or anybo.dy else has weighed in on it yet. That's all I have for now, but now that I have a new
plan, I'm sure I'll have more comments.

MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: IfI could just expand on that a little bit, because Andy and I spent a lot of time
down here at the HOA. Originally, way back when we did the plan, it was Site A into Admiral's Cove, the
HOA was very concerned about having a secondary means egress in case there was an emergency and the
front entrance gets blocked, this is the only way out. Admiral's Cove already provides the two points of
entry, which is the main entry here and the entry off of Ferry Road, so that's kind of self-contained. The
HOA was also very adamant about having it gated, but then the Village Board didn't really look favorably at
having it gated. They wanted it more open. This is the balance I think we are going to have to try to seek,
because the HOA people clearly didn't want people coming from this project of Admiral's Cove or anybody
for that matter in through this secondary access point. They were concerned that, you know, some from the
apartments would park on this side now, you know, there is already tight parking, so there was a lot of that
going on. They were adamant about having this egress only for their use, and then we opened it up
through the SEQR process and I responded to those comments, but it's really truly only intended to be, you
know, for emergency only. Like I said, the new site already has two access points. It's not only for
egress, it's to get into the complex.

CHAIRMAN: What is that opening? What is the measurement? There's no measurement.
MR. MANIGLIA: Twenty four feet.

MS. MANCUSO: Coming around that short bend seems tight. When I went through to look at it, another
car was coming out and it barely felt like two vehicles could pass because of the sharp bend in the road, and
people aren't really hugging the curb as much as they should. Well, there's a new plan again, and that new
plan is going to go back to the Village Board again?

MR. MANIGLIA: No. That was at the Village Board and the changes that were made here are consistent

MS. MANCUSO: No, but GBC-1 is what we had at the Village Board meeting, C-101 is in response to
the Village Board meeting that they haven't seen yet. GBC-1 is what we had at the meeting. C-101 is
brand new. The Village Board to my knowledge has not seen C-101, but I may be wrong.

MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: The changes that they sent on Thursday were incorporated?
MR. MANIGLIA: Correct.

MS. MANCUSO: The Village Board has not seen it yet, and the Village Board is the body referring it to
us. They have to see it first before they can refer it.

MR. MANIGLIA: They meet next week anyway, don't they?

MS. MANCUSO: Does the Planning Board have any additional comments that maybe you can voice at
this time to help further the plan along? ~Are there certain things you like, certain things you don't like,
certain questions? Do you like the position of the restaurant?

MR. DOMINGUEZ: It will be coming back to us for the restaurant?

MR. MANIGLIA: The restaurant is in the planning. After tonight's meeting and because we did it
consistently with what they said last Monday, I will go a week from today, go back to them, you're still



working on this, this is good, we'll try to pick up some time in gaps here, and we'll come back to the next
meeting.

MS. MANCUSO: So if there are any additional comments you want them to hear now, that they can bring
back to the Village Board that would keep things moving along.

MR. MOLINA: Why did you move the restaurant?

MR. MANIGLIA: Because the Village Board didn't like it. They didn't like where it was.
MR. MOLINA: Twould think you would come up the Ferry and just walk up and you're right there.

MS. MANCUSO: They are talking about a different plan. The Village Board wanted the restaurant out of
the point at the Northeast corner.  The last plan that the Planning Board saw had the restaurant way back
here on West Street.  No one liked that position. The Village Board preferred the point. What was the
reason for not putting it at the point?

MR. MANIGLIA: Because Martin wants an open space there for everyone to use, whether it's a catered
event, if you're allowed to go out there and perhaps put up a tent, so he wanted additional room on the point,
50 he put the restaurant from West Street and put it East of where the marina would be, so it's sort of half
way, but have a water view from the inlet and then obviously expands out to the river, but we want the point
at the Hudson River to be an event space, an outdoor event space.

MR. MASIELLO: It's more across from the Elks?
MR. MANIGLIA: Correct.
MS. MANCUSO:  Yes, if it's way out in the Northeast, you're limited.

MR. MOLINA: You see what I'm saying, logically I would think the attraction would be somebody
coming, commuting from the ferry, stops by, grabs a beer, sits down for an appetizer, or something, the way
you have it now you're going to have to cross through the parking lot.

MR. MANIGLIA:  You know, but you can't have an event space if you flip it with the restaurant. You
can't have an event space right in the middle and not on the point. The only place to have an outdoor event
space is the point, and that's why we flipped them.

CHAIRMAN: Any questions?

MR. MANIGLIA: Would you permit that to go to, the most recent one, to go to the county to start their
clock ticking on the general municipal law review?

MS. MANCUSO: Which one, C-1017
MR. MANIGLIA: The one you have there is 101.

MS. MANCUSO: It seems that GDC-1 has more information on it than C-101.
MR. SZABO: Are we talking about just the look of it?



MS. MANCUSO: The look of it, the amenities, the parking - So this is the layout plan, essentially what is
in the layout plan,

MR. SZABO: Yes, this is the site plan. This is more of a guideline for the GDC plan. This plan here is
more of a guideline for this plan. This is a signed and sealed document. That GDC plan is not signed and
sealed.

MS. MANCUSO: That is just a conceptual type of plan, but that has the parking, you know, it has other
things on it, that's not shown on C-101.

MR. SZABO: Because that parking isn't proposed at this time. That parking is future parking,

MS. MANCUSO: Yes, that disappears this time. It's always been there, but before it was called, I think,
temporary parking or staging area.

MR. DZIEGELEWSKT: It was always to be a parking lot.
MS. MANCUSO: It was always on the plan.
MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: Finished, yes. It'sin the SEQR plans.

MR. MANCUSO: But now that disappears from C-101, so if that doesn't matter -- I mean it seems like
that should be on the plan you submit to the county, but yes, I'll submit my letter to the Village Board just as
well based on this, but it's just that it gets very confusing when there are so many different plans submitted
that are not the same. That's the only concern.

MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: Well the urgency or what transpired is that the Village Board conferred with the
Planning Board I think last December or something, right?

MS. MANCUSO: Yes.

MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: So we were working on the plan and then Martin made some changes and the
Village Board felt that those changes were substantial enough and had to go back in front of them with what
the changes were, so that's why we showed them the this.

MS. MANCUSOQO: You went back to --

MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: They kind of re-referred it even though we already had a referral, so I think it was
just to give the Village Board clarity on what the changes were and then continue this process.

MS. MANCUSO: All right, so C-101 is what you want to proceed with then?
MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: Yes.

MR. MANIGLIA: Yes, and we're going to go back to the Village Board on Monday. The big issues were
clearly the roundabout change and the restaurant change. We also left it to the Village Board as well at the
last meeting, the promenade clearly shows the layout, the perceptual layout here. There is a lot of detail
there, alot. So what we have proposed to the Village Board at the last meeting is when it comes time for



them to grant approval for the project, a conceptual layout for the promenade will be sufficient, however,
we would have to come back with the detailed site plans before constructing -- That includes where the
restaurant will be and where the marina will be. The conception was just to show what is going to be here.

MS. MANCUSO: Even for the marina.

MR. MANIGLIA: We also want to look at that as extension of public building space, tco. They're not
going to be events there all the time. So I think the concept was similar to what was done in Ossining,
where he calls it a theater in the round, right when you get off the ferry terminal there -- and you can use it
to have a bandstand, have events or whatever else you want to do, concerts, restaurant. So in terms of like it
being sole use for the restaurant and then closed for all, that is not going to be the case whatsoever,

CHAIRMAN: The Village Board was on board with this restaurant move, totally?

MR. MANIGLIA: Yes, and we'll go back again, but they understood it much better to the way that it was,
and they understand that the point or what I refer to as the point could be open space for the public, unless it
is reserved.

MR. DZIEGELEWSKI: Greater open space for the promenade area. There are also some construction-
related constraints at that point, You have that overhanging bulkhead thing there that is on piles, so we are
very uncertain of that issue, and then secondly the point happens to be in a flood zone, V-zone, so that
requires that building to be up at 14 instead of 12, which makes it even more difficult for accessibility to the
parking lot, and the restaurant would have to be according to code at 14. So the whole thing got really
messy there. At the marina we're intending to have an access point there, but we also intend on putting
another gangway in.

SPEAKER: [ think my question was what if anything would go to the County Planning now?

MS. MANCUSO: The Village Board has to look at it first. We're not referring it, they are. They are the
lead agent.

MR. MANIGLIA: T asked them that on Monday and they said that Ruben would refer, so I don't know.

MS. MANCUSO: So maybe that's a legal question. So if the Village Board is the lead agency, how can
we refer it?

MR. MICHAELS: Maybe they mean administratively or clerically the Building Department would handle
the processing of it, but the GML report from the County Planning Department should be addressed to the
Village Board of Trustees regarding whatever you're getting there, site plan, special use permit.

MR. MANIGLIA: Site development plan.

MR. MICHAELS: Right now I believe this Board is only advisory and is not subject to GML. Whatever
this Board is doing right now, if it is not advisory, it is not subject to GML review, What the Trustees are
reviewing is, because they can approve a site development plan.

MR. MANIGLIA: We will ask the Board on Monday to refer it directly to the Rockland County Planning
Board, at least to start the ball rolling, which I believe is 30 days.



MS, MANCUSO: But if you are considering, you know, modifications, it is in your interest to put as much
on the plan that you are sure of as possible.

MR. MANIGLIA: You will have six days to do that. The last thing I want to question is regarding the
DPW, the wall behind the salt shed.

MS. MANCUSO: As of a couple of days ago Michael said that you asked us to do the sign for the salt
shed.

MR. MANIGLIA: Yes.

MS. MANCUSQO: Yes, we're working on it.
MR. MANIGLIA: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN: Desimone Properties.

MR. DESIMONE: This is a change in plans for the way the parking lot was from the last set. It showed
an island in the middle, which instead of putting the island we took some parking spots that were against the
fence and just put them where the island was only because of the truck traffic that goes through there and
customers that go into the bagel place and stuff like that. If we put the island there, I think it would just,
you know, cause even more of a problem than what it's worth, I think it will flow better like this.

MR. BERRIOS: The bagel place gets a lot of truck drivers and sometimes they have several trucks up
there, and with the island there it's going to be difficult

CHAIRMAN: This island?

MR. DESIMONE: No, on the other set of plans it was actually an island with two frees in it, so that is the
new set of plans that show the painted island.

CHAIRMAN: Oh, painted, I'm sorry.

MR. DESIMONE: -- which is even better.

CHAIRMAN: This is the amended one.

MR. DESIMONE: But everything else is a decent amount of space.
CHAIRMAN: So are you pretty much up to speed on this part of it, the back?
MR. DESIMONE: Yes. We try to keep it clean and neat, you know.

CHAIRMAN: It looks pretty good, very good as a matter of fact. The storage over here you can't even
see. Eve, any questions?

MS. MANCUSO: Yes, sure. [ did prepare a review letter dated March 3rd. T think you must all have it
in your packet. I went over this latest revision and I noted that number one has to do with the parking



requirements on the plan, but the numbers are rounding down instead of up, which is usually not the case,
so what Engineering calculated is actually a little bit low. Number two is indicating the fenced area on the
south side. We had asked what that area would be used for, so now it is labeled. Number three is
regarding the areas to store client vehicles that await repair, and again those are either going to be in the
structure or within the fenced areas, and the primary concern was just as you stated, Mr. Chairman, the
aesthetics of the site, that when people pass by they don't want to see vehicles parked all over the place. So
what you're doing right now I guess is working because everything is safely secured behind fences and not
visible to people passing by. We did receive notification from the DOT about the stalls in the front, so I'm
not sure if that has been resolved with the DOT. I know those stalls have been existing for some time.

MR. DESIMONE: Which stalls?

MS. MANCUSO: The parking stalls, eight through fifteen. We received a letter from the DOT or maybe
it was the GML. It was the GML noting that you needed DOT approval for those stalls because you are
backing up into the right of way.

CHAIRMAN: Didn't you request it and they didn't respond?

MR. DESIMONE: They never responded.

MS. MANCUSO: Yes, DOT is very tardy in responding I've noticed, because they are not actually in their
offices. It's been a problem for everyone.

CHAIRMAN: They never responded to us on any of the plans, right Ruben?
MR. BERRIOS: They have, but recently no.

MS. MANCUSO: Not recent, no.
MR. DESIMONE: They've been backing out over the years --

MS. MANCUSO: 1t's been there for years. Any proposed signage?
MR. DESIMONE: [Idon'thaveit. Idon'tthink so, no. Signage as far as?

MS. MANCUSO: For the new business that is going to be there.
MR. DESIMONE: As of right now, no, we don't have anything.

MS. MANCUSO:  If there is, you have to go to the Building Department and if it doesn't comply, then
Ruben will tell you what to do.

MR. BERRIOS: Actually, the beauty salon, they have to come in with the sign ready. That banner needs
to be removed it's already expired, the time limits on that.

MR. DESIMONE: Okay.
MR. BERRIOS: So, you want to let her know to get a sign and get it approved.

MR. DESIMONE: If she doesn't have a sign, can she reapply for having that banner back? Does she
have to get a sign?



MR. BERRIOS: She has to get a sign. You are required to have a sign within three months of opening
the business. A banner is only allowed for a month and two weeks in between the extension, but you
already exceeded that.

MR. DESIMONE: Okay, I'll let her know.

MR. BERRIOS: Let her know to get a sign.

MR. DESIMONE: [ was getting this squared away first -- the whole parking lot situation squared away
first, and then we're going to move forward with the site plan

CHAIRMAN: Are you good with that?

MS. MANCUSO: Yes. Number six is regarding a note on the plan, so the note says subject to all
conditions of Planning Board Resolution, dated August 3rd, 2000 for the Haverstraw Motor Sports. I don't
know if there is any conditions that were assigned to the plan, that now this new plan is contradicting. I
don't know who was there in 2000 that might remember,

CHAIRMAN: We were all here, but I don't remember. That was 20 years ago.

MS. MANCUSO: Twenty one years ago. All right, so that would be my only concern, because we should
really see what conditions were attached to that plan, and I think that was it. That was my last one -- Oh, it
was already stated. At the last meeting when we were here before the Board we did request landscaping to
be introduced into that expansive pavement as the code requires, but as was testified to, it really interferes
with maneuverability on site, so I think that is really something that should be waived at this time because
it's more important to have the vehicles with safe maneuvering room, rather than a tree or two.

CHAIRMAN: Any questions?

MS. MANCUSO: Sure. I thought the layout worked out fine. As I said, my only concern is any
conditions that might be on the plan, but if you could name that as a condition your approval, then Ruben
and T can go searching and see if it would contradict with anything that we just may approve tonight, we'll
certainly let you know.

MR. BERRIOS: The only thing I remember actually is they were looking to put a second story on that
building.

CHAIRMAN: Dennis, do you feel like you can give us some language that we can do this and preserve
that?

MR. MICHAELS: There are a couple of items that we have to address. One is the Rockland County
Planning Department's GML report. Eve mentioned it, but there are 10 requested or required
modifications. It's dated October 13, 2020. It is very important that we get this on the record. It's from the
Rockland County Department of Planning, dated October 13, 2020, it is addressed to the Village of
Haverstraw Planning Board, this Board, and it is recommending a total of 10 modifications. Unless the
applicant is agreeable to all 10 and can comply with all 10 --

CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, Dennis, but I thought that was done already. He is here for an amendment.

MS. MANCUSO: T was just wondering if we've heard from DOT.



MR. MICHAELS: Oh, so this is just an amended approval?

MR. BERRIOS: Right, amended change on the site plan.

MR. MICHAELS: Subject to Eve adding on or pending her conditions, the application would be amended
what do you think, Eve, an amended site development plan? I'm afraid to say that, because then it might
trigger a GML again, so what do we call this? I don't know what else to call it, because it's a site
development approval, isn't it?

MS. MANCUSO: Truthfully, I don't remember that it was approved -- No, it wasn't. Do we have enough
language to respond to the GML?

MR. MICHAELS: Yes, I think I do. [ remember reading this GML requirement. ['ve gone through it, so
this is not the first time I'm seeing it, but whether or not there was a motion and second to approve it, [ can't
recall.

MR. COE: We didn't override it, I recall.
MR. MICHAELS: There weren't too many,

MS. MANCUSOQO: Number one, parking layout, must be corrected, so that was number one. Site plan
must be amended. All right so that was addressed. Number three shall be completed by the New York
State DOT. There's a lot of musts and shall in here.

MR. MICHAELS: Here's what I suggest. Why don't we just make reference to the prior override. 1
don't know, Alyssa if you can dig up the date when we approved this, and we will just make reference to the
date and find what approved the site development plan and incorporate by reference the motion to override
the October 13, 2020 GML or as part of this motion for the amended site development plan. ['m
comfortable with that, and even if Alyssa can't find the date we can just say the last time this project came
before the Planning Board it was approved --

CHAIRMAN: I have the copy of the agenda for November. Desimone Properties. Desimone Properties
regarding changes of use in a portion of an existing building.

MR. MICHAELS: What date in November is that?
CHAIRMAN: November 9th,

MR. MICHAELS: Is that when it was approved?

CHAIRMAN: No.

MR. DESIMONE: I believe it was the last meeting.

CHAIRMAN: We started in September, September 14th. I don't know the exact date.
MR. MICHAELS: Would you say the Planning Board approved this in late 20207

CHAIRMAN: September, October, November, and December -- I don't remember the date of the meeting.



MR. MICHAELS: I will just say November or December.
CHAIRMAN: Admiral's Cove, 17 Warren Avenue.

MR. MICHAELS: If there is a member of the Planning Board that is inclined to move in favor of
approving this application, which is for an amended site development plan approval, which was an amended
approval by this Board on November 9, 2020. In the form of a legal opinion -- anyone of you can adopt
my legal opinion as a motior, if you wish. You just simply say I hereby move as recited by Legal Counsel,
something to that effect. My legal opinion would be that you would be approving the amended site
development plan as reflected on drawings that are under the signature and seal of John R. Atzl, as a New
York State licensed land surveyor, and they consist of two sheets, enumerated one of two and two of two,
and they are both dated February 11 of 2021. As part of this Motion to Approve, you are also incorporating
by reference into this Motion to Approve an amended site development plan, the override that was approved
as part of this Planning Board's original approval of the site development plan on November 9, 2020, and on
November 9, 2020 the Planning Board overrode the Rockland County Planning Department's GML report
submitted to the Planning Board, dated October 13, 2020 pursuant to the New York State General
Admissible §239(L)(M), and the Planning Board overrode a certain number of the modifications that are set
forth in the October 13, 2020 GML report and you motion will incorporate by reference that override
motion that the Planning Board made and adopted on November 9, 2020. Whatever modifications were
not overridden in the October 13, 2020 GML report, those modifications were made conditioned of the last
original approval of the site development plan continued as conditioned. I think I covered everything that I
have. Eve, if you have anything you want to add to that?

MS. MANCUSO: No, nothing further.

RESOLUTION #5-2021:
Motion: COE

Second: MOLINA

CHAIRMAN: Motion made by Joseph Coe and seconded by Edwin Molina. Roll call.

Joseph Natale (CHAIRMAN) - Yes
Diogenes Dominguez - Yes

Edwin Molina - Yes

Joseph Coe - Yes

Perry Masiello - Yes

CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your time.

CHAIRMAN: Next on the agenda, a referral to the Village Board?
MS. MANCUSO: Yes, 85 New Main Street. I did submit a letter. Also I got that on March 8th.

MR. MICHAELS: I'm going to steal Frank's thunder. This has come before you in different forms. The
Village Board of Trustees adopted a local law amending the zoning code allowing residential apartments --



MR, PHILLIPS: Do I state my appearance?
MR. MICHAELS: All right, Frank, go.

MR. PHILLIPS: Frank Phillips from the Law Office of Phillips and Millman on behalf of the applicant,
which is Rockland County Rentals, LLC, 85 New Main Street. [ will now refer to Mr, Michaels.

MR, MICHAELS: No, no.

MR. PHILLIPS: All right, we were here before this Board in November of last year. We were going
through the process of a text amendment before the Village Board to allow for residential units in the P.O.
zone, which we went through the procedures, we started in 2019, and there was some delay because of the
pandemic, so eventually the text change was adopted and approved on December 8, 2020. Just prior to
that, we were before this Board on November 9, 2020. The process resumed again in February of 2021.

On February 16th we were delayed a little bit because of a snowstorm, but on February 16th, 2021 the
Village Board received our application. We did submit the requisite documentation to the Planning Board
for the site plan, which eventually we'll get back to, but we are before the Board, as the lawyer Mr.

Michaels indicated, for a recommendation advisory opinion to the Village Board based upon our application
now, not for the text change, because that was approved, but for a special use permit. So that is why we

are before the Board right now is for a recommendation advisory opinion, and just to let the Board know
that if and when we go back to the Village Board, it is going to be conditioned upon this Board giving its
site plan approval, just so you know that. So this isn't a situation where you're going to say okay, we're
going to give a recommendation to allow for these six residential units now that is our proposal, as indicated
and I have briefly scanned Ms. Mancuso's memorandum, that on the first and second floor at 85 New Main
Street is that there are going to be six residential apartments, which would be above the existing office,
which exists there now. So that is where we are right now. I do not know and Mr. Michaels may be able
to address this, because there was a little bit of confusion, I don't know if the 30 days of the GML review
has started ticking. Did they ever send that --

MR. MICHAELS: You don't have to worry about it for us.

MR. PHILLIPS: Iknow, but did they ever send that for the special permit, because there was a lot of
confusion on that. I'm just asking that for my own accord.

MR. MICHAELS: 1 hope Judy has.

MR. PHILLIPS: So that is triggered, of course, as indicated, not for your purposes, because again this is
just an advisory opinion or recommendation for the Board, but when we go back before the Village Board,
I'm just making sure that at least those 30 days started to tick, because there was some mistake. It should
have been sent out a little bit earlier,

MR. BERRIOS: TI'll find out tomorrow.

MR. PHILLIPS: Thank you, I appreciate that. So again, this application is before you. If you want details
regarding the plan, I'll have Ramya and Jackie, here on behalf of Atzl, Nasher and Zigler, address those
specific issues. So the road map for this Board, just to be clear again and then I'll stop, is that it's already
been one meeting before the Village Board, it goes to the Planning Board, which we are here now, you issue
a recommendation and advisory opinion, it goes back to the Village Board. If they decide to grant the
special use permit, there would be conditions upon this Board's approval of the site plan and any necessary
variances for parking, for off-street parking, because the parking amendment was also adopted. I read the
report from Mr. Brooker indicating that it would also be subject to any type of off street parking area



variance, because it would have to go before the Zoning Board of Appeals. So that's where we are right
now.

MR. MICHAELS: Then it would eventually come back here for site development?
MR. PHILLIPS: Right, I said that.

MR. MICHAELS: We would have to send -- remind Ruben, you remind me and I'll remind you and
Alyssa and Ruben that when it comes back here for site development plan, we have to send this to the
County for a GML report for us. The trustees have to do their own thing and so do the Zoning Board of
Appeals. If this has to go to ZBA for off-street parking variances, which I believe it will, that also has to
go. We need three GML reports.

MR. PHILLIPS: So this is a situation where your review that you're used to will commence upon getting
started after it goes back to the Village Board and then comes back for site plan, which again, as Dennis
indicated, upon the 30 days you'll get your recommendations from the County for the site plan. If you have
any specific question, I will refer to the engineers, but I just acknowledge on the record that I just received
the

letter from Brooker Enginecring, dated March 8th, 2021.

MR. MICHAELS: The top sheet is the site development plan by separate professionals, A-1 through A-3
are architectural drawings prepared by the architects. They just happen to be in all in one packet.

CHAJRMAN: Just state your name for the record.

MS. RAMANTHAN: My name is Ramya Ramanthan, and 1 am a Planning Analyst with Atzl, Nasher &
Zigler, There is a parking space table on the first sheet, as you can see, and the total number of required
spaces is going to be 15, and the existing is five, so there is a variance that is required, and it is noted on the
site plan.

MS. MANCUSO: Tt actually says "one reserved", what does that mean?
MS. RAMANTHAN: (Petrusing document.)

MS. MANCUSO: Idon't see any handicapped. I just see one that says "one reserved”. I'm not sure what
that means.

MS. RAMANTHAN: I'll get back to you.

MS. MANCUSO: Oh, there's no handicapped access from the back, so if there was to be a handicapped
stall, number one would be c¢losest to the sidewalk.

MS. RAMANTHAN: Where is that?

MS. MANCUSO: Over here in the corner, "one reserved", so reserved for who? Reserved for the doctor
during the day, but at night --

MR. PHILLIPS: That probably could be, because that's downstairs -- yes, I think that's what it is. I'm
looking over the memorandum from Ms, Mancuso. 1 don't see any issues with her recommendation and
consideration.



MS. MANCUSO: It's really just a reiteration of the process that we just described here, and I took it one
step further and I attached the local law because it hasn't been codified yet, so we wouldn't have the ability
to find it unless it was provided to you from the Village. Then I took the liberty of making a copy of the
section from the code. It's section H under Special Use Permit, and those are the items dwelling units
located above and non-residential use, but are things that we should be considering when we make the
decision on your opinion or recommendations to the Village Board.

MR. PHILLIPS: And note on --

MS. MANCUSO: Why don't we go through them and then you can think about it.
CHAIRMAN: Ineed a little time to read this. This is the first time I'm seeing this.
MR. PHILLIPS: Fine.

MR. MICHAELS: I'm not a Planner, nor an Engineer or Building I'nspector, but they seem to all be
satisfied, but it's up to you. You make that decision. They're pretty simple.

MR. PHILLIPS: Well, we'll ask the Board when we go.

MS. MANCUSO: If you want to go through them, H says "a non-residential use is prohibited above a
floor containing a residential use". Well, that is not what they are proposing. They are proposing a non-
residential on the first floor with two residential above it, so that has been addressed. That doesn't apply.

MR. MICHAELS: They satisfied the rule.

MS. MANCUSO: Correct. So let's go to number two. A suitable, safe, direct and attractive means of
access shall be provided to the growing units of the deaf community. Said means of access shall not pass
through the located on the first floor of the building. Now, if you look at the architectural plan, you can see
that a new entrance is proposed from New Main Street -- maybe you can describe that a little bit for the
Board, so they understand the plans. If you look at A-3, A-3 shows you the access to New Main Street and
to the lobby area, and the stairway to go up and a hallway to go back to the first floor or -- A-1, the
architectural plan provides an elevation to you an idea of what it would look like. That would be the view
from New Main Street -- center of the structure, there's a little porch by the door and that's the designated
entrance into the residential unit. That's on the New Main Street side, correct. So the business is still being
accessed through Hudson, on the existing door that we know of today, but the residential units are being
accessed through New Main Street, on that new covered porch area.

SPEAKER: That is'existing,

MS. MANCUSO: That's existing?

SPEAKER: Yes.

MS. MANCUSO: All right, existing entrance on New Main Street.

MR. PHILLIPS: And for the Board's edifications, we're not making any structural changes to this building.
It is internal-interior changes, so it's not a situation where we're mostly dealing with any type of outdoor or
exterior or structural changes to the building whatsoever.



MS. MANCUSO: Number three is regarding smoke detectors. That's a Building Department item and we
have no choice. Number four is dwelling units. No dwelling unit shall contain more than two bedrooms,
and the layout plan that the architect provided shows that there are four units I believe there were four units
with two bedrooms and two units with one bedroom, so that complies. (Inaudible) floor arca, there's a
chart on site development plan -- it's on the architectural plan, on A-3. It gives you the unit breakdown
with the number of bedrooms and the square footage, and none of the units are less than 400 square feet, so
that complies. The five says no unit shall include refreshment area, sink, fridge and range, and they should
have a bathroom with a sink, water closet and tub.

MR. PHILLIPS: Eve, that's all I have. It's a studio apartment that's less than 400 square feet, pending --
5-A through F.

MS. MANCUSO: So then we're not even having a studio apartment, correct?
MR. PHILLIPS: Correct.

MS. MANCUSO: All right, fine. We don't have to talk about those. Thank you for clarifying that.

Then we go to number six, the non-residential use on the first floor shall not create any odor, dust, fumes -~
lights, noises or similar condition which would seem to be a hazard to the residential use located above, and
as you know, it is currently a medical use. Is it supposed to remain a medical office use? MR, PHILLIPS:
Professional office, yes.

MS. MANCUSO: So you are going to comply with that requirement. Those are really the conditions
associated with the apartments above, non-residential, and then the other big concern I know a lot of
members already voiced was regarding the parking situation there.

MR. PHILLIPS: And there was the unnecessary variance,

CHAIRMAN: Where was the apartment building?

MR. PHILLIPS: It's in the Village of Haverstraw, so there isn’t enough parking. There will be parking on
the street.

MR. PHILLIPS: That is why we are going to need the variance before the Zoning Board of Appeals, and I
believe and we had talked about this at the Village Board meeting that parking came up, and I believe
parking did come before this Board in November, but there are other points, and we went through it with the
chart that we provided to the Village Board and to the Planner when we were asking for the text change. [
will let the Engineer address the issue of the parking lot.

MS. RAMANTHAN: Yes, we made a report with study of the existing parking provisions in the P.O.
district, and we made an analysis on how most of the lots right now don't have the problem that is required
by code, but it is functioning with street parking and the parking that they are able to provide onsite.

MR. PHILLIPS: And also this particular use that we're proposing for in this P.O. zone is in conformity
with the new comprehensive plan that the Village is putting forth because, let's face it, during this period of
time now there is a lack of any type of retail or office space -- people going into retail office space, that they
are proposing in the Village to allow for these mixed uses, where you would have an office or a business
down below and residential up above, so that's what we are dealing with here in this village-type setting, so
we do have to, as part of this review after we go back to the Village Board, is to get the requisite variance
from the ZBA for the parking.

MR. COE: What type of medical office is it?



MS. RAMANTHAN: Midwife.

MR. PHILLIPS: This parking here on the alley

MS. MANCUSO: The parking lot is actually in Depo Place, as part of the Village right of way.
MR. PHILLIPS: This parking requires less than what is existing now.

CHAIRMAN: This parking is not there and I don't think it should be there, because that is a right of way.
If you come down the alleyway, to the right, you're coming from Fairmont Avenue and down to the railroad

property.
MR. PHILLIPS: No, no.
CHAIRMAN: Yes. I live there,

MS, MANCUSO: Where is that road?
MR. PHILLIPS: This here, down on Main Street and the railroad square is here.

CHAIRMAN: The railroad station is over here. So you come down to the alleyway there, on Fairmont.

MS. MANCUSO: There was an area that was maybe unofficial parking, but it is within Depo Place. It's
not on the subject property. You can't count it, but it is there.

CHAIRMAN: The parking is not there and I don't think it can be there. I don't see having parking up
there. You see cars parked like along this way, and it's not parking spots really.

MS. MANCUSO: I'm not there at night, so I don't know what happens when everyone gets home,
CHAIRMAN: The parking in that whole area is a problem.

MR. PHILLIPS: I can say that I was in that office building for three years, and they had the Department of
Social Services, you had a law office there, you had a dentist's office, and you had somebody downstairs
and there were no issues regarding parking.

CHAIRMAN: Those people don't live there. How many years ago was that?
MR. PHILLIPS: In the 90's.
CHAIRMAN: Parking was atrocious.

MR. PHILLIPS: Okay, but you're in the Village and the bottom line is -- I getit. We still have to go to
the site plan approval process, and go through the ZBA. I get where your concerns are and I get that your
concerns are amplified because you are close to where the site is, but the bottom line here is I think that the
particular use of what we are proposing now is more beneficial to the parking situation than what exists.
Based on the criteria it requires less parking than what the conventional space would require. Assuming
office space in the entire building, assuming one employee per {loor, the building prior to the recent zoning
amendment would have been considered to pre-existing non-conforming with regard to parking, providing
five parking spaces where 19 parking spaces were required, 14 space deficient, after adoption of the



amended parking requirements, the existing structure had its deficit reduced to five parking spaces
provided, where 12 parking spaces were required, seven space deficit. This is in a memorandum dated
February 15, 2021

from Maximillian Stach to the Board of Trustees. After adoption of the amended parking requirements
the existing structure had a deficit for five parking spaces provided, where 12 parking spaces are required,

seven space deficit. The current proposal provides five parking spaces, where 15 are required, 10 space
deficit. So you went from a current existing use of a 14 space deficit to a 10 space deficit.

MS. MANCUSO: If you look at sheet one of one, where it says "Depo Place”, you can see that it is a 40
foot right of way. So similar to the way people are allowed to park on Hudson Ave., right, in public
parking, this is Village property and people do park there, but I believe, you know, when they need to plow
Depo Place, [ don't believe they are supposed to be there, because Depo Place is very narrow, but Depo
Place is a Village road.

MR. PHILLIPS: The memorandum goes on to say it appears by virtue of the recently adopted parking
requirements that the applicant will seek to or need to seck a variance as indicated to the Board for an
increase to the existing parking in non-conformance. Interestingly, if the parking requirements had not
been reviewed, there would be no requirement for a variance because the change of use would be making
the structure more compliant with the parking requirements. That is a memorandum from the Village
Planner. Is there going to be any type of problem with this?

CHAIRMAN: No, there's no problem. It's for the people that are going to move there. I want to make
sure there is no potential conflict,

MR. COE: [ think part of what is really good about this Board is that there are people obviously who are
people from the community, so it's that perspective which I think is important here,

MR. PHILLIPS: I'm not trying to shut that down. We are receptive to any type of criticism or
recommendations, but then again if there is a particular interest that is involved, I have to, as an Attorney,
inquire into that interest, but the bottom line here is that this is something if we were doing this adverse or
contrary to what the Village is trying to do through their comprehensive plan, it would be like you are 100
percent right, but let's face it, it is a village. There are people that are going to be parking there at
nighttime now, instead of during the day, because they are not going to be working in a dentist's office, law
office or anywhere else. I get it, but the Village is making a concerted effort to change the particular uses
in this zone for mixed use for a reason, so we're not going against what the Village is going to do in the
future. We're trying to be compliant.

MS. MANCUSO: You are offering this to the Planning Board as a referral, so you can just say you have a
concern regarding the parking. You understand a parking variance is required and that the parking

requirement is less with the residential apartments than it was with the office space, but you have a concern
about parking. I mean that is a legitimate concern.

MR, PHILLIPS: I want to address the issue.

MS. MANCUSO: 1believe some of the Village lots, Ruben, right, you can get a sticker, right?

MR. BERRIOS: One of the requirements is to purchase a parking spot.

MS. MANCUSO: Did they go as far as to tell you where the nearest available Village parking lot spots
may be?

MR. BERRIOS: They may have. Idon't recall.



MR. PHILLIPS: I'm just asking respectfully if this Board doesn't have a preconceived notion to reflect the

applicant proceeding with the process and address the issue. Don't get me wrong, we respect the concerns.
I know that there are people in the Village that have these concerns. We will try to address them.

CHAIRMAN: You have to consider the applicants, but you must consider the people in the neighborhood.
MR. PHILLIPS: Absolutely.

CHAIRMAN: In the neighborhood.
MR. PHILLIPS: I agree.

CHAIRMAN: It's awfully hard to plan a parking lot, especially now because you have one side of the
street parking the whole winter, so it's prime time up there, you know, some people just move one day
they're on this side and then move to the other side.

MR. MICHAELS: CanI make a suggestion, since you are not the Board that is going to be approving the
off-street parking variance requirement, if there is a majority of you that share the concerns of Chairman
Joe, to simply motion something like this -- and anything else that you may want to add or suggest -- that
the Board has no objection to the Special Use Permit Application as presented in the drawings and I will
recite the drawings into the record at that time, except if the Planning Board does have a concern over the
requirement for the off-street parking variances, because it finds that the deficiency of off-street parking
spaces is of great concern. Something like that, but again I'm not putting words in your mouth. If the
majority of you don't feel that way, then that's it. You are giving your advisory opinion and it's up to them,

CHAIRMAN: Just from experience I've been there all these years.

MR. MICHAELS: You can express that in an advisory opinion. Ifit's seconded and carried, then it goes
to the Board that handles and has the jurisdiction to determine whether or not the variance should be
granted. You are not that Board and, from a good place your input as members of the Planning Board is
absolutely essential, but you're going into the minutia of the off-street variance with something that the

Zoning Board of Appeals has to wrestle with. It's something that they need to struggle with, to go and
cross-examine the applicant and really get into the nitty-gritty of it, but you just need to give your opinion
on it and I think the applicant has clearly heard your opinion on it, and now you need to express it to the
Trustees. T will help you with language, if you want, or you can voice your own. I think, Joe, you are
more than capable of voicing your opinion on off-street parking when the time comes. So, if you'd like, we
can get started.

CHAIRMAN: Go ahead, I agree.

MR. MICHAELS: Are you okay with the rest of the proposal? Is it just the parking that you're concerned
about?

CHAIRMAN: You're not proposing that you're going to have like a designated laundry room or anything
like that.

MR. MICHAELS: Do you guys have any other concerns, other than the off-street parking? All right, let
me give this a shot. We can always fix it up. My legal opinion that any Planning Board member could
adopt as his own motion, if he wishes, would be as follows: that the Planning Board gives its advisory
opinion to the Board of Trustees in the form of a recommendation that the Special Use Permit be approved
by the Trustees and find that -- I'm sorry, let's put in the paperwork and as approved by the Trustees and the



Special Use Permit project be approved by the Trustees with one concern to be expressed a little bit later in
this motion. Again, the recommendation is that the Special Use Permit be approved with one concern
regarding off-street parking. More details to come, and as this project, Special Use Permit, is reflected and
depicted on the Site Development Plan under the signature and seals of Ryan A. Nasher, as a New York
State Licensed Professional Engineer and John R. Atzl, as a New York State Land Surveyor, most recently
dated February 16, 2021, and the architectural drawings indicated as authored by Jorge L. Lopez. He
indicates that he is an architect. There is no seal on it, but it is signed by Mr. Lopez and consists of three
sheets, enumerated A-1 through A-3, and they are all most recently dated -- not all. Sheet A-1 is dated
January 15,2019, That is the most recent date, A-1 January 15, 2019. A-2 is most recently dated October
19, 2020, and sheet A-3 is most recently dated January 15, 2019. The Planning Board finds that the
applicant has met all of the criteria set forth in the Village of Haverstraw zoning code §214 -- sorry, §245-
14. Again, that's 245-14, paragraph H, as that may have been recently amended by the Village Board of
Trustees. [ don't know of any particular section in that provision was amended recently, but to the extent
that it was amended, you find that the applicant has met those criteria, 245-14, paragraph H.  And I think
that's all ] have. Oh, yes, the Planning Board does have some concerns and/or objections regarding the
requirement for area variance, for an area variance for the off-strect parking requirements. Joe, you are free
to fill in any details you would like. I think that sums it up right there. You have concerns and/or
objections over the requirement of an area variance for the off-street parking. Is that accurate?

CHAIRMAN: Yes.

MR. MICHAELS: Do you have any suggestions, Eve?
MS. MANCUSO: No, that seems to sum it up.

CHAIRMAN: Anyone else?

MR. MICHAELS: That is my legal opinion, anyone can adopt it as your own motion, if you wish, and you
would simply say "I hereby move as recited by legal Counsel", and if you want to add to it, you can.

MR. MOLINA: I hereby move that we refer this application to the Zoning Board with opinion as recited
by Counsel.

MR, MICHAELS: Offering opinion back to the Board of Trustees.

MR. MOLINA: Board of Trustees.
MR. MICHAELS: As recited by legal Counsel.
MR. MOLINA: As recited by legal Counsel,

RESOLUTION #6-2021:
Motion: MOLINA

Second: DOMINGUEZ

CHAIRMAN: Motion made by Edwin, second by Diogenes [ abstain. Roll Call.

Joseph Natale - Yes



Diogenes Dominguez - Yes

Edwin Molina - Yes
Joseph Coe - Yes
Perry Masiello - Yes

CHAIRMAN: Motion to adjourn?

RESOLUTION #7-2021:
Motion: DOMINGUEZ
Second: COE
Carried by: ALL

(Whereupon the matter was adjourned.)

The Clerk Typist to the Planning Board of Appeals is hereby
Authorized, directed and empowered to sign these
Minutes, and file a copy thereof in the office of the

W Clerk: %
: ,(wﬁg( ~

Gisbeth Ramos, Clerk Typist




