The minutes of the Village of Haverstraw Planning Board Meeting on
Monday August 16, 2021 beginning at 7:00 PM.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

.\‘ A

ROLL CALL:

¢ Edwin Molina {(Chairman) Excused

» Dennis Michaels {Asst. Village Attorney) Present

» Ruben Berrios (Building Inspector) Present

e Eve Mancuso (Village Engineer) Present

e Diogenes Dominguez Present =412

» Danny Scaffidi Excused 4% A

o Joseph Coe Present/ 7 r ‘

e Perry Masiello Presentf"ff : o ‘

¢ Gisbeth Ramos (Clerk typist) Excuse'd.f--,ia \’”‘H_ Iuﬂif,{( o
T kSR 4

Diogenes Dominguez, as acting Chairman, opened the meeting with
the first matter on the Agenda, a formal appearance for 7-Eleven, 197
Westside Avenue.

Attorney Dennis Michaels informed the Planning Board that a Public
Hearing on the 7-Eleven matter was not mandatory and could be held
at the discretion of the Planning Board. Before the end of this meeting
the PB should decide and announce how they wanted to proceed so
that the necessary notification requirements could be met.

Building Inspector Ruben Berrios informed the Planning Board that the
application had already been sent out to all necessary parties.

Zack Chaplin, Stonefield Engineering, representing the applicant for a
7-Eleven gas and convenience store. With him are Andrew Villari,
Traffic Study Engineer, Doug Bobser of 7-Eleven and Ira Emmanuel,
owner of the property. The applicant and representatives appeared
before the Planning Board last month and now wanted to walk the
Board through components of the site plan and review the traffic study.
The project is located at the southwest corner of Gurnee Ave, which is
a 3,043 square foot area and would include a convenience store and 8
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fuel positions under a canopy. It would be a “right in right out” on
Route 9W and have cross access between the law offices next door.
There would be 17 parking spots (23 required) and they will apply for a
variance for the remaining spots, using the spots at the gas pumps as
additional parking spots. The building will be a standard design for
modern convenience stores and will be the latest version of the 7-
Eleven companies design. The topography is steep and they have
worked hard to manage the grades although there are limitations from
an engineering standpoint. For storm water mgmt. they have
incorporated an underground detention basin, small rain guard in rear
for gutter drain off, which is required by DEC, a manufactured
treatment device of storm water before it drains into the DEC system.
Lighting includes new LED lighting which will be down lit and shielded
and they will work with Eve Mancuso to tweak the lighting specs. They
recognize that this is the Gateway to village and have taken steps to
have the corner of the property stand out with parkscape, a clock
tower, nice landscaping, benches etc. This is the first iteration of the
design and they will be happy to work with the Village and various
professionals to make changes in accordance with their feedback.

In summary, they feel that with some fine tuning it will be a great
project.

Andrew Villari, Stonefield Engineering & Design: Mr. Villari presented
an aerial exhibit showing the roadway network around the site. All
roadways that front the site are DOT roads. They did a traffic count in
May so it showed school traffic and consulted with the DOT regarding
the project. During COVID, traffic would be lower but they compared
and incorporated prior statistics from the DOT to arrive at the numbers
they presented in the study. There are 2 main driveways for the
project; 1 on Route 9W which will be a “right in right out”: driveway
and a second driveway on Gurnee. With the gas station and the 7-
Eleven it has been determined that the type of traffic that will be
generated is considered to be “Pass-by traffic”, which is the way it's
referred to in the industry. Meaning, people will stop when it is
convenient for them, on their way to work and school. Mr. Villari
explained the driving pattern from the site map and traffic study.
Studies have shown that 90% of traffic generated from gas stations and
convenience stores is considered pass-by traffic. It's been determined
that there would be no significant traffic impact because it would be a
pass-by route. They have reviewed Planning Board comments about
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the driveway on Gurnee and the driveways are equidistant from the
traffic lights and they want to point out that from Gurnee Ave to their
driveway is about 175 feet and going up the hiil it's about 145 feet.
Looking at traffic coming down the hill and going up the hill and the
queue of traffic in both directions at the traffic lights, they have
determined that traffic would not block the driveway and this is why
DOT is allowing this design. The project includes 17 parking spots (23
required) and they will apply for a variance for using the spots at the
gas pumps as additional spots. Overall, they feel they've been very
thorough and look forward to moving forward with the project.

Board Member Perry Masiello: Mr. Masiello asked where the fuel truck
would enter and exit, where it would be parked and if it can it make
that turn.

Zack Chaplin: 7-11 has strict requirements for their fuel trucks and
would not authorize the project unless they were satisfied with that
portion of the design. In this case the truck would make a right turn
from 9W, be positioned in the corner and not block traffic, and make a
right turn out onto Gurnee when leaving.

Perry Masiello: Mr. Masiello questioned the size of the food delivery
trucks.

Zack Chaplin: 1 to 2 box trucks per day and 1 to 2 tractor trailer trucks
per week.

Diogenes Dominguez: questioned specifics about where they can turn
right

Eve Mancuso, Village Engineer: Ms. Mancuso suggested a review of
her comment letter from August 9" and asked if the traffic study
presented was the 2017 traffic study done when they were proposing
the storage facility.

Zack Chaplin: The 2017 study was published by DOT.

Eve Mancuso: How does the 2017 compare with the study done in
2019 and what they are proposing today?
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Andrew Villari: In answer to Ms. Mancuso’s question, November 2017
would be the most recent. However the counts done in 2021 exceeded
the 2019 count numbers and they have increased their numbers
accordingly. They feel they have good counts going forward.

Eve Mancuso: What did DOT say about the northern driveway next to
the existing office? Can the office building still make the left out onto
aw.

Andrew Villari: Yes, they are far enough from the light to make the
turn.

Eve Mancuso: In her comment letter; for clarification on the acreage.
The narrative says 2.3 total acres which is inclusive of all the lots
concerned. The Bulk Table shows 74,644 taking out lot 9, the lot staying
with the office building and, the Bulk Table is reflecting a Lot 10 which
looks like an old umber from a prior plan.

Zack Chaplin: He will this check and get back to her.
Eve Mancuso: This is all for clarification and good housekeeping.

Eve Mancuso: Item number 3 refers to parking which was just
discussed.
Number 4, refers to the loading space just pointed out but needs to be
jabeled properly on the plans. When delivery truck delivers to the
convenience store, where will that truck park? That needs to be
identified.

Zack Chaplin: Depending on the time of day they would pull up close
to the building and unioad or park in unused spots. The tractor trailer

would use the same area as the fuel delivery truck.

Eve Mancuso: This needs to be discussed to be sure there is no
blocking of the driveway.

Zack Chaplin pointed out that there is a 35 ft oversized area, pointing it
out on the site plan.
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Eve Mancuso: Questioned the limit of construction not being all the
way to the far north end of lot 9 and her feeling that there should be a
full depiction of the property frontage.

Zack Chaplin agreed that they could supply that.
Eve Mancuso: Mention of depressed curbing along Gurnee Ave.

Zack Chaplin: Informed the Board and Ms. Mancuso that the curbs
were going to be repaired not replaced.

Eve Mancuso remarked that they needed to be full height.

Eve Mancuso asked about the drainage report that needed to be
submitted.

Zack Chaplin: Informed Ms. Mancuso that he had sent it to her already
and she acknowledged that she would look for it.

Eve Mancuso: Item regarding clearing access for maintenance vehicle
and staff; there was an aisle on the south side but was now being
blocked by landscaping and therefore needs to be rearranged. Lighting
levels are excessive and need to be addressed. Applicant should work
on lowering the lighting and putting recessed lighting within the
canopy to remove glare. Also, there was mention of bollard lighting on
the detail sheet but couldn’t be found on the plans.

Zack Chaplin: There will be no bollard lighting.

Eve Mancuso asked about the hours of operation.

Zack Chaplin: The business would be open 24/7.

Eve Mancuso: The landscaping plan will be reviewed by Max Stach,
Village Planner, but this is a focal point at the corner of 9W and Gurnee
and is important to the Village and needs to have ADA access, clear

site lines and be aesthetically pleasing. Lastly, Item # 22 is to include
details on the plan.
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Dennis Michaels: Mr. Michaels stated that because this project is a
Type Il action it is exempt from an environmental review. As he stated
at the beginning of this review tonight, the Planning Board should
decide if a Public Hearing would be, in their opinion and at their
discretion, necessary for this project. Mr. Michaels explained the
different roles each Board plays in a project and what areas are
covered under each. Public Hearing notices would go to all abutting
neighbors and across any adjoining streets, within 200 feet.

After discussion among the Planning Board members Diogenes
Dominguez announced that the Board had decided to not hold a Public
Hearing on the matter.

Mr. Dominguez entertained a motion to NOT hold a Public Hearing

RESOLUTION #19

Motion by: Perry Masiello
Seconded by: Diogenes Domingez

Roll Call taken by Inspector Berrios:
Diogenes Dominguez — Yes
Perry Masiello - Yes
Joe Coe - Yes
Motion Carries: All

Max Stach, Village Planner: Mr. Stach stated that he would take a look
at the landscape plans to review them and he asked that the applicant
provide the Board with options for the canopy design for
consideration.

Applicant was informed that they should return to the Planning Board
for final review of the site plan and approval.

Building Inspector Ruben Berrios: Mr. Berrios stated that notification
would have to be obtained from the County Planning Department.
Also, the signage on the plans needed to be reviewed as the Village
Code only allowed for 60 square feet of signage on the building and no
directional signs or menu signs shouldn’t be included in that.
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Max Stach: Mr. Stach mentioned that if 7-Eleven Inc had approved
alternatives for the canopy where the signage would be addressed and
there were possible alternatives this might alleviate the signage issue.
The company logo with striping, for example, would it constitute a sign
and that's something for the Planning Board interpretation.

Applicant asked to be put on the Agenda for the Sept 13" Planning
Board meeting.

Informal - Don Coqui

Ramya Ramanathan of Atzl Nasher Zigler, representing the applicant:
Ms. Ramanathan stated that this was their first appearance in front of
the Planning Board and that they were referred by the Village Board.
They have received comments from Eve Mancuso, Village Engineer,
and wanted to inform everyone that their plans have not been updated
vet because the restaurant owner is in discussions with the adjacent
land owner and when they enter into a formal contract they will revise
the plans. A brief overview of the project is that the applicant is
seeking site pan approval for outdoor seating area. They intend to
purchase the adjacent lot and provide removable outdoor tables and
seating for the restaurant. Removable seating would be removed in
inclement weather. They have determined that there would be NO
impact to adjacent properties.

Eve Mancuso: Ms. Mancuso asked the Building Inspector if, since the
Village owns the restaurant property and the 2 lots can’t be merged,
they can have outdoor seating as a stand-alone entity.

Ruben Berrios responded that it was allowable as an accessory use.
Ramya Ramanathan showed the Board the area where the seating
would be on the site plan, which is on the sandy beach section of the
property.

Ruben Berrios: The application has to be sent to the County for review.

Eve Mancuso informed the applicant that they needed to supply an
amended plan when the property details were finalized.
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Informal - Dowd Street (24 unit multi-family development)

Jeffrey Millman, attorney for the applicant: Mr. Millman informed the
Board that they were on the Agenda as a referral from the Village
Board as an informal presentation for their application. Accompanying
him is Ramya Ramanthan-engineer, Jose Vargas-property owner and
Jorge Lopez-architect. The project is called the Dowd St area rezoning
project and involves an amendment to the Zoning Code. Mr. Vargas is
the owner of a 51,5635 square foot — 1.2 acre piece of property with an
address of 1 Brems Place {SBL 26.50-1-4 and 26.50-1-b) and it’'s located
in the R2 Zone. There was a petition filed with the Village Board in
May 2021 for a change to the Village zoning code and zone map.
Adjacent properties are known as Hudson Pines Condominium and
Hudson Harborview Condominium. All 4 properties are in an R2 zone
and it is the goal of the applicant to take all 4 properties out of R2 zone.
The properties are also in the Mountain Protection Overlay district.
The petition before the Village Board is for a zone text amendment to
create an MF1 zone which would be a multi-family 1 zone and the bulk
criteria is on the package before the Board. They are also seeking to
have the Village Board rezone the petitioner’s property as well as the
adjacent condominium properties, take them out of Mountain Overlay
District. The benefit is to bring the condominium parcels into
conforming use and allow Mr. Vargas to pursue the proposed project
of a multi-family development. They are looking to put a 3 story
building with 24 residential units, 50 parking spaces, 2 units reserved
for Village of Haverstraw first responders (at discount of 75% of actual
sale value) There will be onsite recreation amenities including an
outside play area and the existing sewer and water are sufficient for
the project. The project is consistent with the draft Comprehensive
Plan recently redone by the Village Board which recommends multi-
family development for this area. The draft Comp Plan is appropriate
in the abutting area as well. The project will provide additional
affordable housing, an increase to the tax base, new residents will
contribute to the local economy and there is no harm to the Village of
Haverstraw in removing the existing properties from R2 and Mountain
Overlay District and putting them in an MF1 zone. Mr. Millman
presented the Board with documentation in support of the project that
included a narrative dated 2021, signed and sealed architectural
drawings from 2016, signed and sealed engineering plans, a letter from
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New York State Parks and Recreation, dated November 2020, stating
that there is no potential environmental impact to NYS parkland, a
letter from Atzl Nasher Zigler, engineering regarding storm water
control and treatment etc. This was sent to the Planning Board by the
Village Board for technical advice and guidance on the project. The
Village Board will ultimately make the final decision but they wanted
the Planning Board’s input and the applicant’s goal is to have a
Planning Board approval on the project.

It is the intention of the applicant to provide the Planning Board with a
more detailed and technical description of the project at their next
appearance before them.

Jorge Lopez, Architect: Mr. Lopez described the layout of the building
and apartments, the location of the elevator and parking. He stated
that each apartment will be a 2 bedroom, 2 bath unit with
approximately 1,000 square feet. Each floor of the building will be
19,490 square feet with 3 floors plus the parking lot. Mr. Lopez
presented a rendering of the building pointing out that the building will
have a flat roof and be about 42-43 feet high, each floor will be 8 feet
high and there will be a bridge connecting to the 3™ floor and the
elevator to go up and down.

Ramya Ramanthan informed the Board that the project also includes a
bus shelter and sidewalk being dedicated to the Village.

Diogenes Dominguez: asked about first floor access from the 3™ floor
parking area.

Eve Mancuso: What would be considered the front door of the
building? Is there a main lobby, where are mailboxes located and how
would you get to these areas. Also, Ms. Mancuso asked about how
deliveries would be handled.

Jorge Lopez: Mr. Lopez responded that deliveries hadn't been
considered yet but they could possibly create an area on the outside
for that. Mailboxes will be outside on the main level of the building
and access would be from the garage or the 3 floor.
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Eve Mancuso: Ms. Mancuso commented that she recognized these
were preliminary plans however she sees a canopy on the plans but
couldn’t determine what the purpose of it would be and that the play
area seemed to have no way to get in to it.

Jorge Lopez responded that the kids would go through the garage to
get to the play area and all primary access is through back of garage.

Max Stach: Mr. Stach informed the Board that this application came in
2016 and that the applicant has refined the plan quite a bit. it appears
to fit well into the hillside which helps the Village Board because this
won't be visually obtrusive. He also informed the Planning Board
members that the Village Board had noticed its intent to be lead
agency and they (the PB) would have 60 days from that notification to
respond to the Village Board. The project will be back to the Planning
Board for site plan approval but now is the time to comment on the
size of the project, the overall big picture design and whether, in the
estimation of the Planning Board, the project works; and then provide
their recommendations for the Village Board. To the applicant, Mr.
Stach informed them that last month the Village Board adopted an
affordable housing law and they should contact him to go over that,
stating that there is now a 10% requirement that affordable units be set
aside.

Jeffrey Millman: Mr. Millman stated that in terms of the density aspect
of the project, the Village bulk table called for 43.5 units per acre and
this project is at 24 units per acre, making it NOT a high density project.
it would be below the density threshold and an important
consideration for the Planning Board.

Discussion continued between the Board, the applicant and
representatives and the Village consultants regarding law
requirements, income levels targeted with affordable housing and
parking requirements. '

Jose Vargas: Mr. Vargas informed the Board that he had added in 2
units of affordable housing without knowing the law change. He's a
product of the Village and wants to offer 2 units to the first responders
with top quality products.
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Perry Masiello: Mr. Masiello asked about laundry availability.
Jorge Lopez: Laundry would be provided in each unit.
Joe Coe: Mr. Coe asked about the roof being used for gathering space.

Mr. Vargas responded that NO, the roof wasn’t going to be used for
gathering space. Prior designs of the building were at a height of 72
feet and the roof had to be changed to lower the height to fit into the
mountain area, the result being a flat roof. Gathering space will be
provided elsewhere.

Eve Mancuso informed the Board that the project has been in the
works for many years and the height was much larger in the past. She
stated that the aesthetics of fitting into the mountain are important to
review,

Jeffrey Millman asked if they could be put on the Agenda for the
Planning Board on September 13" so they could address Ms.
Mancuso’s engineering concerns and questions.

Inspector Berrios responded that he would have them on the
September 13" Agenda and asked if the application was ready to go to
the County.

Max Stach stated that the Village (clerk’s office} would be doing that.

Discussion continued regarding timing of appearances at various
Boards and responses necessary.

Ms. Mancuso asked if the Planning Board would see the applicant
again.

Max Stach responded that they would be back on September 13™ and
then go back to the Village Board after that.

Mr. Millman stated that the goal is to get everyone on the same page
and have this project approved and commence construction.
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Informal - 152 Broadway

Ryan Nasher of Atzl Nasher & Zigler, representing the applicant: Mr.
Nasher informed the Board that this was a new application for 152
Broadway, which is a 21 acres site. The project is small and involves
expanding their loading dock. There would be 5 docks labeled as A
through E on the site plan (Mr. Nasher pointed them out to the Board)
and another six on the eastern side of the building labeled as 1 through
6. Drain water is collected by French drain and goes to the
underground retention system. Their analysis has been submitted to
Rockland County Drainage Agency and is currently under review. The
application comments have been received from DEC and it has been
determined that there is a bald eagle nesting habitat in this area.
Construction can only be done without their prior approval if it takes
place between October 1% and December 31%. After that point detailed
information must go to DEC because of the eagles. The applicant feels
that with a solid schedule they shouid be able to finish the construction
during the time that DEC has recommended. Comments have also
been received from the Rockland County Planning Board, Eve Mancuso
the Village Engineer and the Planning Board. Before the Board is a
revised plan and they have now included the landscaping and lighting
plans. The proposal includes 4 red maples at the entrance, b sugar
maples by the loading docks, 3 spruce trees on the other side of the
roadway and 2 honey locust trees - Mr. Nasher points out where they
would be located. The goal of the lighting plan is to provide adequate
lighting for safety and second, not too much lighting so as to disturb
the neighbors. They had a study done and it shows there is no impact
to the neighboring properties. The site has adequate parking for the
current use. The goal for tonight’s meeting is for final approval of the
site plan.

Eve Mancuso: Ms. Mancuso began her review of the items on her
comment letter of August 9, 2021, commenting that the Bulk Table had
been amended already. The breakdown of space; the purpose for
additional loading zones is to better utilize the internal space but her
concern is that when the number of users in the building is increased
then activity is increased, more truck traffic, more trash etc. Ms.
Mancuso asked if there is an intended user for the building at this
point.
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Mr. Nasher asked the owner if there were any contracts yet.
Owner responded that there were none at this time.

Inspector Berrios: Mr. Berrios stated that the CO already issued for the
building is for warehousing use and any new uses would have to come
back before the Board for approval.

Owner: Agreed that any significant use of space will have to get the
necessary CO.

Eve Mancuso continued, remarking that when there are tenants in the
building it will have to come before the Board again. The concern is
the interior use of the building and what's affiliated with the interior
use of the building is trash containers locations, fire layout etc. This
will be affected by who the tenants are and these types of things, like
interior layout for fire, location of trash compacters, will have to be
addressed.

Eve Mancuso mentioned her note regarding parking in reserve and that
although the area is not in a flood zone it is known to flood in extreme
conditions. Ms. Mancuso stated that the whole site doesn’t flood just
the lower end of the parking lot. Ms. Mancuso’s stated that the lighting
plan has been submitted but in the rear of the building it is very high.
The site plan shows foot candles that are too high and they have to be
brought down. For comparison for the Board Ms. Mancuso stated that
40 foot candles is sports lighting and the site plan shows 30, 29, 27.
Her opinion is that there's no need for that and the fixtures need to be
changed out and brought down considerably. Ms. Mancuso also
mentioned that the tree placement may conflict with utilities so the
applicant should keep an eye on that.

Ms. Mancuso asked about the hours of operation.

Mr. Nasher stated they would be regular warehousing working hours.
He also asked for a copy of her comments.
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Dennis Michaels: Mr. Michael asked Ms. Mancuso if this site plan
approval, with conditions, met her satisfaction for the Board at this
time.

Ms. Mancuso responded that she was satisfied with the design but the
drainage review has to be completed and approval would be subject to
the items in her August 9, 2021 comment letter.

Mr. Nasher stated that when they submitted package and filled out the
County certification they checked the recommendations from the
County Planning Department and they accept all of the County
comments with no override necessary.

Max Stach: Mr. Stach asked what would happen if construction goes
past the DEC dates for the eagle’s habitat.

Mr. Nasher explained that the applicant would have to provide to DEC
the full construction plan including materials to be used, equipment
and every detail regarding the construction. The DEC can then approve
or deny the construction. The applicant’s goal is to get construction
started on 10/1 and finished before 12/31.

Joe Coe: Will the DEC be looking at the noise effect of the tenants on
the eagles?

Mr. Nasher stated that, no, the DEC is only concerned with exterior
noise, not noise on the interior.

Dennis Michaels presented the Resolution to the Board, entertaining a
motion to approve the amended site plan for 152 Broadway, as
reflected in the drawings and plans, totaling 12 sheets enumerated 1
through 12, under the signatures and seals of Ryan Nasher as NYS
licensed Engineer and John Atzl as NYS land surveyor, dated July 26,
2021 except for sheet 12 dated July 28, 2021 with the following
conditions and/or comments;

Regarding the May 26, 2021 letter from the Rockland County Planning
Board, with a total of 14 modifications, the applicant agrees and can
comply with all of the modifications and is not asking for an override.
The motion to approve site plan is also subject to the conditions set
forth in the comment letter of Eve Mancuso dated August 8, 2021 and
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modified orally in tonight’s review. The applicant must also obtain
approval from Rockland County Drainage Agency.

RESOLUTION #19a

Motion by: Diogenes Dominguez
Seconded by: Perry Masiello

Roll call:

Diogenes Dominguez - Yes
Joe Coe - Yes

Perry Masiello - Yes
Motion Carries: All

Diogenes Dominguez: With no further business to be conducted by the
Board, the Acting Chairman entertained a motion to adjourn the
meeting.

RESOLUTION #20

Motion by: Joe Coe
Seconded by: Perry Masiello
Motion Carries: All

Respectfully submitted by,
Judith Curcio

The Clerk Typist to the Planning Board of Appeals is hereby
authorized, directed and empowered to sign these Minutes,

and ?221 copy gire% in thesffice of the Village Clerk.
ot . A
Gagbeth Ramos, Clerk\Typi:‘;'t"
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