The minutes of the Village of Haverstraw Planning Board Meeting on

Monday December 13, 2021 beginning at 7:00 PM.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ROLL CALL:

» Edwin Molina (Chairman)

¢ Dennis Michaels (Asst. Village Attorney)
e Ruben Berrios (Building Inspector)

\1

FEB 2 4 2023

VILLAGE ¢LERK

Present
Present - RAVERSTRAW ny

Present o ..

¢ Eve Mancuso (Village Engineer) Present
*» Diogenes Dominguez Present
e Dan Scaffidi Present
e Joseph Coe Present
o Perry Masiello Present
e Bart Gordon Present

Chairman Molina opened the meeting and invited the first /nforma/
presentation from Empanadas Monumental to begin.

John Perkins, Architect and representative for the owner: Mr. Perkins
explained that the property located at 14 Broadway had been
subdivided into several spaces and they wanted to make a restaurant
in one of the spaces. It would be take-out only with no seating, the
restaurant would be in the front and storage and kitchen in the back.

Inspector Berrios informed the Board that this is the 3™ space to go into
this building. The first 2 spaces were approved for insurance and for a
doctor.

Mr. Perkins provided the Board members with the preliminary plan for
the space, pointing out on the plans where each section of the
restaurant would be, including the kitchen area, bathrooms, restaurant
counter etc. He pointed out the basement area and stated that the plan
called for creating warehouse style storage and coolers downstairs
with elevators to access that area.

Dan Scaffidi asked about the footprint size of the proposed space.

Mr. Perkins responded that it would be 60 feet in the front, almost 70
feet in the back and the width is about 44 feet.
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Dan Scaffidi asked, pointing to a section of the plans, if this was a high
volume area.

Mr. Perkins explained that the area being pointed to was to be a
preparation area.

Eve Mancuso inquired if any other businesses had access to the
basement area. '

Mr. Perkins responded that access was exclusively for Empanadas.
Eve Mancuso questioned the parking and loading areas.

Inspector Berrios stated that if the application was approved by the
Planning Board it would have to be subject to an agreement with the
Village Board regarding parking and loading.

Dan Scaffidi asked how many employees they anticipated.

Miquel Taveras, President of Empanadas Monumental stated that there
would be 10 to 20 employees.

Dan Scaffidi asked where there would be parking for 10 employees.
Mr. Taveras responded that 95% of the employees would be local.

Bart Gordon asked for confirmation that this would be just a walk-in
walk-out business with no seating. Mr. Gordon also stated that his
understanding was that it would be a commercial distributor of
empanadas. This was confirmed by the applicant.

Diogenes Dominguez asked about the days and hours they would be
open.

Mr. Taveras responded that they would be open 5 days a week from 8
am to 5 pm for the distribution and the store would be open until 10 or
1 pm.

Joseph Coe inquired if something like UberEats was used where they

would park to handle the pick-ups. They would need quick turn-over
spots.
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Mr. Taveras responded that the store’s primary business was walk-ins.

Dan Scaffidi asked about noise from the machines and Mr. Taveras
responded that there would be no disturbances from machine noise.

Mr. Molina asked if there was distribution going on at the Main Street
location.

Mr. Taveras responded that they do distribution there and that they're
keeping the Main Street space also.

Inspector Berrios stated that the Main Street location used 4 stores
with several spaces for cooking.

With no further questions from the Board or the consultants the
following motion was drafted by Village Attorney Dennis Michaels:

Motion to approve the change of use/re-occupancy for 14 Broadway as
proposed by Empanadas Monumental and as depicted on the
architectural drawings, sheets 1 through 4, indicated as drafted by
John Perkins, Architect dated 12/2/21; with the condition that the plans
are corrected to properly reflect the address of 14 Broadway and that
the approval is subject to a mutual agreement with the Village Board as
to the parking requirements of 3 to b spaces.

RESOLUTION #28
As recited by legal counsel: Motion by: Perry Masiello
Seconded by: Joseph Coe

Roll Call:

Ed Molina - Yes

Diogenes Dominguez - Yes

Dan Scaffidi -Yes
Joseph Coe - Yes
Perry Masiello -Yes

Bart Gordon - Yes

Motion Carries: All

Chairman Molina invited the next presentation to come forward; a
formal presentation regarding La Nacional at 30 Broadway.
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John Perkins, Architect and representative for 30 Broadway, La
Nacional: Mr. Perkins explained to the Board that the property owner
wants to subdivide a current retail space, the 15 floor with check
cashing and money transactions in the back and retail spaces in the
front. 1t would be a mixed use property and they want to keep the
offices in the back but subdivide the retail space in the front into 4
spaces so more tenants could occupy the space.

Inspector Berrios informed the Board that this was pre-COVID when the
application was started and the space has been like this for a few years
already.

Ed Molina asked Inspector Berrios for confirmation that nothing was
changing they just needed to get the approvals.

Mr. Perkins asked Inspector Berrios if there were any problems that he
had seen with the changes.

Inspector Berrios stated that he had inspected the building along with
the Fire Inspector and everything is fine as far as Village Code is
concerned.

Ed Molina questioned the shared bathroom and stated that it seemed
like an indoor mail.

Mr. Perkins, pointing to areas on the plans, stated that product was to
be put on tables, phone booth for shared use, and the restroom was off
the centralized area. Retail was a common area and would have to be
walked through to get to the offices in the back.

Dan Scaffidi asked what types of businesses were in the space.

Mr. Perkins responded that they were selling clothes, phones,
electronics, gifts and general merchandise.

Board members stated that if it was working out they had no objection
to it.

With no further questions from the Board or the consultants the
following motion was drafted by Village Attorney Dennis Michaels:
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Motion to approve the application of La Nacional at 30 Broadway for a
proposed interior alterations only, as set forth in the architectural
drawings of John Perkins, Architect, consisting of sheets 1 through 4
and dated September 21, 2021.

RESOLUTION #29
As recited by legal counsel: Motion by: Bart Gordon
Seconded by: Joseph Coe

Roll Call:
Ed Molina - Yes
Diogenes Dominguez - Yes
Dan Scaffidi -Yes
Joseph Coe - Yes
Perry Masiello - Yes
Bart Gordon - Yes
Motion Carries: All
/nformal presentation from Ramya Ramanthan of Atzl, Nasher & Zigler
regarding the project from applicant Dr. Peralta at 52 New Main Street
for a medical building.

Ms. Ramanthan informed the Board thatb2 New Main Street is
currently a 1 story structure and the applicant is proposing to add 2
more floors within the existing footprint. This would add an additional
3,300 square feet. The first floor would be used by the applicant and
the additional floors would be used for new doctors. There would be
about 20 employees in the building and most patients would be local
residents who would be walking to the offices. They were aware that
they would need a parking variance for about 13 parking spots. Ms.
Ramanthan presented drawings to the Board and pointed out that the
first floor would have b examination rooms along with a reception and
lobby area, the 2" and 3™ floors would have 4 examination rooms
each. She requested that they be put on a workshop agenda so the
details of the proposal could be reviewed.

Ed Molina asked if the plan was to be an urgent care facility or regular
medical.

Ms. Ramanthan responded that Dr. Peralta was a Cardiologist and this
would be a regular medical facility.
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Joseph Coe questioned how they arrived at “most patients being local
residents”.

Ms. Ramanthan stated that this was something that Dr. Peralta had
informed them of and they would check with him to determine what
matrix was used.

Joseph Coe commented that on previous work he had been involved
with there were very specific guidelines for exam room space and the
ability to move equipment around. He questioned if this had been
incorporated into the plans yet.

Inspector Berrios advised Ms. Ramanthan that the TAC meeting was
scheduled for the coming Thursday at 10 am and, since this was only
an informal presentation, that would be the time for the applicant to
start to address these items.

Ms. Ramanthan thanked the Board and stated they would be at the
TAC meeting.

Formal presentation by Frank Phillips of Phillips & Millman,
representing the applicant Carlos Urena regarding a garage project at
13 Dowd Street.

Mr. Phillips addressed the Board and explained that the matter was
originally before the Planning Board and this was a detached garage
with an existing dwelling in an R2 zone. The applicant was referred to
the ZBA several times and thereafter retained the services of Phillips &
Millman. In consulting with the ZBA and the professionals they came
up with a determination to reduce the size of the garage from 24 X 14
to 20 X14. They required 4 variances from the ZBA, plans were revised
in October 2021 and in November the ZBA approved the 4 variances.
They were before the Planning Board this evening for site plan
approval.

Ed Molina stated that his notes from last time this matter was before

the Planning Board were to have Eve Mancuso review it, get the
County GML review, and get variances from ZBA.
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Mr. Phillips stated that they had received all requested variances, that
they had the latest GML review dated 3/21/21 and they were looking for
site plan approval to conclude the matter.

Attorney Michaels asked what overrides on the GML they needed.
Mr. Phillips responded that they needed no overrides.

Eve Mancuso, using her letter dated Dec 4, 2020, reviewed the items
that needed to be addressed when she initially reviewed the matter.
She asked about the shed(s) straddling the property and what the plan
was for those.

Mr. Phillips stated that “the sheds are bunk”, informing the Board that
one is used by the neighbors and one by the applicant. The sheds
have been in their current location for years and, in his opinion, they
have no bearing on the application.

Dennis Michaels commented that unless Inspector Berrios has found a
code (safety, fire and building) violation then, legally, if one shed is
encroaching on another property it is a private matter between
neighbors and he doesn’t see how it relates to this application.

Eve Mancuso expressed that it may be legal concern to be addressed if
they were to sell.

Inspector Berrios stated that one shed belongs to each property.

Ms. Mancuso continued the review of her itemized issues from Dec.
2021 stating that the variances were obtained and asking if the
Mountain Protection Zone had been addressed.

Mr. Michaels commented that it was his recollection that this was
approved as part of subdivision review. He later found the details and
read the following: “Lands to be dedicated to the Village of Haverstraw
and the legal conclusion was that this was the 50% that had to be kept
in its natural state”.

Continuing with her letter review, Ms. Mancuso stated that there was a

guestion about the grading of the floor elevation and it's now shown
on the plans, they also have an erosion control plan and the
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engineering items have been addressed. She therefore has no further
comments.

Chairman Molina asked each Board member their thoughts and with
no further questions or comments Attorney Michaels prepared the
following Resolution:

Motion to approve the site development plan known as the detached
garage project located at 13 Dowd Street as depicted on the site
development plan set forth on Sheet A and Sheet B, certified by Atzl &
Nasher, Land Surveyor and Engineer dated October 27, 2021. Project’s
listed name is Jose & Rosa Urena. The Rockland County Planning
Department submitted their comments in a report dated March 1, 2021
and the Board will be overriding modification #10 of the GML review
which refers to the sheds on the properties.

RESOLUTION #30

Motion by: Diogenes Dominguez
Seconded by: Dan Scaffidi
Roll Cali:
Ed Molina - Yes
Diogenes Dominguez - Yes
Dan Scaffidi - Yes
Joseph Coe - Yes
Perry Masiello - Yes
Bart Gordon - Yes

Motion Carries: All

Chairman Molina invited the representatives for McDonald’s at 254
Route 9W proposed addition to address the Board with their forma/
presentation.

John Culsar - attorney for McDonald’s USA and Kevin O'Conneli — Sr.
Design Engineer from Dynamic Engineering: Mr. Culsar informed the
Board that they were asking for an override of tem #7 on the Rockland
County GML report.

Mr. O’Connell explained that the project proposal was for a concrete

pad addition and a small building addition to the existing McDonalds.
The GML review override being requested is regarding the striping of
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the crosswalk and additional signage. Mr. O’Connell pointed out on
plans where the current walkway is and where they will be moving it
to, further explaining that there’s a stop bar, stop sign and a pedestrian
crossing sign. They believe the addition of signage would be
redundant to what is already existing and therefore requesting an
override.

Mr. Culsar stated that safety measures are already in place.

Bart Gordon expressed that he feels this is an extremely dangerous
crosswalk. Drivers are distracted in this area and there seems to be
nothing in the plans to improve that.

Mr. Culsar pointed out that there is an actual stop sign and stop bar
there. The stop bar is a painted area on the ground. The entrance door
is behind the stop sign so cars would have to stop and then
pedestrians would cross in front of them.

Dan Scaffidi suggested lighting up the signs.

Joe Coe asked for confirmation that the override was that stiping lines
weren’t needed and he asked why they wouldn’t want them.

Mr. Culsar stated that you physically have to stop at the stop sign,
pointing put where the sign is going to be, and the striping would be
an additional measure to instruct pedestrians where to walk.

Diogenes Dominguez asked where the new doors be and why not put
the stop sign over “here”, pointing to a spot on the plans.

Mr. Culsar pointed out the stop sign on the pians and explained where
the walkway would be in contrast to where it currently is. Mr. Culsar
also stated that if the Board wanted them to include the striping they
would.

Eve Mancuso suggested that anything that could alert the drivers that a
pedestrian would be in the vicinity be beneficial and as much signage
as possible should be used for the sake of safety.

Diogenes Dominguez & Joe Coe suggested moving the stop sign up.
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Ed Molina, looking at the plans, made a suggestion for moving the
signage up to make it clear they are stopping for pedestrians.

Perry Masiello stated that, in actuality, they were not doing an override
but an enhancement.

Mr. Culsar responded that, yes, they would comply and add further
safety measures.

Attorney Michaels stated the following: Upon examination of the
plans, which are signed and sealed drawings that indicate the scope of
the project, and based on Section 617.5 Paragraph C Subparagraph 9,
which exempts a project of less than 4,000 square feet from
environmental review under SEQR, and noting that this project is
adding only 43 square feet, in his legal opinion, this is a Type |l action
with no potential for negative environmental impact and exempt from
review.

RESOLUTION #31
As recited by legal counse/

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

After discussion between the Village Attorney and the Board Members
Attorney Michaels prepared the following Resolution for the Board:

Motion to approve the site development plan as presented in Sheets
C1, C2 and C3 prepared by Joseph C. Sparone, NYS Engineer, and
dated September 20, 2021; also having received from Rockland County,
dated December 2, 2021 their GML report, and the applicants, through
their representatives, stating that there are no overrides necessary; and
that additional conditions of moving the Stop sign and Stop bar to
indicate more clearly where the pedestrian crosswalk is, to add the
crosswalk with the normal flow of pedestrian traffic; and approval is
subject to the satisfaction of Village Building Inspector.

RESOLUTION #32

Motion by: Joseph Coe
Seconded by: Perry Masiello
Roll Call:
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Ed Molina - Yes
Diogenes Dominguez - Yes

Dan Scaffidi - Yes
Joseph Coe - Yes
Perry Masiello - Yes

Bart Gordon -Yes

Motion Carries: All

Chairman Molina invited the applicant/representatives for Village
Square, 49 W. Broad Street to make their forma/ presentation for site
plan approval.

Dan Richmond, attorney with Zarin & Steinmetz for the applicant: Mr.
Richmond explained that the applicant was before the Board to obtain
the site plan approval for 49 West Broad Street. Joining him for the
presentation; Jessie Cokeley, Engineer and Avram Schwartz, owner of
the property. Mr. Richmond stated that the goal was to have the
property rezoned into the Village PR-l District. The project is consistent
with multiple items in the newly adopted Village Comprehensive Plan
including the establishment of more desirable living conditions close to
the downtown, providing multi-family housing options, beautification
and streetscape improvements, increased commercial opportunities,
along with the redeveloping of a site across the street for additional
parking.

Jessie Cokeley provided the Board with updated renderings of
building, pointing out that the Café they had asked for previously had
been incorporated on the lower floor. Some landscaping was added
on the top units but they were not able to implement landscaping
below because it would be a covered parking area. The Village's
Master Development Plan identifies the criteria for the PR-l zone and
they were before the Planning Board informally in October, have now
been before the Village Board and sent back to the Planning Board for
their recommendations and they would be back before the Planning
Board at some point later for formal site plan approval. The Plan
before the Board now includes the utility connections, roof solar
system location and stair and elevator towers. They have presented an
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off-site exhibit showing the restriping and changes at the parking lot on
West Broad Street and the existing basketball courts, including where
they would be moved to. Mr. Cokeley explained various plans before
the Board some showing the limits of the financial aspect of the
project. He stated that as project progresses the plans will be more
defined. In October when they appeared before the Planning Board
there was a concern brought up regarding the 5 stories and how it
would look from various angles. He handed out images to the Board of
how the building height would look south from Clove. Mr. Cokeley
explained the image they were looking at and how the building would
look specifically from this neighborhood.

Perry Masiello asked if the solar panels would be on top of the
building.

Mr. Cokeley responded that yes they would be but there is a parapet on
top of the building and the panels wouldn’t be seen from this location.

Eve Mancuso asked if there was a rendering looking west available.
Mr. Cokeley responded no, but they will provide one to the Board.

Bart Gordon asked about the parking shortage onsite and asked how
they could propose a building with insufficient parking.

Mr. Cokeley informed the Board that the metric used by NYS would
require them to have 69 spaces although the Village requires 107.
They would be creating 46 spots across the street.

Bart Gordon asked how many were located on property.

Mr. Cokeley responded that there were 51 onsite spaces.

Perry Masiello asked about the 2™ egress which he had brought up last
time they appeared before the Board.

Bart Gordon questioned how residents would get from near the

basketball court to the building and what the plan was to get people
from over there.
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Mr. Cokely explained that there would be some streetscape
improvements and that there is an existing crosswalk on West Broad
Street.

Bart Gordon stated that, in his opinion, the building was too big and he
considered this project to be overbuilt.

Dan Richmond explained to the Board that this was a challenging site,
was considered blight in the Village and had been neglected for more
than 20 vyears. The Village specifically targeted this site for
redevelopment.

Bart Gordon stated that, in his pérsonal opinion, the Village parking lot
should not be leased out to a building that isn't even built yet.

Mr. Richmond stated again that it was the Village’s desire to redevelop
this site and in order to make it economically feasible this was the plan
they arrived at.

Bart Gordon and Dan Scaffidi continued to argue with the applicant
about how and where to develop, that they didn’t consider the building
to be a blight, where parking should be developed and that they
believed this site would be overbuiit if this project was approved.

Ed Molina asked if the parking in the West Broad Street lot would be
open to the community or reserved for tenants.

Mr. Richmond responded that it would be reserved.

Mr. Cokeley stated that the PR-1 zone vision was to put in the incentives
to redevelop these types of projects.

Ed Molina stated that this was in line with what the Planning Board had
previously discussed and that this is what the Village Board had
intended.

Dan Scaffidi stated again that the site is overbuilt and he was not

suggesting that they not do any project just that it should be a
different, smaller project.
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Mr. Richmond explained that they had had multiple conversations with
the Village and Planning Board and part of the reason the site has been
undeveloped is because of the challenges involved to have it make
financial sense. The Comprehensive Plan targeted this site and the
project plan fits in with community and is not grossly disproportionate.

Ed Molina stated that the double entrance is not in line with previous
discussions and it needs to be addressed.

Mr. Cokely explained that there may be an opportunity to pick up
additional municipal spaces in the lot to meet the required parking.

Perry Masiello suggested that they create all 2 bedrooms and no 3
bedrooms to better meet the parking need.

Mr. Cokeley explained that the Village Code required 2 spaces per unit
for 2 or 3 bedroom units. In addition, they have already reduced the
number of 3 bedroom units than what was previously proposed.

Mr. Molina questioned Attorney Michaels what action was required of
the Planning Board at this time.

Mr. Michaels responded that the Village Board was asking the Planning
Board to give a recommendation as to whether the PR-I zoning should
be placed over this site.

Eve Mancuso added that the Planning Board comments should go to
Village Board so they can understand the Planning Board’s issues and
concerns.

Joe Coe stated that he agreed with Ed Molina’s assessment and that
the applicant had come back with a lot of what was originally asked for.
He thinks parking can be mitigated with a crosswalk with a light and
that if this is part of the Village Comprehensive Plan and the Village
Board is looking to move forward with projects like this than they, as a
Planning Board, can’t be afraid of development they just have to make
it smart development.

Diogenes Dominguez stated that the Board should find out about
parking compliance and go from there.
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Dan Scaffidi is not in favor of the project and thinks it's overbuilt,
should be only 4 stories and the parking should go underneath. He
asked if the building being demolished?

Mr. Richmond stated that the building was not being demolished
therefore the parking could not go underneath the building.

Dan Scaffidi restated that the parking is a concern and the building
should only be 4 stories.

Bart Gordon stated that his concern is that it's a big building and there
isn’t enough parking. He also stated that he doesn’t believe the Comp
Plan says we should be giving away parking.

Perry Masiello stated that his main concern is the one entrance,
especially for emergency vehicles.

Dennis Michaels informed the Board that their recommendation to the
Village Board was as a body not as individuals. There would have to
be 1 consensus that gets passed along to the Village Board.

Perry Masiello summed up the concerns by stating the height, parking
off site and 1 entrance to the complex.

Ed Molina stated that there was clearly no unanimous view and it
seems the Board is split down the middle

Joe Coe stated that he found the visual rendering from Ciove to be
- very helpful and Eve made a good point to see it from another angle.

Ed Molina stated that he thinks it's a win for the Village and that
walking a little from the parking lot is not a big deal.

Perry Masiello stated that the visual height of the building in the
renderings may be an optical illusion.

Mr. Cokeley informed the Board that the Village Board had asked them
for a visual height study and they can supply it to the Planning Board
as well.
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Joe Coe asked attorney Michaels if the Planning Board was bound by a
certain time frame and if they could have an executive session on
something like this.

Dennis Michaels responded that the Planning Board had 60 days under
the law from the time the Village Board refers the applicant to the
Planning Board. Mr. Michaels asked if there was anything the Board
members wanted to see before the applicant gets held up another
month. He also responded to Mr. Coe’s gquestion and, No, they can't
go into executive session for something like this.

Eve Mancuso stated that the Board could hold a workshop to discuss
this.

Mr. Michaels agreed but stated that a workshop couldn’t be done in
private.

Mr. Richmond informed the Board that they were preparing visuals
which should be available in early January and they can plan for a
workshop.

The next Planning Board meeting is scheduled for January 10™.

Mr. Richmond suggested they meet before the meeting or they can
discuss it at the meeting and they are looking to work with the Board.

A decision was reached that the applicant would email Inspector
Berrios the height visuals/studies that are being prepared and he will
forward them onto the Planning Board members.

Diogenes Dominguez asked if they could do a balloon test.

Mr. Richmond explained that this was done now with computer
simulations rather than balloon tests and they will be doing those.

Mr. Michaels explained to the Board that the architectural drawings
and renderings will show them the height visuals that they are looking
for.

Ed Molina asked if the Board members would be available to meet

before the next meeting to discuss this. Everyone agreed on a 6:30
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workshop on January 10, 2022. Mr. Molina also asked the Board about
the parking concerns stating that if we as a Board are going forward
with the project we have to be satisfied with the offsite parking.

Perry Masiello stated that he thinks the building in its current form is
an eyesore so he believes the Planning Board wants to make it work.

Ed Molina summarized the concerns for the applicant; parking in more
detail, egress issue and height visuals.

The presentation and discussions were concluded.

Chairman Molina invited the final formal presentation of the night, 150
Clove Ave proposed subdivision, to come forward.

Frank Phillips, Phillips & Millman, and Anthony Celentano Architect,
representing the applicant R & L Development: Mr. Phillips informed
the Board that this property was in an R-1C zone and they were iooking
to build 2 detached single family residences. They submitted to
Planning and Zoning Boards their EAF short form and applications.
The property consists of 9,810 sq ft. and there is currently one
residence being developed now. They attended a TAC meeting on
10/21 and a plot plan was requested by the Village Engineer for the
sewer easement only because it currently runs under one of the
residences and would have to be moved. It would go through the
alleyway at a 4b degree sweep towards Hudson Ave. For the sewer
there would be clean-outs on our lots and also at 173 Hudson Avenue.
This matter would require a referral to the ZBA for variances. The
required variances are as follows:

o Lot size: The requirement is for a minimum lot area of 7,500 sq.
feet. Lot 1 would = 4,500 and Lot 2 would = 5,010
o Lot width. Requirement is for 75 ft.
Lot 1 would =48 ft. and Lot 2 would = 53.84 ft.
e Minimum Side Yard® Requirement is for 1,025 feet
Lot 1 would = 1,020 and Lot 2 would = 1,020
o Development Coverage: Requirement is no more than 30%
Lot 1 would =40% and Lot 2 would =41%

In addition the sewer will be relocated and they have provided the
plans for the installation of a 370 gallon dry well per lot. Celentano has
also provided the drainage calculations.
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Dan Scaffidi, Frank Phillips and Eve Mancuso discussed the history of
the sewer findings, relocation of the sewer as part of this project,
notification to the attorney for the Hudson Ave homeowner also being
affected by this and where the houses would tie into the sewer main
etc.

Eve Mancuso explained to the Board their next steps and why she had
requested the separate plot plan on the sewer.

Attorney Michaels drafted the following Resolution for Board's
approval:

Motion for the Planning Board to issue a Notice of Intent to declare
themselves as Lead Agency under SEQR and to send that Notice to all
other involved agencies.

RESOLUTION #33

Motion by: Joseph Coe
Seconded by: Diogenes Dominguez
Motion Carries: All

OLD BUSINESS - None

NEW BUSINESS - None

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

RESOLUTION #34

Motion by:
Seconded by:
Motion Carries: All

Respectfully submitted by,
Judith Curcio
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