The Minutes of the Village of Haverstraw Planning Board Meeting ¢
Monday May 13, 2024 beginning at 7:00 PM.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL: VILLAGE CLERR

HELERSTRAN, Y
o Edwin Molina (Chairman) Present
e Dennis Michaels (Asst. Village Attorney) Present
e Ruben Berrios (Building Inspector) Excused
- Eve Mancuso (Village Engineer) Present
o Mark McElroy Present
e Danny Scaffidi Present
e Joseph Coe Present
e Andrew Kaye Present
e Bart Gordon Present
e Gisbeth Ramos (Clerk to Planning Board}) Present

Chairman Molina announced that there was a Public Hearing
scheduled on the matter of a sub-division at 20 Hillside Ave. He
entertained a motion to open the Public Hearing.

RESOLUTION # 12 - 2024

Motion by: Joe Coe
Seconded by: Bart Gordon
Motion Carries: All

John Quattrochi addressed the Board and explained that he was
applying to create a subdivision at 20 Hillside Ave and that he believes -
he has addressed all of the previous comments and requirements as
brought up by the Board and their consultants.

Attorney Michaels advised the Board regarding the next steps for this
project, Neg. Dec and its meaning, declaring Lead Agency, and the ZBA
having signed off on the Planning Board’s declaration.

Attorney Michaels presented the following for the Board’s approval:
“The Planning Board declares itself to be Lead Agency under the NYS
SEQRA.”

RESOLUTION # 13 - 2024

As recited by legal counse/

Motion by: Joe Coe
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Seconded by: Bart Gordon

Roll Call:

Joe Coe Yes

Bart Gordon Yes
Andrew Kaye Yes

Mark McElroy  Yes

Dan Scaffidi Yes
Edwin Molina Yes

Motion Carries: All

Village Engineer Eve Mancuso explained that she had done another
brief review of the project and she has a few questions that can be
answered as she addresses them.

In the gratuitous dedication there is a line that appears to be
giving a small portion of the property to Lot #16. She pointed out
the line and area on the plans for Mr. Celentano, the architect,
and it was agreed that the line type needed to be corrected

The bulk tables should include the square footage of the open
area/open space as per the requirements of the Mountain
Protection Overlay Zone. The applicant is complying with the
reguiation for the amount of open space but it needs to be
labelled on the bulk table.

The flag pole: Prior references have been to a flag lot but the
way the property/map is drawn the property line is back and
doesn’t include the flag pole. If this is a drafting concern it needs
to be corrected as this lot doesn’t have frontage on Hillside Ave.
After conversing with Mr. Celentano it was determined that the
applicant had to go before the Zoning Board to get a variance.
Percolation tests need to be done at a later time

Prior conversations included an issue with the drainage and it
has since been cleaned out and is functioning

Plan and profile of the driveway has been provided but the
bottom of the profile needs additional drafting work to show the
connection

The retaining wall calculations are being acquired and will be
submitted to the Building Dept.

The question remains as to the limit of the repaving of the
driveway. The new driveway is being repaved and Mr.
Quattrochi explained that the paving would follow the line of the
driveway. Ms. Mancuso was satisfied with his explanation.
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e The limits of road repair on Hillside Ave needs to be addressed
and additional restoration is necessary

e The well: Since it's not in use the County Health Department
picked up on this as well and it is supposed to be closed and
can’t be left open to the ground water

¢ Drafting concern regarding road opening to be modified

o Landscaping notes should refer to the Village

Ms. Mancuso stated that those were her concerns, some of which had
been addressed by the applicant and some drafting revision matters.
SEQRA has been addressed for the storm water management as there
is a system that's been proposed. For the protection of natural
resources that is required by the Mountain Protection Overlay Zone the
whole rear of the property is remaining as open space and the
elevations are below the ridge. The proposal is for simple residential
home so noise, noxious odors etc. are not environmental concerns
either. Ms. Mancuso doesn’t see any problems with environmental
issues.

Discussion continued among the applicant, Board members, Eve
Mancuso and Attorney Michaels regarding the next procedures.

Elizabeth Strysko, 17 Hillside Ave: Ms. Strysko stated that she has
concerns with the drainage because the current drainage isn’t working.
All the neighbors are getting water in their basements now and there
has been a drainage problem since the last house was built. The drain
across from the proposed property doesn’t catch any water.

Mr. Quattrochi explained that they are installing multiple French drains
that will be across the whole length of the driveway, one on Hillside
and another up before the lot, in addition to the existing drains. It's
anticipated that any water coming down the driveway would be
captured.

Eve Mancuso confirmed that on the plan there is a proposed drainage
system where the applicant is picking up the roof leaders, putting in a
seepage pit and connecting an overflow pipe to a drainage system the
owner has testified has been cleaned. There is also a French drain to
pick up the water coming down the driveway and a series of catch
basins. Ms. Mancuso stated that if the water on Hillside is not going
into the drains then that needs further investigation. She asked the
resident if the drains seem to be clogged.
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Ms. Strysko remarked that it seems to be the angle of the drains.

Ms. Mancuso commented that they could investigate the drainage on
Hillside but the owner of 20 Hillside is enhancing the drainage on the
site.

Dan Scaffidi asked about the inclusion of additional drains and they
were pointed out to him on the plans by Engineer Mancuso.

Ms. Stysko explained that even when it has stopped raining you can
hear running water constantly for 4 or 5 days. The water running down
the driveway and road becomes ice in the winter.

Attorney Michaels advised the Board that the Public Hearing had to
remain open and wouid continue on June 10%.

Chairman Molina entertained a motion to refer the application to the
ZBA for an informal review.

RESOLUTION # 14 - 2024

Motion by: Bart Gordon
Seconded by: Joe Coe
Motion Carries: All

Anthony Brigandi, Phillips & Millman-attorney for applicant Jose
Vargas, Dowd Street site plan development: Mr. Brigandi explained to
the Board that they had been before the Board numerous times and
were seeking a site plan approval on the project, a 4 story multi-family
residential structure.

_Attorney Michaels informed the Board that the Village Board is Lead
Agency on the project under SEQRA and have already performed the
environmental assessment review on the project. He suggested
conditions for approval should the Board be so inclined.
¢ All of Engineer Mancuso’s comments and suggestions in her
May 9 report to the Planning Board, except for Item #15 which is
in reference to signage that the applicant had depicted on the
drawings for a 15 MPH speed limit. NYS law states that you
cannot go lower than 25 MPH unless it's a school zone, which
this area is not.
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Yahid Rostami, consultant for the applicant, stated that the 15 MPH
sign was an advisory yellow sign not an actual MPH sign.

Attorney Michaels stated that this is allowable but there should be a
modification to the description of the sign specifying that it is an
advisory sign.

Ms. Mancuso reviewed the comments/suggestions of her May 9%
report with the applicant and representatives.

1. Limits of the off-site curb and sidewalk work should be
clearly shown with full property frontage. This needs to be
addressed and is a simple revision on the plans.

2. Note #10 should be addressed with the Village DPW
Superintendent _

3. Existing trees and the Village Board language on approval
for the Zone change needs to be addressed as the trees
should be saved and they should be sufficiently marked and
protected before construction begins so they're not
damaged or removed. '

4. Same issue as #3 - Trees

Access for gravel maintenance in the rear and the owner

being required to investigate the type of equipment to be

used and the parameters for accessing the bio swale. In
addition, the gravel area should be paved.

Bio swale and additional soil testing needs to be done

Structural design calculations need to be submitted to the

Building Dept.

8. The utility plan shows the sewer and water connections
however; typically, when the water is that far away from the
meter it requires a hot box. The setup it doesn’t appear to
have room for a hot box.

9. The Fire Department required an additional hydrant on the
property side of the road and she’s not seeing it on the
plans.

10. (Gas service is not shown on the plans and the building
will be  fully electric fully electric

11. The Lighting plan was provided but was missing spot

elevations

12. The Landscape plan is in review by the Viliage Planners

but  their final review letter hasn’t been received yet

o

~N o
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13.  The Erosion Control Plan has to be modified to reflect the

limit of disturbance for the actual construction and that

encompasses  the whole scope of work for the full project.

14. A complete Erosion Control Plan, in accordance with Blue

Book standards needs to be submitted

15. The 15 MPH speed limit sign; as discussed earlier

16. Signage on Dowd: Village Board had asked for
“Pedestrian Crossing Ahead” because a mid-block
crosswalk is being introduced so it needs to be added to the

plans
17, Was regarding the gas service on the site so this is no
longer relevant
18. The architectural plans — the door that was initially

shown that went out to the concrete patio seems to have
been eliminated but the architectural response letter refers
to use of the utility doors. This doesn’t seem to be practical
and should be evaluated.

19. Architectural Plan — the 4 ft. high concrete wall along
the front of the building, plan shows the height varies but
the architect response is that it will be consistent.

20. Similar to #19.— refers to rear wall along the garage
level

21. Land reserved for park and recreation is required
under Village Code §245-16H and where it is not, money “in
lieu of” is required.

Conversation regarding the park/playground land; what would be
adequate and whose jurisdiction it would be to set an amount in lieu
of continued between Board members and the Attorney Michaels. In
addition, the space availability for a hot box was reviewed as well as
the yellow 15 MPH sign being approved by the Village Board, lobby
key access, an intercom system, specified delivery areas etc.

Applicant Jose Vargas explained how the access to the building
would work and where the deliveries would be. He stated that there
would be signage for a visitor entrance and only residents would have
access to the garage. Mr. Vargas also stated that he was in
agreement that the fire hydrant would be on the plans and installed
and that the hot box issue would be resolved.

Attorney Michaels presented the following for approval by the Board:
“Pursuant to Section 245-16 of the Code of the Village of Haverstraw,
the Planning Board approves the site development plan application as
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presented by Jose Vargas for 1 Brems Place, also known as the Dowd
Street project, for a 24 unit multi-family residential building to be
located at 1 Brems PI., tax map designation 26.50-1-4 and 26.50-1-5.
Said application is shown, illustrated and described in accordance
with the plans signed and sealed by Ryan A. Nasher PE, a NYS
licensed Professional Engineer and John R. Atzl, a NYS licensed Land
Surveyor; consisting of 9 pages enumerated 1 through 9, all pages
last revised on December 12, 2023; which approval is subject to the
following conditions:

» All of the requirements and recommendations set forth in the
May 9, 2024 report to the Planning Board from Engineer Eve
Mancuso, items enumerated 1 through 21, except that only #15
is modified so that the 15 MPH speed limit is an advisory speed
limit with a yellow background and #21 is modified so that it is
the Planning Board’s determination that the proposed play area
is not adequate for playground purposes and the applicant shall
pay a fee in lieu of the reservation of land for park and
playground space, as per the Village of Haverstraw Code 245-
16(H)."”

RESOLUTION # 15 - 2024

As recited by legal counsel

Motion by: Bart Gordon
Seconded by: Dan Scaffidi

Roll Call:

Joe Coe Yes

Bart Gordon Yes
Mark McElroy  Yes

Dan Scaffidi Yes

Edwin Molina Yes
Motion Carries: All
The applicants for 42 Hillside Ave were invited to come forward.

Vahid Rostami, Atzl, Nasher & Zigler, representing the applicant: Mr.
Rostami explained that the application was for clearing, grading and
filling on the lot where an attached townhome exists. The applicant
started to remove bamboo from his rear yard and some soil had to be
removed as well in order to get to the roots. He was given a stop
working order doing the work and he is now here before the Board to
acquire a permit to continue. Mr. Rostami presented the site plan for
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the continuation of the work and explained that the owner was not
aware when he started the work that he needed a permit to do this.

Ms. Mancuso explained that this was an end unit of a row of
townhouses, to the west of the lot there is a Village 15 ft. drainage
easement and across the rear of the yard there is another municipal
easement-20 ft. wide, of which she is not sure of the purpose.
Looking at the design of the townhouses it may be another drainage
easement.

Mr. Rostami commented that he had locked into it and there was an
underground infiltration system with 2 60 inch in diameter perforated

pipes.

Ms. Mancuso explained that there was a concern that the applicant
was working on top of an easement that may need to be modified or
maintained in the future.

Mr. Rostami noted that this was a restoration of the past so the grade
- wouldn't be changing much.

Ms. Mancuso asked if the applicant was aware of the clearance
between the top of the drainage system to the 2 foot barrier.

Mr. Rostami did not know the depth of the pipes but they had already
excavated down 2 feet and there was no sign of gravel.

Ms. Mancuso suggested that the Village find the original plans for the
townhomes and determine the depth of the pipes and their weight
capacity. In addition, her other comments/concerns as listed in her
report of May 13t
» Bamboo is very invasive and the plan indicates a barrier, 2 feet
deep, on three sides of the yard to inhibit growth and spread of
the bamboo.
* Vegetation and tree removal to be addressed. To level off the
‘yard, the contours show that there will be about 2 feet of soil
added but it appears that the side yard grade is to be changed
as well. The area under the construction entrance, the cross
slope of the new grade down to the Village easement is a very
steep. The plans need to indicate how this will be addressed.
o The vegetation on the northwest property line, adjacent to the
drainage easement, whether it will be removed or worked
around and will the trees that were removed be replaced.
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s Soil stabilization should be shown

¢ Source of fill material - should be documented to be certain that
fill is clean and coming from verified sites.

» Erosion control measures should be shown on the plan.

Chairman Molina explained to the applicant that these items should
be addressed and a clean site plan submitted for the June 10®
meeting.

Attorney Michaels informed the Board that a Public Hearing was
required for a permit allowing clearing, grading & filling. He read the
code to the Board.

Chairman Molina entertained a motion to set the Public Hearing on
the matter for June 10, 2024 and to authorize Gisbeth Ramos, Board
Clerk, to properly post same.

RESOLUTION # 16 — 2024

Motion by: Joe Coe
Seconded by: Mark McElroy
Motion Carries: All

Chairman Molina invited the applicants for The Flowery to address
the Board.

Ari Molovinsky and Mostafa Azatullah, on behalf of the team of
applicants for a proposed cannabis dispensary at 35 Route 9W North.
Mr. Molovinsky informed the Board that since their last appearance
before the Planning Board the OCM (Office of Cannabis Mgmt.) has
started to approve applications and they've been notified that they
will be receiving a license. With that notification they have
subsequently hired a firm to prepare the site plan and they are now
ready to formally proceed with the process.

Eve Mancuso explained to the Board that she had done a review of
the site plan and, since it's the first time they’ve had cannabis retail
before them, she pulled out the code for review as well. Her
comments regarding the plans are as follows:

1. The utilities servicing the building need to be shown on the
plans
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2. The Village Code (§245-14 (U)) lists specific requirements for the
approval of cannabis dispensaries;

o No on-site consumption which the applicant has
confirmed that it would be retail sales only. However, the
code also states that discrete signage must be placed at
the entry and within the facility notifying consumers of
this. The applicant needs to have this signage on the
plans.

o The Planning Board is to ensure that there is clear
entrance into the facility, visible from the parking area and
the street — which there is ~ and an opaque fence shall be
provided around the entirety of the site. The applicant has
provided the opaque fence on the south and the west. To
the north, the building is physically blocking the parking
lot and she doesn’t see how they can get a fence along
Route 9W without then blocking site lines coming in and
out of the site.

Mr. Molovisky interjected that the State regulations prevent them
from having clear glass so you won’t be able to see inside the
building from the outside. He commented that they would probably
be frosting the glass.

o Lighting levels should be an average of 3 fc within 25 feet
of the facility entrance. The applicant has provided detail
lighting plans for the parking lot but she hasn’t seen
lighting levels for the front of the building. When the plan
is developed they need to make sure it meets Code
requirements.

3. The logistics of safe and secure product delivery needs to be
spelled out.

4. Parking shown on the plan indicates that a parking variance is
needed and is to be granted by the Zoning Board.

5. On the site plan, the employee entrance seems to be blocked by
vehicles. Maybe spaces can be shifted but there can’t be
vehicles blocking the door.

6. The parking stalls: it appears from the plan that the 12 to the
south are for the auto body business and the 9 to the north are
for the cannabis business. Question remains if the spaces will
have signage specifying this. Applicant stated that they would
put signs up.

7. The parking variance that is required to be granted, the
applicant did provide a breakdown and it appears there is

CiUsers\BldClerk 1\Downloads\PB 05-13-2024.doc



sufficient parking for their use but not for compliance to the
Village Code. Also, a reduction in parking stall width is being
asked for. The requirement is for 10 ft. and the applicant is
proposing 9 ft. (Ms. Mancuso stated that 9 ft. is more of the
standard)

8. The limits of the parking lot repaving should be shown on the
plan. Some of the parking lot looks like it's in need of some
repair.

9. The limits of curb and sidewalk replacement should be shown.
Although the piows, sand and salt eat up the curb, it is in a state
of disrepair and should be addressed.

10. Free standing signage — some already exists but there is
no indication on the plans for any additional signs. The plan
indicates that one pylon sign is going to be relocated or
removed and one is to be removed. Signage needs to be
considered because once it's on the plan it has to be done that
way.

Mr. Molovinsky commented that they intended to use the existing
sign and put another above the awning. He also stated that their
preference was to keep the one sign in front that currently exists and
a smaller sign at the back of the lot will definitely be removed. The
larger sign is a zoning matter and when they appear before the ZBA
regarding the parking spaces they may ask to have 1 less space and
not use that sign.

Ms. Mancuso suggested that keeping the sign in front would help add
square footage to the front of the building.

11. Existing vegetation along the southerly property line is to
remain and there are planting beds proposed for the front of the
building which will enhance the front yard.

Discussion continued about the square footage of the building and
the requirements for SEQRA.

Ed Molina asked about payment in lieu of parking being applied for a
commercial property.

Attorney Michaels stated that the Planning Board is being asked for
an advisory opinion and if they felt that payment in lieu of parking
should be considered than they could include that in their opinion.

Dan Scaffidi asked about the hours of operation.
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Applicant responded that they would be open from 10am to 8pm,
Monday through Saturday and 11am to 5pm on Sunday.

Dan Scaffidi noted that since this is the first cannabis dispensary
nobody was really aware of the traffic issues it may cause. On that
note, he asked how they would be controlling traffic flow.

Mr. Molovinsky responded that they intended to have an express pick-
up window for online orders which was anticipated would be a quick
turn around and they intentionally planned later hours to avoid
morning rush hours.

Dan Scaffidi asked how they would handle traffic from the driveway at
Route 9W.

Mr. Molovisky commented that the'y didnt anticipate that amount of
traffic and they could always hire someone to control the flow.

Ms. Mancuso asked when they expected their busy times to be.

Mr. Molovinsky responded that in talking with .other dispensary
owners there would be more business during lunch hours and
between 6 and 8 pm.

Mark McElroy made a suggestion to put up a sign for “No Left Turn”
onto Route SW.

Ms. Mancuso asked if the State had commented on signage coming in
and out of Route 9W as it's a State road and therefore their
jurisdiction. She also noted that the “No Left Turn” could be between
certain times.

Attorney Michaels presented the following for approval by the Board:

“The Planning Board approves the application under §245-14 (U) § 2B
- Adult Use Cannabis Retail Dispensary to The Flowery, located at 35-
37 Route 9W, as depicted, illustrated and shown on a set of drawings
totaling 4 pages, enumerated #1 through #4, and under the signatures
and seals of Ryan A. Nasher, a licensed NYS Engineer, and John R.
Atzl, as a NYS Land Surveyor, all most recently dated April 16, 2024.
Approval conditional upon the applicant satisfying all of the
requirements, recommendations and suggestions from Village
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Engineer Eve Mancuso, as stated in her report dated May 10, 2024
and approvals as may be required by the NYS DOT.”

RESOLUTION # 17 - 2024

As recited by legal counsel

Motion by: Joe Coe
Seconded by: Bart Gordon

Roll Call:

Joe Coe Yes

Bart Gordon Yes
Mark McElroy  Yes

Dan Scaffidi Yes

Edwin Molina Yes
Motion Carries: All

The applicants for the Chair Factory Redevelopment were invited to
come forward.

Ryan Porter, Project Manager: Mr. Porter explained that they had
been before the Board several times, a new zoning code had been
created for the site and they are taking the next steps for site plan
approval. The project is providing 450 housing units and 70% will be
of an affordable nature. 180 units will be available for Veterans, 80
units for middle-income individuals etc. They have recently pushed
the rents down as they realized that the median income for the
County is higher than the Village. This will help accommodate more
Viilage residents. The project will also include 182 market rate units.
One of the unique aspects of the project is that all the units will be
interspersed making this socioeconomically diverse. There will be
13,000 sq. ft. of commercial and community type space and they've
been working with a couple of local business people to help ensure
that the commercial space is occupied by businesses that
complement what already exists in the Village. There will be a giant
parking structure with 590 + stalls and there will be surface and on-
street parking. It's a mix of studios, 1 — 2 and 3 bedroom units. Mr.
Porter continued to explain the various agency involvements in the
project and the timelines that the developer had to stay with to meet
the various deadlines set by those agencies. They are attempting to
have a shovel in the ground by the middle of 2025 and there are a lot
of submission requirements that they have to meet. One thing that is
pressing is the site plan approval as the State is expecting it to be
done by the summer. They are planning to design the buildings first
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and the park land second because the park system is not on the same
timeline. Mr. Porter stated that his purpose for attending this meeting
was to discuss the feasibility of gaining approvals for the project and
its concepts in the near future. As the process continues they will
seek full site plan approval and the detailed review necessary to get
that done.

Joe Coe confirmed with Mr. Porter that the State was basically
looking for agreement with the Village that this is a viable project. In
addition, he asked if the developer “times out” with the State agency
if the details werent hammered out in time.

Mr. Porter explained that he could obtain site plan approval with
conditions in July it would be timing enough for them to submit what
the State required and that would give them the ability to make the
closing round for the 4% tax credit from HCR (Homes & Community
Renewal) by the middle of 2025. [HCR is the financing agency for the
State] If he misses the next submission date he gets pushed further
out. In addition, during the waiting time between the conditional
approvals and the closing, the developer, the Village and the
consultants can be collaborating to satisfy the conditions placed on
site plan approval.

Chairman Molina assured Mr. Porter that they were not interested in
holding anything up, however, everything that the Board asks for
needs to be taken care of in order to move the project along.

Mr. Porter stated that this is a $315M project with a lot of private
financing involved as well as State financing. The investors are going
to want to make sure that the details and timelines are adhered to.

Joe Coe asked for the 3 pros and cons of the mixed housing plan.

Mr. Porter explained that housing was originally intended to be
integrated and at some point it became easier to segregate based on
socio-economic factors. The developers believe that everybody in the
community should have a fair shot at enjoying the waterfront and that
it shouldn’t matter if you are a restaurant worker waiting tables or a
hospital professional making more money. Everyone should have a
chance for waterfront housing with public space that's available to all.
As soon as that is segregated on a building basis it becomes easy for
people to get short changed - one building sitting in a corner, another
building right on the waterfront etc. In addition, the maintenance on
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the buildings will be run by a private entity so the person paying
$1,100 per month can have the same expectation as the person
paying $4,500 per month. Integrating the units makes equity more
possible and likely. Mr. Porter continued to speak about eliminating
overcrowding by providing fairly priced housing, the coordination of
efforts and the length of time it will take.

Attorney Michaels advised the Board that they could give an approval
with conditions, and the conditions couid be 30 pages long, for
example, and those conditions could be checked and verified by
Village Engineer Eve Mancuso, Building Inspector Ruben Berrios
and/or the Village planners Nelson Pope. It would not be sufficient for
the Planning Board to set conditions subject to further review by the
Board.

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

Joe Coe asked that the meeting be closed in memory of Ruben’s
mother-in-law, Gladys Espinal, who passed away last night. -

RESOLUTION # 18 - 2024

Motion by: Joe Coe
Seconded by: Mark McElroy
Motion Carries: All

Bart Gordon wished the members of the Planning Board well as he
has had resigned his position with the Board and this was his last
meeting.

Respectfuily submitted by,
Judith Curcio

The Clerk Typist to the Planning Board is
hereby authorized, directed and empowered

gyn, these Minutes, and file a copy
9 in the officg of the Village Clerk.

G'tsfeth Ramos, Clérk Typist
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