The Minutes of the Village of Haverstraw Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting
on Tuesday, November 19, 2024, beginning at 7:00 PM.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL:
e Jose Guareno (Chairman) Present
e Dennis Michaels {Asst. Village Attorney) Present
e Ruben Berrios (Building Inspector) Present
e Jose Hilario Present
e Tom Price Present
e Kathleen Porter Present
e Richard Santiago Present
¢ Ramon Soto Present
e Gisbeth Ramos (Clerk to the ZBA) Present

Chairman Guareno invited the representatives for Tilcon NY, Inc. to step
forward and present their application.

Katharine Fina on behalf of Tilcon NY, Inc. stated that they were before the
board seeking variances for a partial site plan approval for the construction
of a new lab building to replace the currently existing lab building. Ms. Fina
stated that they were seeking three variances. The first variance was for relief
from the 50-yard front setback. She added that currently, the existing building
had a front setback of 5.11 feet, the new building they were proposing would
have an 8.54-foot setbhack in the front. The second variance was for relief to
have a trash enclosure in the front yard. The final variance was to construct
an extension of the currently existing 7-foot fence.

Wayne Ingram, engineer for Tilcon NY, Inc. stated that on sheet three of their
plan set he would indicate what they were proposing. He stated that on the
center of the page was the existing building which housed the breakroom
and lab building, he added that at its closest point it was about five feet off
the front property line and that it also encroached the side yard as well. Mr,
Ingram said that the building was getting old and it needed substantial repair
and rather than trying to rehab what they had, their idea was to construct a
new building and then demolish the current one. Mr. Ingram added that the
new building would be 8.5 feet from the property line so they would be a little
further back than they currently were, which would eliminate the side yard



Mr. Leifer asked what his next step would be after coming in informally.
Chairman Guareno responded that he had to have a public hearing.
Chairman Guareno asked if the board had any questions or concerns.

They did not.

Chairman Guareno entertained a motion to approve the minutes for October.

RESOLUTION # 42- 2024
Motion by: Tom Price
Seconded by: Ramon Soto
Motion Carries: All

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

RESOLUTION # 43- 2024
Motion by: Ramon Soto
Seconded by: Jose Hilario
Motion Carries: All

The Clerk Typist to the Zoning Board of Appeals is hereby.
aythorized, directed, and empowered to sign these Minutes,
- in the office of the Village Clerk.

Gisbeth Ramos, Clerk Typist




setback that they had. He added that their biggest difficulty was that the site
was heavily slopped, so they didn’t have many options as far as the location
of the building. Apart from the setback variance he stated that they also
needed a variance for the 7-foot fence. He explained that there was already a
fence, but it was currently a gate, so they were proposing to close it off and
use the eastern entrance as their main entrance, which would help improve
the circulation. Instead of it being a 7-foot gate it would be a 7-foot fence. The
third variance related to their trash enclosure located in the northeast corner.
He explained that it was within the front yard setback, they tried to look for
alternatives locations that would be beneficial but given the slopes and
limited space, no location worked that wouldn't cost them their parking.

Chairman Guareno asked if the members had any questions.
Mr. Price asked how many stories it was going to be.
Mr. Ingram responded that it was only one story.

Ms. Porter asked if the location of the old building would be the new parking
lot. '

Mr. Ingram agreed. He added that they were basically flipping the two.

Chairman Guareno entertained a motion to schedule a public hearing for
Tilcon NY, Inc. 121-141 Riverside Avenue, for December 17th, 2025

RESOLUTION # 41- 2024

Motion by: Tom Price
Seconded by: Ramon Soto
Motion Carries: All

Chairman Guareno invited the applicant for 57-59 Sharp Street to address the
board.

Harry Leifer, subject property 57-69 Sharp Street, stated that he had been
before the Planning Board informally the week prior. Mr. Leifer added that
the property was currently vacant and that it was previously used as a
halfway/rooming house. He was looking to convert it into a multifamily
residential, total of nine units. Mr. Leifer added that the structure allowed for
nine units and that he believed he had enough parking spaces, two per



apariment. He added that the current layout would be the perfect space for
the nine apartments. He also stated that converting it into a multifamily
instead of a rooming house would upgrade the building and the area it's in.
He stated that rooming houses/halfway houses have not be great for the
community.

Mr. Price asked if the apartments were all going to be one-bedroom
apartments.

Mr. Leifer responded that the first floor would have one three-bedroom
apartment and most likely a laundry area. The second and third floor would
have four apartments on each floor, both consisting of two one-bedroom
apartments and two, two-bedroom apartments. He added that there was a
need in the area for one-bedroom and two-bedroom apartments.

Chairman Guareno asked Inspector Berrios about the right of way indicated
on the survey.

Inspector Berrios stated that the adjacent property had a right of way through
the parking lot to access their parking.

Ms. Porter asked if Mr. Leifer was sure that nine units would be able to fit in
that property.

Mr. Leifer responded he was sure and that it was a big property.

Chairman Guareno asked Attorney Michaels how many parking spaces were
required per unit as per the code.

Inspector Berrios responded that two parking spaces were needed per unit.
But he also reminded the board that Mr. Leifer was there informally. He
added that the Planning Board might ask for changes in the future that could
potentially lead to Mr. Leifer needing a parking variance. He continued by
stating that Mr. Leifer was looking to get an idea/feeling of where the board
stood because Mr. Leifer was looking to convert the property from a non- -
conforming use to a more conforming use.

Mr. Leifer stated that he could provide stackable parking spaces. He also
added that many of the one-bedroom apartments won’t require both spaces.



Chairman Guareno asked what the members thought. He also asked if they
were going to be scheduling a public hearing

Inspector Berrios stated that they were not scheduling a public hearing yet,
Mr. Leifer just wanted to gather the board’s opinion of whether or not they
thought nine units would be more conforming than a rooming/halfway
house.

Mr. Leifer asked if it required a public hearing.

Attorney Michaels replied that a review by the ZBA in any municipality
required a public hearing. He added that one of the variances or provisions
Mr. Leifer was looking for was from Section 245-31 paragraph B which states
that any nonconforming use may be changed into a conforming use or an
application to and with the approval of the Zoning Board of Appeals to any
use which the Board of Appeals deems to be more in the district in which the
said is proposed. He stated that it was not really a variance, it was a provision
in the code book. He also asked Inspector Berrios if any area variances were
going to be needed.

Inspector Berrios stated that he did not believe so.

Chairman Guareno explained to the board that Mr. Leifer just wanted to
gather their opinions before he invests in the property. He added that in his
opinion rooming/halfway houses were not beneficial to the Village and that
he was favorable to the nine units. He asked if any members objected to the
project.

The members replied that they were favorable to the nine units.

Attorney Michaels stated that he thought it was a real informal which then
proceeded in a public hearing. He explained that Mr. Leifer was not the owner
yet and was considering purchasing the property therefore he wanted to
gather the board’s opinion before proceeding with the purchase. He added
that it sounded like the members were favorable to the proposal. He also
wanted to clarify that the board members were not bound by what they
stated and if Mr. Leifer proceeded to purchase the property that he was at
risk because they were allowed to change their minds if and when a formal
application came in for approval. He reiterated that they were not bound by
their indication of favorableness.




