VILLAGE OF CATSKILL Board Members

ZONING BOARD Florence Fielman, Chairwoman

422 Main St. Michael Lanuto, John Holt Jr.,

Catskill, NY 12414 Alban Plotkin, and Douglas
Steere

Minutes: April 19, 2023

Roll Call: Florence Fielman, Michael Lanuto, Paul Jilek, Alban Plotkin, Douglas Steere, Sherri Downes
(Secretary), Joseph Kozloski (Trustee), Peter Markou, Ann Gibbons, Cindy Ambrose, Paul Ambrose, Ted
Hilscher (Village Attorney), Lisa Fox Martin, Hudson Talbott, Debra Samuels, Amanda Calvo, Melissa
Frascello, Margaret Bagshaw, Lisa DePietrio, Eugenie Ytuarte, Ken Ytuarte, lvan Cardetero, Matthew
Cary, Frank Swim, Warner Shook, Edward Leek, Mindy Leek, Wayne Thompson, Aime Miller, Stuart
Breslow, John Hings, Bruce Rappleyea, Chris Rappleyea, Lisa Marifioti, Melissa Rappleyea, Heath Quinn,
Tammy Quinn, Robert Williams, Christina Henchey, Mary Ann Bagnell, Joyce Baker, David Blair, Laurence
Farrell, Josephine Farrell, Nick Rocco, Natasha Law, Alyciana Salter, Peter Grassi, Sam Margolius, Rowan
Jones, Patty Fitzgerald, Jamie Mitchell Hyer, Joel Dubois, Angelo Balsano Jr., Joan Geddes, Elliot Matos,
Greg Smith, Brian Kozloski, Patrick Hernandez, Tom Gibson, Gilbert Bagnell, Kristi Gibson, Robert Hoden,
Joshua Seeling, CarolAnn Voeks, Madeline Greene, Kate lzzo, Maxine Luvera, Tony Luvera, Stephen
Darling, Andrea Whitbeck, Karen Whitbeck, Donna Bonville, Rich Ahlberg, Marissa Morelle, Alan
Grosule, Mitchell Khosrova, Rich Rappleyea, Lauren Levey, Molly Stinchfield, Bryan Louas, Linda Dixon,
Kenneth Wersted, George Hooker, Ralph Lewis, Luciano Frascello, Mario Gerrato, John Stinemire, and
Tom Shepardson.

Began Meeting at 6:30PM

Florence Fielman called the meeting to order and took roll call. All members present (John Holt Jr.
excused).

Special Use Variance Application (Dennis Frascello, 80-82 Woodland LLC)

Florence Fielman read aloud the public notice:

Please take notice that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Catskill, Greene County, New York will hold a public hearing
on Wednesday, April 19, 2023, at the Senior Citizens Center, Academy Street at 6:30PM; to consider a use variance application
submitted by Dennis Frascello/80 Woodland LLC required for a proposed 43 multi-family apartment project located at 80-812
Woodland Avenue, Catskill, NY (156. 14-4-6). The proposed project does not meet the Village Zoning Code requirements under
section 3:1 Table of Uses as the proposed use is not permitted in the R-1 Residential District. All persons desiring to be heard will
be heard at said time and place referenced above. A full copy of the application and supporting material are available for public
inspection at the Village Hall. For additional information, please contact Mike Ragaini, Code Enforcement Officer at 518-943-
6564 or mragaini@villageofcatskillny.gov.

Tom Shepardson, representing Dennis Frascello, was present to review the proposed project for 80-82
Woodland Avenue and request a Special Use Variance. Tom Shepardson explained that the proposed
project was to create 43 apartments at market rate prioritizing senior housing at that location. Tom
Shepardson explained that there would be 2 separate entrances and that there would be additional
parking added so that the parking would be up to code. Tom Shepardson also explained that there was
an extensive landscaping plan to include a lot of greenery and also included that the proposed project



would not impede with any of the present trees located near the Hudson River section of the property,
insisting that no trees would be cut down. Tom Shepardson went on to explain the housing
shortage/crisis, particularly for seniors. Tom Shepardson made points on each of the 4 topics that must
be addressed in order to get the special use variance approved (reasonable rate of return on
investment, uniqueness of property, alteration of the character of the area, and self-created hardship).
Traffic Engineer, Kenneth Wersted, explained the detailed traffic study that was done on the area
stating that the proposed project would not be a burden on the area. Mario Gerrato gave some detail
on the look of the proposed project, stating that the current structures on the site would be renovated
with spruced up facades, creating a bright and airy space with and Italianate style using limestone, brick,
and iron railings for the balconies.

The meeting was then opened for public comment:

1. Joshua Seelig, 48 Day Street-asked that the project be clarified whether it was 30 or 43
proposed apartments. Tom Shepardson explained that the project was for 43 apartments,
prioritizing senior applicants at market rate that would not be subsidized.

2. Elliot Matos, 261 Main Street-In favor of the project stating the need for housing in the village.

3. Molly Stitchfield, 13 Clinton Ave.-In favor of project as long as there is a certain amount of units
dedicated to affordable housing so that families who were born and raised here can stay here.

4. Rowan Jones, 2 Creek Lane-In favor of the project.

5. Heath Quinn, 130 High Street-Opposed the project stating that he disagreed with the traffic
study explaining that the proposed project would not be a school and would have different
hours of use stating that the traffic would increase significantly. Heath Quinn also agreed that
seniors need housing, but had concerns that if the variance was granted that the promise of
senior housing could not be guaranteed.

6. Joel Dubois, Route 385-Stated that the benefit of the proposal is that it would be a huge
improvement from what is currently there. Joel Dubois also requested that a stipulation to the
variance be that a certain amount of open space must be left.

7. Bob Winans, 17 Cedar Street-See attached written statement.

Lisa Marifioti, 87 Woodland Ave.-See attached written statement.

9. Laurence Farrell, 16 Woodland Ave.-Had questions about whether the proposed units would be
for rentals or for sale and if for rent what was the price point. Tom Shepardson explained that
the units would be for rent at about $1600 per month based on the areas average rents,
explaining that the final square footage would determine the final rental price.

10. Chris Rappleyea, Coxsackie-See attached written statement.

11. Angelo Balsano Jr., 137 West Main Street-Questioned whether the property owner would pay
full taxes or apply for a PILOT. No response.

12. Peter Markou-Opposed the project stating that if the property owner applied for a PILOT and
other tax breaks that is could be detrimental to local sales tax.

13. Bryan Louas, 13 Clinton Avenue-In support of project stating that creating a community by
welcoming others was what life was about.

14. CarolAnn Voeks, 128 Vedder Ave.-In support of the project stating that friends of hers are in
need of senior housing mentioning that what is currently there is an eyesore.

15. Debra Samuels, 6 Cedar Street-See attached written statement.

16. Stuart Breslow, 157 William Street-See attached written statement.

17. Amanda Calvo, Greenville-In support of project stating that housing is a right, not a luxury.
Amanda Calvo stated the applicant wants to move forward and make the property right or the
buildings will continue to deteriorate and needs to preserve what is available while finding a
balance with the community.

©



18.
19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

Mitchell Khosrova, Attorney for neighbors of the property.

Rich Ahlberg, 46 Day Street-Opposes project suggesting that the county/village/town should do
a recent study on the need for housing in the area. Rich Ahlberg asked if the financial model
and plan would be a requirement for the project and if the variance was approved would it be
for the project or the land. Village Attorney, Ted Hilscher, stated that the financial documents
were not required and that if the variance was approved it would be for what the variance was
submitted for and goes with the property, not the owner. Ted Hilscher also explained that the
application was not for a change from R1 to R2, but that is was for a use variance specific to that
parcel.

Alyciana Salter, Grandview Avenue-In support of project if it included affordable housing which
she stated was a big need for our community.

Mindy Lee, 24 Woodland Ave.-Explained that she recently moved here because of the area and
was informed by her realtor that the neighborhood would remain the same and that is why she
chose to move here. Mindy Lee also questioned that if the variance was granted and the
applicant was not able to afford to complete the project could they just sell it to someone else.
Ann Gibbons-Asked if the variance is approved, does it go with the owner or the property. Ted
Hilscher explained that the variance goes with the property as long as construction begins within
one year.

Wayne Thompson, 277 Broome Street-Expressed the need for housing and that he thought that
The Planning Board should have received the site plan prior to the ZBA so that things could be
reviewed in detail and that would have given the ZBA some more information to go with. Wayne
Thompson also stated that the applicant created the hardship themselves knowing that the
property was in the R1 zone.

Ken & Eugenie Ytuarte, 85 Woodland Ave.-See attached written statement.

Karen & Mark Whitbeck, 118 High Street-See attached written statement.

Kendra & Mark Hayden, 16 Cedar Street-See attached written statement.

Scenic Hudson-See attached written statement.

Paul & Cynthia Ambrose, 36 Woodland Ave.-See attached written statement.

Anne Gabriele & William Boyer, 8 Pruyn Place-See attached written statement.

Katherine Keslick, 47 Woodland Avenue-See attached written statement.

Ricky Lark & Ricky Shaum, 35 Woodland Avenue-See attached written statement.

Warner Shook & Frank Swim, 5 Stillwood Lane-See attached written statement.

Florence Fielman reminded the attendees at tonight’s meeting that the application was for a use
variance and that the public hearing was to gather all of the information. If the variance is approved, it
would go to The Planning Board where there would be another public hearing to make a decision of
whether it would be approved or not. If it is approved, the site plan will have to be followed and the
CEO will be there to oversee the project from start to completion.

Florence Fielman requested a motion to keep the public hearing open until the next meeting,
scheduled for May 17, 2023 at 6:30PM at The Senior Center.

Florence Fielman requested a motion to adjourn the meeting. Motion by Alban Plotkin. Second by
Douglas Steere. Motion carried. Meeting adjourned.

Meeting adjourned (8:46PM)



We are abutting neighbors of the St. Pats parcels, and STRONGLY OPPOSE the Application for a Use
Variance requested by Dennis Frascello/80 Woodland LLC for these parcels.

The original MLS listing for the property clearly indicates that it was and is a "SINGLE RESIDENCE".
Dennis Frascello, the principal of 80 Woodland LLC absolutely knew that the property was zoned R-1
Single Residence when he bought it.

How do we know this?

We had a conversation with with Mr. Frascello about this very subject soon after he purchased the
property.

We welcomed him to the community.

He asked us what would we like to see done with the property.

We stated we would support his efforts as long as he adhered to the EXISTING R-1 Zoning.

He said he wanted us and the entire neighborhood to be happy.

43 apartments would completely dominate and forever alter the character of our neighborhood.
The increased noise and light pollution would be a disaster for those of us who abut St. Pats.

The Village is already aware of the existing traffic issues on Woodland Avenue.

Adding many more vehicles coming and going at all hours would be untenable for all neighbors..

Since the Zoning Board's last meeting, we have personally hand - delivered to Mr. Ragaini on behalf of
The ZBA (as well as to Mr. Hilscher) copies of 198 SIGNED PETITIONS by Village of Catskill Residents from
2016 regarding specifically the Zoning of St. Pats.

While these petitions were signed before Mr. Frascello bought the property, they are clear in setting out
residents’ strong support for keeping the parcels zoned R-1 and for not allowing any future variances or
spot zoning on the property at

80-82 Woodland Avenue.

That vision for the property was incorporated in The Village's Comprehensive Plan created later that year,
and subsequently codified in the Zoning Ordinance adopted to implement the Comprehensive Plan.

We have lived at 5 Stillwood Lane for 18 years in this historic and beautiful R-1 neighborhood.
It is our most prized and valuable asset.
It deserves our protection and you help.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Warner Shook and Frank Swim

5 Stillwood Lane
Catskill 12414



| am Stuart Breslow and live at 157 William Street.
Our family has been in Catskill for 15 years.
We’ve renovated and restored our home on the corner of Woodland and William.

We love the community; among other things I'm on the Board and volunteer at the Catskill Food Pantry
which unfortunately has been serving more and more of our community members in these times

Before | speak about the application | would like to make clear what this hearing is about and what it
isn’t about. This hearing relates to a application for a use variance by an applicant who proposes to
build 43 market rate rental units possibly for senior citizens. This hearing is not about the need for
affordable housing in Catskill. | support development of affordable housing in the Village but not by this
applicant nor in this site.

As to the application, | oppose the granting of 80 Woodland’s application for a use variance. It's clear
that they haven’t met any of the requirements for that variance to be granted.

80 Woodland implies that the variance is needed because housing prices are down and crime is up but
offers no support for those statements. From recent sales on Woodland, even post pandemic, it’s clear
that housing prices remain strong and from personal experience | haven’t seen that crime is up.

To grant the application 80 Woodland has to show 4 things, none of which they do.

The variance request isn’t unique to 80 Woodland: given appropriate time we can bring before this
Board other properties that are or are likely to be in the same situation.

80 Woodland argues that it can’t get a reasonable return on the property and supports that with letters
from a non-local real estate agent. | understand that there are 1 or more interested buyers for the
property at the price 80 Woodland paid for the property plus its carrying costs and possibly more and
that those buyers would maintain the R1 zoning for the property. Separately, the submission in support
of the application by the non-local real estate agent doesn’t set forth the basis for her rental
assumptions which appear to be below Catskill’s current market rents.

More importantly, 80 Woodland suggests that the variance wouldn’t change the essential character of
the neighborhood. That's just plain wrong. The neighborhood is overwhelmingly single-family homes;
the handful of multi family homes that 80 Woodland cites to the contrary in most cases pre-date the
adoption of Catskill's zoning law and are grandfathered in or are a permitted use like an AirBnB. More
to the point, the proposal for 43 units with an Italianate fagade just doesn’t fit in to the neighborhood
and will most definitely change the character of the neighborhood.

Telling is that the hardship that 80 Woodland complains of is self-created. In the application, 80
Woodland attaches as Exhibit F the listing for the sale of the property which it says it relied on. In the
full listing of the property the Board will see that the zoning is identified as Single Residence. Here are
copies of the complete listing. Even if Exhibit F was the listing 80 Woodland saw, it would have been
wrong to rely on that listing in making an investment of this magnitude; a quick trip to the County Office
on Main Street would have made clear the property was R1. 80 Woodland knew or should have known
at the time of the purchase that the property was zoned R1 and bought it with full knowledge of that, no
matter what it says now.



-~ As 80 Woodland has to meet all four requirements for the granting of a use variance and it doesn’t meet
any of them | respectfully ask this Board to deny the application for a variance.
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80 WOODLAND Avenue
ACatskilI, NY 12414
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$399,000

Overview
Description

Formerly St. Patricks School. Property consists of a 19,969 sq. ft. school building, an 8,558 sq. ft.
gym/auditorium and a 2,846 sq. ft. office building situated on 10.6 acres with over 400' of Hudson River
frontage. Prime land for residential development. Seller as a religious corp. reserves the right to
condition the sale of the property to a compatible purchaser along with affirmative land use restrictions
insuring acceptable utilization.

Listing Details
>ontract Information

DOM



Property Sub Type
Mixed Use

—_—

Jriginal List Price
1,100,000

Offered Lease/Sqft
12.83

Listing Contract Date
June 15, 2010

Current Price
$399,000

List Price/SqFt
12.83

Sold Price/SqFt
0

List Price/Acres

“37,641.51
Location

County

Greene

City/Town (Mail)
Catskill

Property Detail

Year Built
1970

Zoning M
Single Residencg

\\-‘_—,
Lot Size Acres
10.6

“™Suilding Area Total
31,100



31,100

Status Change Info
,‘\Status Change Date

Jctober 3, 2017

Under Contract Date
October 3, 2017

More Information
Parcel, Tax, HOA
Parcel Number
192600 156.18-4-6

FIPS Code
36039

Total Taxes Description
See Remarks

Tax Block
4

A.‘ax Section
156.18

Tax Lot
6

Association Y/N
No

Directions & Remarks
Directions

Route 23 to Route 385 South, east on Cedar, South on Woodland. Property on the left on the Hudson
River

Public Remarks

Formerly St. Patricks School. Property consists of a 19,969 sq. ft. school building, an 8,558 sq. ft.
gym/auditorium and a 2,846 sq. ft. office building situated on 10.6 acres with over 400' of Hudson River
frontage. Prime land for residential development. Seller as a religious corp. reserves the right to
condition the sale of the property to a compatible purchaser along with affirmative land use restrictions
insuring acceptable utilization.

Accessibility Features
See Remarks

SHARE



31,100

Retail Available SQFT
“=31,100

Warehouse Available SQFT

0
Parking Features
Parking Total

50

Private
Yes

Possible Use

Other, See Remarks
Special Listing Conditions
Ownership

Exclusive Agency Listing
More Info

Last Modified

1:22pm, October 27, 2022

—

.ist Office Name
Coldwell Banker Commercial

List Agent Full Name
Todd C Curley

Information deemed reliable but not guaranteed.

The listing broker's offer of compensation is made only to participants of the MLS where the listing
is filed.

Email Listing Cancel




Anne Gabriele
William Boyer
8 Pruyn Place
Catskill, NY 12414
AnneGabriele@me.com

April 18, 2023

Village of Catskill
Zoning Board

RE: 80 Woodland LLC/Dennis Frascello
Dear Board Members,
Regrettably, | am unable to attend the upcoming meeting. However, |
would like to take this opportunity to express my strong opposition to the
Use Variance Application for the St. Pat's School property. This proposed
change would significantly alter the character of our beloved
neighborhood. | urge you to decline the application.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Anne Gabriele
William Boyer



VIA EMAIL

April 18, 2023

Ms. Florence Fielman, Chair

Village of Catskill Zoning Board of Appeals
and

Members of the Zoning Board

422 Main Street

Catskill, NY 12414

RE: Dennis Frascello, 80 Woodland LLC
Woodland Estates Application
Use Variance for 80 Woodland Ave.
Tax Map #156.14-4-6

Dear Chair Flelman and Members of the Board:

I, Katherine Keslick, have lived with my husband, Derek Miller, at 47 Woodiand Avenue for 34 years this
August, right across the street from 80 Woodland Ave. My husband is traveling for work at this time. |
am having a medical procedure on April 19. We cannot be at the hearing. We only had two weeks’
notice of this hearing, which was completely inadequate to prepare a full analysis of the impact of this
project, to review zoning regulations, and prepare comments upon this application. 1 believe 30 to 60
days would be fair. | have people calling tonight asking about this hearing and just finding out about it.
The entire neighborhood wants to participate but only those of us in almost direct contact were noticed.

We bought our home in this neighborhood because it was R1 and | believed the school property would
retain the R1 once it closed, and it has. It is usually pretty quiet, private, and walkable. It would not be
private at all with a large apartment complex right across the street, looking directly into my bedroom
window. Father Murphy and the school were wonderful neighbors. | could open my windows in the
front bedroom and still have all the privacy we needed. This project will change the very walkable
nature of this neighborhood (it will add more than 68 cars, so parking would also be in the
neighborhood).

We have had to endure the heavy traffic from the bridge through the neighborhood, morning and
evening commutes. There is no real control over the traffic, as | watch and can hear many cars every day
run the stop signs, many times all of them in a row. This new traffic of well over 68 cars per day will flow
in basically three directions — to the bridge, to Spring St. (probably Grace and Cedar), and then to William
to flow to Bridge St. and one further to get to the Post Office. This application requires further
comments.

This property has gone up for rezoning before, but over 200 signatures from the neighborhood’s
residents petitioned to prevent it. The will of the residents of Catskill against the re-zoning of this
property has been demonstrated several times before.



We need additional time to more fully develop comments addressing the severe impact this project
would have on the essential character of the neighborhood (single family homes). The Village completed
a Comprehensive Plan that did not include multi-family dwellings in R1. There was a reason for that — it
represented what the Village heard from their residents regarding this plan. The Catskill residents do not
want R1 to contain multi-family dwellings. Once a property is granted a use variance, you really don’t
know what the final project would be.

Please keep it R1. We love our home, and we just began to renovate. However, if there is R2 right across
the street, with a large amount of apartments, cars parking (parking in the application is not nearly
enough), lights, noise, we will probably leave our home of 34 years. Our neighborhood can be quite
quiet and lovely. We would hate that feeling of being forced out. To change the zoning from R1 to R2
would irreversibly damage the character of the neighborhood. It would be lost to this project.

Mr. Frascello bought the property knowing it was R1 and created his own hardship. He made a
statement to me about what his intentions were for the property right after buying it and that he would
be submitting a proposed project to the planning board. He knew it was R1.

He also stated he was an ashestos surveyor (showed me a fake license). | filed the complaint against him
with the Department of Labor and to this day, he will not engage or work with the state. Will he follow
the law? He did not for the convent building. There are standing village and state violations due to his
actions. Mr. Frascello has declared his own hardship.

Mr. Frascello will make a reasonable rate of return, of that, I'm sure. The purchase prices and rentals in
the neighborhood are very high. We would like time to investigate this issue and comment on the
project’s proposal regarding the numbers presented.

We request that the record remain open and for a longer period of time for the public to comment on
this application be provided.

Sincerely,

Katherine A. Keslick
(518)210-9952
Derek M. Miller

47 Woodland Avenue
Catskill, NY 12414



Dear Mike and Renee,

I'm writing to you here as both my husband and | will be away and will not be at the meeting scheduled
for tomorrow at 6:30 concerning the property at 80 Woodland Ave.

We have been full-time Village residents living at 35 Woodland Ave since 2016. Our home used to be the
rectory for the Methodist Church that is still catty-corner from us and the Church is next to the 80
Woodland Ave propert. In fact we can see 80 Woodland Ave from our kitchen table and our living room.

We are opposed to the application from Dennis Frascello/80 Woodland LLC to consider a use of variance
to the property. To have 43 apartments added to the property means the loss of the R-1. When we
purchased our home we loved the quality of life here with the neighborhood as it is. This proposed
change doesn't benefit the Village of Catskill let alone the immediate neighborhood.

I have read the proposal and it seems odd that a developer feels they cannot make a profit if they build
multiple single-family homes on this large property. He wants to change the Village Zoning Code for the
property now - and we oppose that move.

A couple of years ago | knew of a family from Texas who is looking for such a large property where they
could build several homes - one for the mother and separate ones nearby for each of her three children.
This property would be a great place perhaps for someone to do this - and then there would be multiple
homes, each R-1 Zone, that would be paying taxes to the Village to support it.

Unfortunately Dennis Frascello and his 80 Woodland LLC have not been good neighbors. He modified
the Nun's Convent portion and made 2.5 apartments there prior to Covid - but he had not submitted any
plans for the property too the Village nor had he received Village approval for the construction he did.
Only a stop-work-order prevented the completion of the third apartment there.

If he feels now that he has hardship then that is self-imposed. As for all of us seeing his buildings from
our homes and when we drive by we are always seeing a property with clutter and trash around the
buildings, with dead trees due to neglect, windows broken and not replaced, and window blinds on the
inside at odd angles. Such has been our poor visuals for many years here.

I hope if he cannot build one or more single-family homes on the property that he sell it as is to
someone who would be a better neighbor and who can get the job done.

Thank you for reading my comments.
Sincerely,

Ricky & Rickey

Ricky Lark, PhD

Rickey Shaum

aka Lark-Shaum Living Trust
35 Woaodland Ave, Catskill, NY 12414-1116



Ricky Lark (he/him)
469.358.7030, iPhone



(over)

Catskill Village ZBA Public Hearing on Dennis Frascello Variance
Request

1. The homeowners and families that live in this neighborhood have
invested, maintained and paid taxes based on their homes being in a
zoned one family district. The one family residential zoning has
provided for a long term stable neighborhood, healthy and stable
property values, well-maintained properties, and a quiet and
peaceful quality of life for the residents. I believe that granting this
variance would undercut the investments that my neighbors and I
have made in our homes and in this neighborhood.

2. Inregard to the Zoning Law, the Village of Catskill Zoning Law
provides that no variance shall be granted without a showing of
“unnecessary hardship” based on all 4 criteria that are listed in the law,
these are:

i. The deprivation must be established by “competent financial
evidence”.
Nothing has changed since the developer purchased the
property. The time to obtain competent financial evidence
would seem to be before purchasing the property, not after.

ii.  That the hardship relating to the property “must be unique and
does not apply to a substantial portion of the neighborhood”.
There is nothing unique about the subject property. The
conditions of the land are the same as the rest of the
neighborhood. If the land is buildable and useable for mufti-
family buildings it is buildable and useable for single-family
homes.

iii.  The rules for a variance require that it “will not alter the
essential character of the neighborhood”.
This variance would definitely alter the essential character of
the neighborhood. It would change it from low density one
family residential use to mixed use of multi-family and single
family uses, and the multi family use would become the
predominant use in the neighborhood.



By my count, there are currently about 90 residents living on
all of Woodland Ave plus Cedar St plus all of Grace Court. The
43 proposed apartments would potentially house 86 to 120
new residents, overshadowing the number of people in single-
family homes and totally changing the character of the
neighborhood. This is not an minor increase of a few percent
change in neighborhood occupancy, it would result about a
100% increase in the neighborhood’s population.

iv.  The rules require that the alleged hardship cannot be “self-
created”.
This alleged hardship is totally self-inflicted. The hardship
being discussed was created by the developer purchasing the
property with full knowledge of the Village zoning law and
now using that zoning as the “hardship”. Had he decided to not
purchase the property because the zoning was not compatible
with his plan there would be no claim of hardship. Or, if he
planned to use to property for single family homes or other
permitted use there would be no hardship claim.

It seems obvious that the requested variance does not meet any of the
four criteria in the zoning law. The proposal would totally change the
character of the neighborhood and would undermine the good faith
investments and stewardship that residents have provided to the
neighborhood. The board, in my opinion, has no basis to grant this
variance.

Res ully Submitted

% ‘/// %?023

Robert Wlnans
17 Cedar Street

Lol N/



-~

April 19, 2023

Mrs. Florence Fielman
Chairwoman

Zoning Board of Appeals
422 Main Street

Catskill, NY 12414

Dear Mrs. Fielman,

| am writing to you to express my strong objection to a use variance submitted by Dennis
Frascello for the property located at 80-82 Woodland Avenue.

As you know this property is zoned as R-1 which is strictly for single family residences. By
granting this variance the character of the neighborhood will drastically change and not for the
better. The additional traffic, lights, noise, and influx of potentially hundreds of people will
create a situation that is not acceptable nor desired for our quiet street.

Mr. Frascello purchased this property in 2017 fulling knowing what his development limitations
were. His claim that the current zoning will cause “unnecessary hardship” is not plausible. He
notes on page 17 of his application that he was misled and “did not purchase the property with
the assumption that it was R1 because it was falsely advertised as commercial property when
it was listed.” This is false. The original MLS listing clearly states that the property is “prime
land for residential development.”

With regard to traffic, the study performed by Creighton Manning is very specious. | have lived
at 87 Woodland Avenue since 1960, directly across the street from the property in

question. Current traffic is constant and has slowly increased over the years. Woodland
Avenue is used as a way to avoid Spring Street (Route 385) especially for traffic coming from
and heading to the Rip Van Winkle Bridge. Only a small section of Woodland Avenue has
sidewalks which provide some safety to pedestrians however the majority of those walking do
so in the street. Speeding is a monumental problem that has been discussed numerous times
at Village Board meetings. Residents are told that the police are doing all they can but nothing
helps. Stop signs were placed a few years ago at key intersections on Woaodland Avenue, but
are regularly ignored. Therefore, the increase in traffic due to adding 43 apartments will be
devastating to the neighborhood. When it was a school (and even the couri house for a brief
time) the traffic was bearable. There was little to no traffic entering/exiting the property in the
evening hours and virtually none on the weekends. (And virtually no traffic during the summer
months when it was a school.) This study is based on a “perfect world” when they assume
everyone will come and go at “peak” hours. What about delivery trucks, taxus visitors, etc. that
will come and go at all hours?



. And | might add that my front door is directly in line with how traffic will exit the
property. Therefore | will have headlights constantly beaming into my home during evening
hours.

| am also concerned about lighting and the effect it will have to all neighbors in close

proximity. Mr. Frascello brought in several lighting fixtures that he planned to install prior to the
stop work order being put into place. Currently our neighborhood is sufficiently lit by street
lights and simple porch/pole lights peppered throughout the area. | fear that his
overabundance of lighting on the property plus the lighting from the apartments themselves will
create a very bright and unwelcome appearance. Again, when it was a school and briefly the
court house, there was very little light coming from the property during the evening hours and
none on weekends.

Additionally | am very concerned about infrastructure and how it will handle sewer/water,
electric, internet, copper line telephones (land lines), road surface wear and tear, etc. Again,
this is a quiet R1 neighborhood that is coveted and considered a very desirable place to

live. This zone change will have a tremendous impact on the overall character and destroy
one of the most beautiful neighborhoods in all of the village of Catskill. ;

Currently the property at 80-82 Woodland Avenue is disgraceful. There is an overgrowth of
shrubbery, dead trees, an abandoned truck, a broken down backhoe visible from the street,
broken windows, boarded up windows on all three buildings, trash in the culvert along
Woodland Avenue, etc. How does Mr. Frascello plan on maintaining a facility with 43
apartments when he cannot even take care of what is currently there? Every mowing season
without fail | have had to submit a letter of complaint to the Village Clerk’s office to report the
grass reaching over two feet and demanding that it be mowed. It is only then that the grounds
are addressed until the next time it becomes overgrown. It's a vicious cycle that all the
neighbors are tired of. We all maintain our property except Mr. Frascello as evidenced from
my statement above. '

In conclusion, | implore this Zoning Board of Appeals to NOT grant this variance and keep our
neighborhood strictly R1. Many of us have been here 60 plus years and wé hope you take that
into consideration when you make your decision. ;

Thank you.

Sincerely,

oo i

Lisa Marafi

87 Woodland Avenue
Catskill, NY 12414
(518) 441-4930



To: Village of Catskill- Zoning Board of Appeals
*=rom: Bruce and Chris Rappleyea

Reference: ZBA Hearing 4/19/23 in consideration of a proposed variance on 80/82 Woodland Ave.

As former residents of 77 Woodland Ave. since 1980, until recently relocating to Coxsackie, we would like to address the
above proposal and repudiate the cited parcel claims as demonstrated in Exhibit E (Parcels 1-7- Photos Pages 38-41)
with relevancy to zoning and usage.

Specifically referencing page 11 Section C: “Will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood” in stating “ there
are also other apartment uses in the immediate vicinity of the property, such as:

PARCEL 1) 92 Woodland Avenue- under the Dormitory Authority of NYS functioning as a multi-family dwelling.
**REFUTED: Property is actually under the purview of NYS OPWDD via Taconic DDSO (Taconic Developmental Disabilities
State Operations Office). Under the protection afforded by the 1978 Padavan Law and the NY Mental Hygiene Law
§41.34, the State is authorized to establish a qualifying group home on a suitable selected site within a locale. Unless a
municipality can offer alternative sites or demonstrate an oversaturation in a single area of similar facilities, the State
has the authority to override local zoning district restrictions; further noting that consumers residing in a congregate care
facility are deemed a family unit. This is not a multi-family dwelling.

PARCEL 2) 174 Spring Street- Post Cottage Bed and Breakfast Hotel. **REFUTED: No longer in operation.

PARCEL 3) 38 Prospect Ave- “Home Sweet Home on the Hudson” - senior assisted retirement facility which offers in

ouse skilled nursing.” **REFUTED: As reported in the Catskill Daily Mail, June 20, 1977, pg. 2 article titled “NEW
RETIREMENT HOME REVIVES NELLIE BLY’S CATSKILL DAYS” and subsequent articles found in the Catskill Daily Mail, June
22, 1996 pg. a3; essentially relates that since 1936 the property was in operation as the Holy Child Nursing Home and in
1976 was further developed into its existing building when NYS no longer allowed Wooden structures to be used for such
purposes. Original usage predates zoning.

PARCEL 4) 135 William Street- West Wayne Apartments- functions as a multi-family apartment building. **REFUTED:
The 1930 US Census NY, Greene, Catskill ED 26-7 Sheet 168, identifies the names of the tenants and rents paid by each,
thereby predating the 1959 village zoning regulations.

PARCEL 5) 123 William Street- Ludman Apartments- functions as a multi-family apartment with separate carriage
house operating as an Airbnb Hotel. ** REFUTED: Short Term Rentals are permissible either by right or via special use
permit, in all zoning districts. Additionally, the 1940 US Census NY, Greene, Catskill ED 20-4 Sheet 4A, identifies the
property’s owner as Elizabeth Ziegler and further states the inclusion of eleven (11) lodgers residing on the property;
again predating the 1959 Village zoning regulations. Other newspaper accounts reporting same use since 1933.

PARCEL 6) 112 William Street- Dimension’s North Contracting- used commercially for business purposes rather than a
living space, also includes outdoor storage of large industrial construction equipment and building materials/debris.
**REFUTED: Factually, property is a utilized as a single family residence since 1994 and business is conducted via the
office, workshop and other operations being located at 11 West Bridge Street. References to equipment storage/debris
should be juxtaposed against the claimant’s own property having same.

Parcel 7) 38 Woodland Ave- Wildings on the Hudson- Airbnb Hotel. ** Short Term Rentals are permissible by-right or
via special permit in in all zoning districts.



Debra Samuels
6 Cedar Street
Catskill, NY 12414

(518) 943-9317
dsammy1969@gmail.com

To the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Catskill

| am writing to respond to the notice the board has given that they will be considering a
use variance for Dennis Frascello for a proposed 43 multi-family apartment project
located on his property at 80-82 Woodland Avenue in Catskill.

I live in the neighborhood that will be affected by development on this property. | live
on the second most affected street, as the majority of car, bus and foot traffic will go up
and down Cedar Street to this property. When St Pats was open all school bus traffic
used Cedar Street, but as a school this was limited to twice per day, not all day and
night 7 days per week.

I have been involved in the future of this property since prior to it's purchase by Mr.
Frascello.

At one point it was put into contract for purchase by the Columbia Greene Mental
Health Association who wanted to build their county mental health center there, a use
which was not legal in the R-1 zoning. | and other residents walked a petition through
the neighborhood (Hudson to William between Spring and Woodland) opposing this. |
believe that with one exception every single resident, over 200, signed the petition,
which was presented to the Village Board. Based on overwhelming community
opposition the Village Board told the Association that no variance would be granted to
allow the project, and their contract which was subject to variance approval, timed out.

Altering the zoning to R-2 would now allow this project, which is most likely still desired,
to take place. This project would irrevocably alter the character of the neighborhood.

A few years later the same organization took an option to build 95 low income
apartments on a West Main Street property. The apartments would be targeted for
their clients who consisted of low income, mentally ill and drug addicts in rehab. It was
legal in the zoning for that property (which is still undeveloped). The Village Board
didn't want these apartments across the creek from Lumberyard, and so close to Main
Street. All development was put on hold pending the completion of a Village
Comprehensive Plan. This plan ultimately ruled out the development on that property.

It is likely that the Association still wants to construct these 95 apartments. Altering the
zoning to R-2 would now allow this project to occur on Woodland Avenue, a project that
would mimic Bliss Towers in Hudson. This project would irrevocably and detrimentally
alter the character of the neighborhood.



Without the committee’s knowledge a clause was added to the draft of the
Comprehensive Plan that would have allowed any property over 5 acres to be treated
as a “floating zone”, and spot zoned to a different zoning code by the 5 person Village
Board with no public input or oversight. When there was overwhelming public
opposition to this clause both the committee and the Village Board agreed to remove it.
Of the properties this size in the village the only one in play at the time was the St. Pats
property. The committee made the clear decision that it was not in the public interest to
rezone, spot zone, this property. For the second time the Village Board agreed.

Many generations of families, including mine, have raised their children in this lovely
neighborhood. It is mixed income, race and religion, with the majority being middle
class, small homes. As the elderly are aging out, new families with young children are
moving in. As my kids did, | see them safely walking and bike riding through the
neighborhood.

In our 2.2 square mile village we only have a small amount of area designated as R-1.
This zoning is designed to incubate families, schools and religious institutions. As such
it tends to retain its property value and thus the tax base that in Catskill is the entire
village budget. It attracts new families to the area rather than driving them out. Spot
zoning is generally not used because it gradually deteriorates zoned areas. Consider
the effect of spot zoning a commercial factory location into an R-2 housing zone. Who
would want to stay or move into that area? Spot zoning R-2 into R-1 can have the
same devastating effect as it can allow mega development as | described above.

Six miles away we have the city of Hudson. We read often about shootings in the
streets in Hudson, tire slashings, home breakins. For the most part Catskill has been
insulated from becoming the new Hudson. While there are many reasons for the
problems in Hudson, | would suggest that solid R-1 neighborhoods are one of the many
bulwarks Catskill still has to prevent such a downslide.

Per zoning law the fact that the St Pats property is zoned R-1 is a 100% self created
hardship, and as such not eligible for a variance. Since taking ownership | have seen
many instances of what | will call untruths on the part of Mr. Frascello, such as
removing asbestos while telling the village he was licensed by the state to do so, which
he was not. Installing a mailbox and stating it was his residence, which it was not.
Beginning to construct apartments knowing full well they were illegal to construct in R-
1. The point of stating these facts (only a few of many), is that no fanciful plan
presented by Mr. Frascello can be counted on in any way as a plan that will actually
take place.



if the property were to be spot zoned to R-2 it would open it up to any type of multiple
housing or use scenarios. There is no way to limit the type of development once the
zoning has changed. In fact, it is my understanding that the legitimate senior housing
on the east side of the village has itself gradually become non-senior low income
housing. The point being, even with good intentions, specific use within R-2 cannot be
controlled by the village. | do not assume good intentions here. My guess would be
that the property is much more valuable as R-2 and although Mr. Frascello has
received at least one generous offer for the property as R-1, he wants to market it at a
higher rate as R-2. That is, he bought a property knowing it was R-1 and wants to earn
a higher profit on it by having it changed to R-2. This is not justification for a zoning
variance.

The unchecked potential of R-2 development on this property could destroy the quality
of life and property value of the entire neighborhood of about 200 homes, which will
have serious ramifications throughout the village.

| request that you keep the record on this request open until | and other neighbors have
had the time to further develop our arguments in opposition to this proposal.

Sincerely,

Debra Samuels



Ken and Eugenie Ytuarte
85 Woodland Avenue
Catskill, NY 12414

(917) 886-5908
eugebarron@gmail.com

To the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Catskill

We are writing to respond to the notice the board has given that they will be
considering a use variance for Dennis Frascello for a proposed 43 multi-family
apartment project located on his property at 80-82 Woodland Avenue in Catskill.

Our house is directly across the street from the property so we are aware of the
goings on since Mr. Frascello bought the property. Anything that were to happen on
this property will directly impact our property and quality of life, as well as that of
the entire surrounding neighborhood.

We do not oppose development of the property within the R-1 guidelines. However,
if the property were to be spot zoned to R-2 it would open it up to any type of
multiple housing scenarios. While some of these scenarios could be benign, there
is no way to limit the type of development once the zoning has changed.

When we lived in Richmond Hill NY in the 1990’s our beautiful single family home
neighborhood gradually was converted so that single family homes were turned into
multi-family homes with often 20 people living per home. This impacted the quality
of the neighborhood in respect to noise, traffic, water, sewer and increase in crime.
We left the neighborhood due to changes, in particular the fact that it was no longer
safe for us.

If the St. Pat’s property is spot zoned to R-2, there is no way to restrict the type of
development done by either Mr. Frascello or anyone he immediately or subsequently
sells the property to.

We don’t agree with many of the contentions in Mr. Frascello’s request for a variance.
We know that he was aware the property was R-1 before purchasing it because
many in the neighborhood told him. The fact that the property is R-1 is a self-
imposed hardship.

We also don’t agree with his figures for the potential rate of return as currently
zoned. These are arbitrary numbers for 4 limited options that he somehow claims
are his only options. This beautiful R-1 property has many many options. Ifitis true
that there is no market for the property as a school, this is still a self-imposed
hardship because he bought the property with an ex-school on it.
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We do not agree that there is no market for conversion of and use of the property as
multiple single family homes. We do not agree that “the proposed reuse of the
property for 43 residential units is the only reasonable and feasible redevelopment
alternative for this property”. We believe that is absurd as Mr. Frascello has had
lucrative offers for the property as currently zoned.

As we have experienced in our prior neighborhood, there are changes that can
destroy the quality of life of a neighborhood. If the gates that have been installed are
any indication of “compatibility with the surrounding landscape and neighborhood”
we question the direction he will take.

The unchecked potential of R-2 development on this property could destroy the
quality of life and property value of the entire neighborhood of about 200 homes.

The option to create floating zones of large properties in Catskill, including this one,
was taken out of the comprehensive plan as agreed by both the committee members
and the Village Board. This issue has already been decided.

We request that you keep the record on this request open until we and other
neighbors have had the time to further develop our argument.

Sincerely,

Ken and uge arte
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Mark and Karen Whitbeck

118 High Street
Catskill, NY 12414

April 19, 2023

Catskill Village Zoning Board of Appeals
422 Main Street
Catskill, NY 12414

To Whom It May Concemn,

We have resided on High Street for 34 years. We bought our home
because of the location, which provided us with a quiet and safe
neighborhood in which to raise our children. We know our neighbors and trust
each other to watch out for each other’s homes when we go away for a
weekend or an extended vacation.

Throughout the years, High Street and Woodland Avenue have
become very busy with traffic going to and from the Rip Van Winkle Bridge.
These have always been popular streets for people going on their daily walks.
Many of these people are pushing strollers and walking their dogs. Even
though there is a village speed limit, it has become increasingly difficult to
walk safely because drivers do not obey the speed limit. There is a four 4 way
stop at the corners of Woodland Avenue and High Street, however the stop
signs are consistently being ignored by inconsiderate drivers. If this proposed
apartment complex is approved, the amount of traffic would increase ten fold,
making it even more difficut to navigate our local streets, both by vehicle and
on foot.

Our property is zoned R-1 and our property taxes reflect this residential,
one family home rate. We are adamantly opposed to this proposed complex,
which would serve to further disrupt our safe, family oriented neighborhood.

Respectfully,

Karen and Mark Whitbeck



Mike Ragaini

7 From: Kendra Hayden <kendrahayden@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 16, 2023 3:36 PM
To: Mike Ragaini
Subject: Public hearing for 80 woodland ave

This email comes from outside the organization.

Do not click links or open attachments unless it is an email you expected to receive.

Hello,

We live at 16 Cedar St in Catskill and recently received a letter regarding a variance for proposed 43 multi-family
apartment project. We am not able to attend the hearing on April 19 but would still like our objections to be heard
regarding this. We are against having the large project built in our beautiful and peaceful residential neighborhood. This
a neighborhood of single family homes and a large apartment complex will significantly change the area for the worse
and make the area less desirable. It would also increase the traffic on Cedar St and Woodland Ave. Hopefully, by sending
this email our objections will be noted.

Please let me know if there is anything else | need to submit or do.

Thank you,

Kendra and Mark Hayden
16 Cedar St.

Catskill, NY 12414
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April 17,2023

By email: mragaini@villageofcatskillny.gov

Mr. Michael Ragaini, Code Enforcement Officer
Village of Catskill, Building Department

422 Main Street

Catskill, NY 12415

Subject: Woodland Estates Variance Request
Dear Mr. Ragaini:

It has come to our attention that the Village has received an application for a Use Variance to
redevelop the former St. Patrick’s School into 43 multifamily units.

Scenic Hudson does not support—nor do we oppose—the requested variance. However, given
the 10.6-acre site’s visually sensitive location along the Hudson River, we recommend that if
the variance is to be granted, it be conditioned upon the permanent protection of the trees
between the existing buildings and bluffs along the shoreline. We believe that the most
effective way to ensure that these trees are protected would be with a Conservation Easement,
deed restriction, and note on the site plan, as well as consideration in any subsequent SEQRA
review.

The Visual Importance of the St. Patrick’s School Site

As you can see from the attached photograph taken from an overlook at the Olana State
Historic Site, the bluffs south of the Rip Van Winkle Bridge, including the property for which the
variance is requested, is viewed as a continuous forested area.

The trees in the photograph and also described above are within the Catskill Bluffs Subunit

(CO 1) of the Catskill-Olana Scenic Area of Statewide Significance (SASS). This portion of the
property subject to the Variance request is locally, regionally, and nationally significant because
they protect the viewshed of the Olana State Historic Site, a National Historic Landmark. The
New York State Department of State designated this SASS because of Olana’s association with
Hudson River School painter Frederic Church and views from the home and landscape he
created atop the hill. In fact, the Olana State Historic Site is in the Olana Subunit (CO 6) of the
same SASS.

SCENIC SCENIC :-EU{__::;-L\'.':&
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In addition, the forested bluffs on the St Patrick’s site are visible from the nearby Hudson River
Skywalk, a pedestrian pathway on the south side of the Rip Van Winkle Bridge. Furthermore,
the Bridge is a designated Scenic Road under Article 49 of the Environmental Conservation Law.
As you are probably aware, Skywalk physically connects Olana with the Thomas Cole National
Historic Site, the former home and studio of Thomas Cole, who was Frederic Church’s teacher
and mentor. Skywalk has been developed and is being used as a recreational, educational, and
economic development asset of both Greene and Columbia Counties.

While we realize that the Village of Catskill’s Code includes a Waterfront Bluffs Overlay District,
which offers these trees some level of protection, we believe that given the site’s location in
the SASS; the trees’ importance in protecting the integrity of the forested bluffs as an element
in the Olana viewshed; and our experience with other property owners clearing trees to
provide better views after approvals are granted, a higher level of protection is warranted.

In closing, Scenic Hudson neither supports nor opposes the requested Use Variance. Further, if
it is to be granted, we urge the Zoning Board of Appeals to require that it be conditioned on the
permanent protection of the trees. This protection should include a Conservation Easement,
Deed Restriction, and note on the site plan. Finally, as noted above, any subsequent SEQRA
review should also include the need to protect these trees and the view from Olana, Skywalk,
and the Hudson River.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

py e

Jeffrey Anzevino, AICP
Director of Land Use Advocacy
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April 18, 2023

Zoning Board of Appeals
Village of Catskill
Catskill, NY 12414

Dear Sir/Madam:

We request that the Village of Catskill’'s Zoning Board of Appeals deny the
Application for a Use Variance submitted by Dennis Frascello for
development of the property at 80-82 Woodland Avenue in Catskill.

We live at 36 Woodland Avenue on the first residential property to the
south of 80-82 Woodland Ave. On the Village of Catskill’s east side historic
district map, ours is the northern-most property on Woodland Ave. We
would like the ZBA to take into account the following points.

Fundament Flaw in Premise of Application. The Application for a Use
Variance is based on the premise that, although the property is located in a
property zoned R1 Residential (see the Zoning District Classification entry
on the application), the owner is entitled to make a substantial profit on his
investment. The application implies that the Village of Catskill must issue a
use variance to ensure the profitability of the property for its owner. NYS
Codes, Rules, and Regulations do not provide for such an entitlement. No
owner of a residential property zoned R1 is entitled to make a profit from
the commercial or for-profit use of their property. Nor is there any
requirement for a ZBA to act on behalf of the owner to ensure that a profit
can be realized. In short, the application should be rejected on this ground
alone.

Four Necessary Conditions. Four conditions must be met for ZBA to
consider approving a use variance for the proposed facility. They are listed
in the application. In his application, the property owner has tried to meet
the burden of proof that the proposal fully satisfies all four conditions. We
contend that all four conditions are not met.

Character of the Neighborhood. While the application claims that the
ltalianate design of the proposed construction is consistent with structures
on Main Street (unidentified), a prime business district, none of the 25
structures visible on Woodland Avenue are of Italianate design. Nearly all



are older two-story Craftsman, bungalow, or one-story ranch style
structures. The proposed structure is in every way inconsistent with the
character of the neighborhood, and if it were to be constructed, it would
overwhelm and permanently diminish the neighborhood’s character.

Over 200 tax paying residents of the east side of the Village have already
signed a petition standing firmly against the commercial use of the
property at 80-82 Woodland Ave. A multi-family apartment dwelling
complex of the magnitude being proposed is specifically designed to
generate revenue for its owner. This is essentially the same as a
commercial enterprise operating in an R1 residential zone. The distinctions
are not clear. The proposed for-profit enterprise will be the most dominant
feature in the neighborhood, and that alone would forever change the
character of the neighborhood.

Hardship. If there is any hardship in finding a way to realize a substantial
gain on his investment, it was self-imposed. The owner bears full
responsibility for scoping out the estimated costs of demolishing existing
structures and constructing permissible structures consistent with existing
zoning. Likewise, the revenues that could have been generated by the sale
of partitioned properties on the 10.3 acre lot should have been estimated
before the purchase.

The claimed misclassification of the property as commercial is a legal
matter that should be addressed by the principals directly involved,
namely the property purchaser, the seller, and the seller’s real estate sales
agency. The party having made the mistake should be held accountable. If
the owner incurs a loss as a result of this mischaracterization, it is not
incumbent upon the Village of Catskill and its ZBA to make the property
purchaser whole through issuance of a use variance, as requested by the
applicant.

Additional Considerations. Aside from the four necessary conditions that
must be met to consider issuing a use variance, there are several other
points that are salient to the Board’s review of the application.

First, although the application states in several places that the intended
use of the property is for senior housing, in other locations it qualifies the
intended use as being for “prioritized” senior citizens. We need to know
what this qualification implies. Nothing should be vaguely defined or



ambiguous in the application. Also, if the proposed housing is supposed to
accommodate housing needs primarily for senior citizens, what
percentage of the renters will be senior citizens. Is there any way to hold
the property owner to these percentages as time goes by because that
was a key stipulation and justification used in the application? Or, could he
and any future owner change the intended use at will?

Condition and Appearance of the Property. In an attempt to justify the
request for a Use Variance, the owner claims to be concerned with the
aesthetics of the property and the neighborhood. When Greene County
used the facility for its temporary court house location, the facility and
property were fairly well-maintained and clean. From the time of purchase
in 2017, however, the property owner has had nearly five years to
demonstrate that he cares about the appearance of the buildings and
grounds. Clearly this has not been the case, and both past and current
behavior portend a lack of commitment on the part of the owner to keep
the property looking clean and well-maintained on behalf of the
community.

Examples include

» Leaving broken window shades in the windows making the view from
the street unnecessarily unsightly.

* Not repairing broken windows. Some are roughly boarded up with
plywood and others are left open to weather, rodents, and pests. This is
not a recent development. It has been an eyesore for the community for
years.

» Leaving an unlicensed pick up truck on the property visible from
Woodland Avenue in violation of Village Code. Complaints to the Code
Enforcement Office did not resolve the issue.

« Construction equipment has been left in a highly visible location for very
long periods of time. Vehicles could have easily been concealed and
out of sight.

« Grass on the lawn has been allowed to grow to unacceptable heights in
violation of village code. Neighbors have had to issue complaints to the
Code Enforcement Office - before mowings begin.

« There are long-standing and unsightly piles of random materials on the
south side of the building clearly visible to everyone passing by.

+ Several recently planted trees and shrubs have died and have not been
replaced.



It should be noted that these conditions were not unavoidable. Nor would
their remediation have been of any significant financial cost to the property
owner to fix. They represent a choice on the part of the property owner to
leave the property in that condition, specifically a blighted property, which
is explicitly forbidden in Village Code.

Infrastructure. Adding 43 residences to the existing 25-30 residences on
Woodland Avenue, and an unknown number of residents, will increase the
demands on Woodland Avenue’s antiquated water, sewer, natural gas, and
electric infrastructure. Although it once supported the school, it is now
decades older. It has never been subjected to the demands of 24 hour 365
day per year use including sinks and faucets, toilets, washing machines,
all maintenance requiring water, lawn and plant watering, and any natural
gas fueled appliances, as well as heating and air conditioning systems.
Last summer’s drought requiring strict restrictions on Village water usage
should be a concern for everyone relying on our public water supply,
regardless of where one lives in the Village and areas in the Town of
Catskill also being served. The utility demands of the neighborhood with
an additional 43 residences and an unknown number of new residents
must be thoroughly and carefully measured against the capacity of the
local infrastructure to even consider the application.

Lights. The exterior lighting on the buildings, grounds, and parking lots
would add light pollution to the extended area flooding the neighborhood
with undesirable ambient light.

Construction Noise and Disturbance. The construction of the proposed
multi-family dwelling complex would certainly be a lengthy process that
will be highly disruptive to a large number of residents of the east side of
the Village. During construction, residents would be exposed over a long
period of time to noise, dust, air pollution, and exhaust fumes. The
disruption would be intense, obnoxious, and a threat to public health. The
processes of demolition and/or construction would destroy the quality of
life for all within a wide radius of the site.

Traffic Impact. The traffic impact assessment provided in the application
is flawed because it uses traffic counts on Spring Street as a base. Also,
projected traffic increases are discussed relative to an era long ago when
the property was used as a school, not current usage. Percentage
increases might seem less significant when based on Spring Street traffic.



Approximately 400 vehicles travel on Woodland Avenue per day. Add 43
families, couples, and individuals, some with multiple vehicles, and traffic
on Woodland Ave. and its feeder streets would increase by a significantly
higher percentage on Woodland Ave. vs Spring Street.

Zoning and Planning for the Future. ZBA will need to weigh the potential
benefits to the owner and his customers against the costs to a large
number of opposed property owners whose lives will be negatively
impacted as long as they live in the area. They will also need to carefully
consider the potential benefits and risks to the community of allowing this
10.3 acre parcel to accommodate a very large multi-structure, multi-family
dwelling complex, and for-profit enterprise.

Property owners are highly concerned about the precedent that could be
set by ZBA approval of the requested use variance. The far-reaching and
long-term impact on the entire village must be taken into consideration
before acting on this individual application. Other property owners would
be able to use the decision made in this case as justification based on
precedent.

Of equal concern to property owners is the high probability that the owner
will at some point sell the property. What protections would village
residents have over future owners and their use of the property.

The ZBA, the Planning Board, and the Code Enforcement Office are
charged with protecting Catskill’s residents from the very type of
development that is being proposed here. Thus far, the owner has chosen
to leave the property in a highly visible and irritating state of disrepair at a
significant daily cost to those living near it and those passing by. While
some of the stress is mental or psychological, but there is also a real and
considerable financial cost to nearby property owners in diminished
property values due specifically to the poor condition of the buildings and
grounds. Catskill’s Code Enforcement Office has not been able to protect
the citizens of Catskill from this very prominent blighted property.

There is also another very real risk that the ZBA should consider. There is a
possibility that the project, if approved, will fail, and this failure could occur
at any point in the future. It could happen during demolition, during
construction, or any time after. Although the ZBA might not be required to
demand proof of the owner’s financial capacity to finish the project and to
sustain it into the future, the lack of such proof places the burden of risk



on those left behind if the owner walks away for any reason. The people of
Catskill need and deserve the protection of fully enforceable and fail-safe
requirements protecting our community against abandonment of the
property. The developer should be required to post a surety bond of
sufficient value to finance the demolition of all structures on the property to
return the property to its natural state. It should not be allowed to walk
away leaving the Village of Catskill or any other government entity with the
burden of a failed development process and a long-term blighted property.

We would be happy to discuss our concerns with members of the ZBA
and to answer any questions that you might have.

Sincerely,
Paul and Cynthia Ambrose

36 Woodland Avenue
Catskill, NY 12414



AGENDA OF THE

VILLAGE OF CATSKILL

BOARD OF TRUSTEES
JUNE 8,2016

¥

Heather Bagshaw — Rick Paolino -- Vincent Seeley ~ James Chewens — Stanley Dushane

| Current Staffing

' Full Time 41 Part Time 21 Seasonal 3

| New Hires -

| Retirements / Resignations — none

Budget Snapshot for fiscal year 2016-2017

|
NS0 T S G

' General Fund $4,497.97500 |

~ Water Fund 1 $1,276,924.00 - |

' Sewer Fund 1S 914,050.00 [ _
AGENDA: -

Bprove payment of audited bills

=

Q/Aﬁprgve submitted department reports
Mf\pprovc purchase of sewer camera with CSO Engineering funds

wzﬁ Richards & Liz LoGiudice - Factory/Canal Streets

—_—

- - » i 5 -\“
5. W oodland Avenue group — Zoning petition |
i group gp | 2




Petition results ! | |

| | r |
Street # of Home Eligible Yes  NoAnsweUndecided Vacant Exempt Signatures % of Street
Prospect 12 9 3 6 3 6 67%
Upper Bridge 3 3 3 3 100%
Pruyn 8 6 6 1 1 9 100%
Day 12 7 1 6 5 9 86%
Woodland 25 21 21 1 2 1 37 100%
Cedar 17 12 12 2 2 1 13 100%
High 16 13} 1 12 1 2 12 92%
Hudson 6 4 4 5 2 9 100%
Spring Lower 15 13 3 10 1 1 12 77%
Spring Middle 15 9 3 6 6 8 67%| -
Spring Upper 19 15 2 13 3 20 87%
Grace Court 10 6 6 1 2 10 100%
Upper William 12 7 7 1 1. 3 12 100%
Stillwood 2 2 2 4 100%
Colewood 4 2 2 1 1 2 100%
Upper High 3 1 1 1 1 1 100%
Sub Total 179 130 13| 117 23 11 13 167 90%
% of Area Homes 90%
Ancillary 25 25 31
GRAND TOTAL ; | i | 198




RE:

-PETITION _
(PHASE I)

_Greene County Tax Map #: 156.14-4-6
"Easterly side of Woodland Avenue

10.6 Acres + .

Zoned R-1/Waterfront Overlay

Former St. Patrick's School and Convent |

WE, the undersigned, being residents of the Village of Catskil, New York,
in the County of Greene, do hereby petition the Village of Catskill, it's
elective and appointed representatives, including the Village Board of
Trustees, Planning Board and Zoning Board of Appeals, to not approve or
authorize any future ufilization of the above referenced real property, by
issuance of a building permit, special use permit, variance and/or re-

zoning, for other than lawfully perm’rfted uses, consisting of one family
 detached dwellings, excluding double-wide trailers and modular homes, or -

customary home occupation or professional offices, as accessory uses,
conducted by a resident thereon, for the following reasons:

1.

2.

This zoning district is and has always been virtually exclusively
residential in nature and character. ‘

For the benefit of all taxpayers in the Village of Catskill, we do
oppose the Village authorizing any use of the property, which would
cause all or any portion of the parcel to be éxempt from real property
taxes;- Furthermore, by the Village requiring any owner(s) of the
parcel to comply with the “permitted uses" of the R-1-One Family
Residence district requirements in the Villagé Zoning Ordinance, the
Village will receive the "opportunity benefits" of this parcel
generating increased future real prqperty tax revenues upon .
development.



3. We are opposed 10 any illegal "spot zoning" of this parcel (i.e., re-
Zoning this specific parcel only in a manner that is at odds with the

Village's Master Plan and the current Zoning Regulations in this
district).
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W /e[ peer.

PETITION
(PHASE I)

RE: Greene County Tax Map #: 156.14-4-6
Easterly side of Woodland Avenue
10.6 Acres +
Zoned R-1/Waterfront Overlay
Former St. Patrick's School and Convent

WE, the undersigned, being residents of the Village of Catskill, New York,
in the County of Greene, do hereby petition the Village of Catskill, it's
elective and appointed representatives, including the Village Board of
Trustees, Planning Board and Zoning Board of Appeals, to not approve or
authorize any future utilization of the above referenced real property, by
issuance of a building permit, special use permit, variance and/or re-
zoning, for other than lawfully permitted uses, consisting of one family
detached dwellings, excluding double-wide trailers and modular homes, or
customary home occupation or professional offices, as accessory uses,
conducted by a resident thereon, for the following reasons:

1. This zoning district is and has always been virtually exclusively
residential in nature and character.

2. For the benefit of all taxpayers in the lelage of Catskill, we do
oppose the Village authorizing any use of the property, which would -
cause all or any portion of the parcel to be exempt from real property
taxes. Furthermore, by the Village requiring any owner(s) of the
parcel to comply with the "permitted uses" of the R-1-One Family
Residence district requirements in the Village Zoning Ordinance, the
Village will receive the "opportunity benefits" of this parcel
generating increased future real property tax revenues upon

development.






