




























 
Daniel M. Richmond 
dmrichmond@zarin-steinmetz.com  

 

 
Phone: (914) 682-7800 
Direct: (914) 220-9797 

www.zarin-steinmetz.com 
 
 

81 Main Street, Suite 415  
White Plains, New York 10601 

 

March 4, 2025
 
Via email [ahendrie@townofhaverstraw.org] 
 
Hon. Wilbur Aldridge and Members of the 
 Town of Haverstraw Zoning Board of Appeals 
1 Rosman Road 
Garnerville, New York 10923 
 
 

Re:  Zoning Variances  
            Zoning Map Amendment and Site Plan  
             130 W Ramapo Road (Route 202) 
 
Dear Chairman Aldridge and Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals: 
 

Our firm represents Artur Kondov (“Applicant”), the owner of real property located at 130 
West Ramapo Road (Route 202) (“Property”). The Applicant proposes to re-position the Property 
through the construction of a high-quality office building, along with additional on-site parking 
and related site improvements (“Project”). To facilitate the Project, the Applicant has filed a 
petition to the Town Board for a rezoning of the Property from the Professional Office (PO) to 
Commercial (C) District, which will allow for more appropriate and contextual bulk dimensions 
for the surrounding community.1  

 
While the Applicant previously explored the idea of enlarging the building footprint by 

2,000 s.f., after feedback from Town staff and members of the Planning Board, it has decided to 
remain with the 8,000 square feet building to reduce the amount of on-site parking required per 
the Town Code.   

 
Thus, the proposed Project presently consists of 12,000 s.f., of which only 8,000 square 

feet will be utilized as high-office space, intended for professional tenants,2 48 on-site parking 
spaces to service the needs of the professional tenants, and site improvements, such as the 
installation of a drainage system that does not presently exist on the Property. 
 

 
1  The benefits of the rezoning include allowing the building footprint to be located further away from 
the adjoining residential properties to the north, while also bringing the site into alignment and contextuality 
with the existing commercial property immediately to the east. Thus, the rezoning will promote a coherent 
commercial gateway in the Town.  
 
2  While the Applicant must, per the Town Code, include the basement space in the total gross floor 
area, in fact the basement space will only be used as ancillary amenity space, such as a lounge area and/or 
kitchenette, for the internal use of existing tenants. Thus, the basement space will not create any additional 
occupancy or otherwise increase the intensity of use. 



 
Town of Haverstraw 

Zoning Board of Appeals 
March 4, 2025 | Page 2 

 
 

 

To facilitate our discussion, please find enclosed:  
 

1. A Concept Plan, prepared by WeinbergLim Engineering, revised March 4, 2025; 
2. Project Renderings, prepared by BILD Architecture; 
3. Survey, prepared by Civil Tech Engineering & Surveying PC, dated April 20, 2023;  
4. Parking and Traffic Evaluation Study, prepared by Colliers Engineering & Design, 

dated March 3, 2025.  
 

The purpose of this letter is to transmit this application to your Board and secure placement 
on your March 12, 2025 agenda. 

 
PROPERTY & PROJECT 

 
 The Property is an approximately 1-acre site located in the PO District, which is presently 
subject to a zoning petition filed by the Applicant to re-position the property in the C District. The 
rezoning will bring the Property in line with the existing commercial shopping center to the east, 
and will enable the building footprint to be located further from the residential properties the north 
through more appropriate bulk regulations.  
 
 The Applicant proposes to construct an 12,000 s.f. office building, of which 8,000 s.f. will 
be utilized as professional office space. The Applicant plans to utilize the basement space as 
amenity space solely for the building’s tenants, which will generate no additional occupancy or 
intensity of use. The Project will also include 48 parking spaces on-site, along with other site 
improvements like drainage resulting in net zero runoff.  
 

TRAFFIC STUDY 
 
 The Applicant commissioned a Parking and Traffic Evaluation Study, prepared by Colliers 
Engineering & Design to better understand any potential impacts relating to parking and traffic. 
The study found that the proposed professional office use for 8,000 square feet would be 
adequately serviced by the 48 proposed parking spaces, including within the 85th percentile of 
potential demand, according to industry standards. Additionally, the proposed Project would 
generate a total of 12-19 trips during weekday peak AM Hours, and a total of 12-20 trips during 
the weekday peak PM hour, which is well below the 100 peak hour vehicle trip criteria in which 
the NYSDOT generally finds that adverse impacts may occur. 
 
 While we believe that our Parking and Traffic Evaluation Study provides the data to 
support a larger, 10,000 s.f. building, we took seriously the feedback and concerns from Town 
staff and have thus reduced the footprint back to its original size and footprint. Ultimately, we 
believe the Project, as it stands now, contains more than enough on-site parking to accommodate 
the projected office use demands.  

 
ZONING VARIANCES  
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(Approximate location of the side yard parking setback area and adjacent property line, 

showing the large, wooded area and significant distance to the existing commercial building on 
the far side of the adjacent property). 

 
2. Whether the applicant can achieve their goals via a reasonable alternative which does not 

involve the necessity of the area variances? 
 

Second, the benefit sought by the Applicant cannot be achieved via a reasonable alternative 
due to the constraints of the Property. The number of on-site parking spaces is driven by the size 
of the building, presently at 8,000 s.f. Any reduction in building footprint would simply make the 
development of this Project financially infeasible. Further, due to the Property uniquely containing 
two front yard setbacks that prohibit parking in those areas, the Applicant is already limited in its 
project design with respect to the availability of parking spaces. 

 
The Applicant is similarly limited in its side yar parking setback. Moving those parking 

spaces to accommodate the 10’ setback would shrink the otherwise available space for on-site 
parking. Thus, strict adherence with the 10’ setback requirement would result in even fewer spaces.  
 

3. Whether the variances are substantial? 
 
While the Town Code requires that the basement of the building be incorporated in the 

overall square footage calculation, that basement portion will only be used in connection with the 
office uses. Thus, the amount of rentable square feet that will practically drive any external use 
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and associated parking demand on-site is limited to the 8,000 s.f. building sapce. Using the 
building space of 8,000 s.f., the Project deviates from the Town Code’s requirements by 9.4%.  

 
We respectfully submit that this deviation, as demonstrated in the recent ZBA decisions3 

and through empirical data, is not a substantial variance. However, in the event that your Board 
does find that the 9.4% deviation is considered ‘substantial’, substantiality, under New York law, 
should not be judged in the abstract, but rather in the context of potential adverse impacts.4 As 
documented in the Applicant’s Parking and Traffic Evaluation Study, a 8,000 square foot 
professional office building will produce much lower parking demand than the 48 spaces.  
 

Additionally, while the numerical percentage of the side yard parking deviation (50%), 
appears high, in context, the variance as granted would not produce adverse impacts on the 
surrounding communities, or neighboring properties. As mentioned, this side yard is located 
adjacent to a large, wooded, commercial property and would not have a detrimental impact on its 
operations nor surrounding community.  
 

4. Whether the variance will have an adverse impact on the physical or environmental 
conditions in the neighborhood? 

 
Fourth, the requested variances will not have an adverse impact on the environment. As 

demonstrated in the Parking and Traffic Study Evaluation Study, there would not be any negative 
externalities borne by the surrounding neighborhood for this size and type of office building.  
 

The location of the side yard parking spaces within the 10’ setback will similarly not have 
an adverse effect on the neighborhood. As mentioned, the side yard is adjacent to a wooded, 
commercial property, in which granting this variance will not create an adverse impact on the 
neighboring physical or environmental conditions.  

 
5. Whether there has been any self-created difficulty? 

 
Fifth, while a hardship may be self-created, such a finding is not dispositive.5 Like the 

substantiality factor, the self-created nature of the variance must generally be viewed within the 
 

3  For example, your Board recently approved an 22% parking deviation for Eastgate, 321 Route 202, 
Pomona, where only 80 parking spaces were provided for an 15,500 s.f. office building.  
 
4  See e.g. Wambold v. Vil. of Southampton Zoning Bd. of Appeals, 140 A.D.3d 628, 630 (2d Dep't 
2016) ("While we agree with the petitioner that the proposed variance was substantial, there was no 
evidence that the granting of the variance would have an undesirable effect on the character of the 
neighborhood, adversely impact physical and environmental conditions, or otherwise result in a detriment 
to the health, safety, and welfare of the neighborhood or community.”). 
 
5  Peccoraro v. Humenik, 258 A.D.2d 465 (2d Dep’t 1999) (“Although one of the factors which must 
be considered is whether the applicant’s difficulty is self-created, this factor is not determinative”), citing 
Sasso v. Osgood, 86 N.Y.2d 374 (1995).   
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context of the impacts that variance will generate if granted.6 As discussed, the unique site 
limitations and the lack of negative impacts resulting from these zoning variance should not bar 
the Board from granting zoning relief in the present instance. 
  

CONCLUSION 
 

In sum, we respectfully submit that the requested variances are non-impactful deviations 
that would ultimately facilitate the productive use of this currently underutilized property. Please 
place us on your March 12, 2025 agenda to discuss the foregoing and answer any questions you 
may have.  

 
As always, please do not hesitate to reach out with any questions.  
 

 
Respectfully Submitted,  
 
ZARIN & STEINMETZ LLP 
 
By:______________________ 
 

Daniel M. Richmond 
Matthew Behrens 

 
cc: Ariel Kondov 
 WeinbergLim 
 BILD Architecture 
 Christie Tomm Addona, Esq. 
 Glenn McCreedy 
 George Behn  
 

 
 
6  See e.g. Goodman v. City of Long Beach, 128 A.D.3d 1064 (2d Dep’t 2015).   









 

400 Columbus Avenue, Suite 180E 
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Memorandum 

To: Town of Haverstraw Planning Board 

From: Ronald P. Rieman, Senior Project Manager   

 

Date: March 3, 2025 

Subject: Parking and Trip Evaluation 

130 West Ramapo Road, Town of Haverstraw, Rockland County, NY 

Project No.: 24013582A 

 

The following information has been provided to identify future parking needs for the proposed 

redevelopment of the 130 West Ramapo Road property.  The following sections provides a 

description of the proposed Project and tasks undertaken in completing the parking evaluation and 

includes a comparison of the Town parking rates with current industry standards. In addition, the 

anticipated trip generation is also provided.     

1. Project Description  

The property at 130 West Ramapo Road currently consists of an existing building with access to 

Balsam Road.   As shown on the Site Plan, a two-story office building is proposed consisting of 8,000   

with 48 parking spaces provided.  Access will continue to be provided via Balsam Road.   

2. Required Parking based on Town Code (as shown on the Site Plan)   

As shown on the Site Plan, based on Town Code the proposed office building would require 53 

parking spaces (1 space per 150 SF for office space which would equate to 6.67 spaces per 1,000 

s.f.).   This would require a 9.4% reduction in parking.     

It should be noted that the Town parking requirements are relatively high when compared to 

current industry standards.  See Section 3, below. 

3. Current Industry Standards (ITE Parking Generation)   

As noted above, the Town parking requirements are relatively high when compared to industry 

standards.   Based on studies contained in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) latest Parking 

Generation Manual, 6th Edition for Land Use 710 - Office, the following parking would be needed. 

• Based on the ITE Average Parking Demand for similar uses, 16 parking spaces would be required 

(at 1.95 spaces per 1,000 s.f.) and would be satisfied by the 48 spaces provided.    
 

• Based on the ITE 85th Percentile Parking Demand (Design Standard) 24 spaces would be 

required (at 2.98 spaces per 1,000 s.f.) and would also be satisfied by the 48 spaces provided.    

 

A copy of the ITE Peak Parking Demand is contained is Attachment A. 





 

 

  

Parking Attachment A 
ITE Peak Parking Demand  

  



DATA STATISTICS

Land Use:
General Office Building (710) Click for Description and Data Plots

Independent Variable:
1000 Sq. Ft. GFA
Time Period:
Weekday (Monday - Friday)
Setting/Location:
General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies:
77
Avg. 1000 Sq. Ft. GFA:
131
Average Rate:
1.95
Range of Rates:
0.50 - 3.60
33rd / 85th Percentile:
1.68 / 2.98

95% Confidence Interval:
1.79 - 2.11
Standard Deviation:
0.70
Coefficient of Variation:
36%
Fitted Curve Equation:
Ln(P) = 0.99 Ln(X) + 0.66

R2:
0.83
Calculated Parking Demand:
Weighted Average: 16
Fitted Curve: 15
85th Percentile: 24

Graph Look Up

https://www.iteparkgen.org/ParkGenQuery 1/1



 

 

  

Traffic Attachment B 
ITE Trip Generation  
 



DATA STATISTICS

Land Use:
General Office Building (710) Click for Description and Data Plots

Independent Variable:
1000 Sq. Ft. GFA
Time Period:
Weekday
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m.
Setting/Location:
General Urban/Suburban
Trip Type:
Vehicle
Number of Studies:
221
Avg. 1000 Sq. Ft. GFA:
201
Average Rate:
1.52
Range of Rates:
0.32 - 4.93
Standard Deviation:
0.58
Fitted Curve Equation:
Ln(T) = 0.86 Ln(X) + 1.16

R2:
0.78
Directional Distribution:
88% entering, 12% exiting
Calculated Trip Ends:
Average Rate: 12 (Total), 11 (Entry), 1 (Exit)
Fitted Curve: 19 (Total), 17 (Entry), 2 (Exit)

Graph Look Up

https://www.itetripgen.org/Query 1/1



DATA STATISTICS

Land Use:
General Office Building (710) Click for Description and Data Plots

Independent Variable:
1000 Sq. Ft. GFA
Time Period:
Weekday
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m.
Setting/Location:
General Urban/Suburban
Trip Type:
Vehicle
Number of Studies:
232
Avg. 1000 Sq. Ft. GFA:
199
Average Rate:
1.44
Range of Rates:
0.26 - 6.20
Standard Deviation:
0.60
Fitted Curve Equation:
Ln(T) = 0.83 Ln(X) + 1.29

R2:
0.77
Directional Distribution:
17% entering, 83% exiting
Calculated Trip Ends:
Average Rate: 12 (Total), 2 (Entry), 10 (Exit)
Fitted Curve: 20 (Total), 3 (Entry), 17 (Exit)

Graph Look Up

https://www.itetripgen.org/Query 1/1


































