MINUTES FROM THE CITY OF WATERVLIET ZONING BOARD MEETING HELD ON AUGUST 13, 2025 AT 6:00 P.M.
IN THE WATERVLIET SENIOR CITIZENS CENTER, 1501 BROADWAY, WATERVLIET, NEW YORK

MEMBERS PRESENT: Frank Gilchrist ALSO PRESENT: Chris Chartrand
Tom Houlihan Paul LaBoissiere
Ken Keefer Melissa Cherubino

Kayleigh O’Neill

Chairman Gilchrist called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. He asked for Chris Chartrand to take attendance
and to read the agenda.

CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATION OF KUMAR BANDARI, OWNER OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1604-1606 3RP
AVENUE, WATERVLIET, NEW YORK SEEKING AN AREA VARIANCE NEEDED TO MEET PARKING REQUIREMENTS
AND A USE VARIANCE TO UTILIZE SAID PROPERTY AS A FOUR-FAMILY HOME AFTER THE HOME LOST ITS NON-
CONFORMING USE DUE TO PROLONGED VACANCY

Mr. Bandari’s application was tabled in July of 2025 to give him an opportunity to provide the Board with a more
specific financial analysis as to why he cannot make a reasonable return on the property as a two-family home.
Mr. Bandari addressed the board with a financial breakdown of all permissible uses permissible in an R2 (single
family, two-family, community center, day care center, municipal facility, open space, public transportation,
public utility, religious institution, and school).

Two residents got up and spoke about how the property has been neglected and in complete disarray in recent
years. The windows are busted out, there is overgrowth all around the property, there have been squatters
living in there, burst pipes, garbage everywhere, etc. Neither one is against Mr. Bandari cleaning the property
up and doing something with it.

The board concluded that the applicant has not demonstrated unnecessary hardship and the application was
denied. The Zoning Board of Appeals made the following findings: (1) The applicant can realize a reasonable
return from the property in question, provided that the lack of return is substantial as demonstrated by
competent financial evidence because based on two family occupancy, our figures with no vacancy show a
reasonable return. There will be larger units which means more rent; (2) The alleged hardship is not unique to
the property in question and does not apply to a substantial portion of the district or neighborhood because the
property size is compatible with all other one- and two-family homes in the area; and (3) The requested use
variance will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood because the building footprint will remain
the same; and (4) The alleged hardship was self-created because the applicant purchased a two-family with the
intention of making it a four unit.

YES NO
Frank Gilchrist X
Ken Keefer Motion
Tom Houlihan X
Kayleigh O’Neill Second

Meeting was adjourned 7:20 p.m.



