
Meeting Minutes
THE REGULAR MEETING of the PLANNING BOARD of the Town of Cortlandt was conducted at the Town Hall, 1 Heady St., Cortlandt Manor, NY on Tuesday, June 30th,, 2015.  The meeting was called to order, and began with the Pledge of Allegiance.

Loretta Taylor, Chairperson was in absence.  Thomas A. Bianchi presided and other members of the Board were in attendance as follows:




Steven Kessler, Board Member




Robert Foley, Board Member 
Jeff Rothfeder, Board Member
Peter Daly, Board Member 
Jim Creighton, Board Member

ALSO PRESENT:




John J. Klarl, Esq., Deputy Town Attorney
 



Michael Preziosi, Deputy Director, DOTS



Chris Kehoe, Deputy Director for Planning


*



*



*
ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF JUNE 2, 2015:
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I’d like to entertain a motion to adopt the minutes of the June 2nd, 2015 meeting.
So moved, seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

Mr. Robert Foley stated I submitted some changes.



*



*



*
CORRESPONDENCE:

PB 13-05    a.
Letter dated June 9, 2015 from Michael Sheber requesting the 6th six-month time extension of Preliminary Plat approval for Phase II of the Mill Court Crossing Subdivision located on the west side of Lexington Ave. at the south end of Mill Court.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated Mr. Chairman I move that we adopt Resolution 11-15 approving the six-month time extension.
Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated just for the record that will be the last time extension preliminary approval can receive.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked okay, do we need to notify him about it or he’s aware of it?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded he knows and it’s in the Resolution.

PB 9-99      b.
Letter dated June 12, 2015 from Linda Whitehead, Esq. requesting the 15th 90-day time extension of Final Plat approval for the Furnace Dock Inc. Subdivision located on Furnace Dock Road.

Mr. Dan Ciarcia stated good evening.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated good evening.

Mr. Dan Ciarcia introduced himself and stated engineer for the applicant Furnace Dock Inc.  We’ve completed the storm water plan which the town’s consultant recently approved the report portion of that, asked for some clarifications on plans.  We’re hoping that those will get approved by the town’s consultant in the next few weeks and we’ll be working toward posting all the bonds and fees to finalize this application.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated hopefully this is the final request for extension.

Mr. Dan Ciarcia stated if we get any further comments we’ll…
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated getting up there in the numbers.

Mr. Dan Ciarcia continued we’ll respond to them right away.  We want to resolve this.

Mr. Peter Daly stated Mr. Chair I move that we adopt Resolution 12-15 in favor of granting this extension.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

Mr. Dan Ciarcia stated thank you very much.

PB 18         c.
Letter dated June 10, 2015 from Nicola Williams requesting Planning Board approval for a change of use from retail (PartyCade) to a restaurant (Paradise Cuisine) located in the Toddville Plaza at 2141 Crompond Road (Route 202).

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked is there anybody here representing the applicant?
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated just for the record, as I mentioned at the work session I did speak with Ms. Williams.  She is actually now moving into the pizza place rather than the PartyCade so since she’s going into the pizza place it’s not a change of use: it’s restaurant to restaurant.  It doesn’t technically require a Planning Board approval, but you can…
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I was going to say, it’s a moot point…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated you can probably consider it withdrawn from the agenda.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated okay, let the record show that that item in correspondence and request is withdrawn.

PB 25-06    d.
Letter dated June 15, 2015 from Edmond A. Gemmola, R.A. requesting Planning Board approval for a 14 ft. by 36 ft. pre-engineered one (1) story storage barn located at Monteverde at Oldstone at 28 Bear Mountain Bridge Road as shown on a drawing entitled “Existing/Proposed Plot Plan, Monteverde at Oldstone Manor, Inc.” prepared by Gemmola & Associates dated June 16, 2015.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked could you give us a little bit of an explanation of what the structure is, what it’s going to be used for…
Ms. Arlene Perrott introduced herself and stated owner of Monteverde at Oldstone.  Prefabricated barn, 14’ x 36’.  We’re going to be using it mostly for winter storage.  It’s a 14’ x 36’ prefabricated barn, as it says, mostly we’re going to be using it for winter storage.  We have some chandeliers, two golf carts and some tools.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked there’s no other structures on the property that are used for storage at this point is that why you need this?
Ms. Arlen Perrott responded there’s very little storage on the property.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated we received some drawings and a plot plan.  Any questions from the board members on this?  I’m a little bit familiar with the property but when you drive by on Bear Mountain Bridge Road and the entrance is there, it’s not visible from any part of Bear Mountain Bridge Road.  Is that correct?

Ms. Arlene Perrott responded correct, it is not.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked even in the fall when the leaves are…

Ms. Arlene Perot responded you will not see it from Bear Mountain Bridge Road.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated and there’s nothing else on either side of you so I guess there’s no impact to that.  If we don’t have any questions, Jim.  Jim’s not here, can you take it?
Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated Mr. Chairman I propose that we approve this by motion.

Seconded.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated on the question, I’ve referred it to the Architectural Review Committee.  They have no issues with it but they just wanted to know what the color is going to be.  Is it going to be painted?  Is it going to be a wooden look?

Ms. Arlene Perrott responded it’s going to be a light grey with white trim and black shutters.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated so I would suggest you approve it subject to the AARC…

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated so the motion will be subject…

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated approved subject to AARC.

With all in favor saying "aye." 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.

Ms. Arlene Perrott stated thank you very much.

PB 11-86    e.
Undated letter (received by the Planning Division on June 18, 2015) from Domenic Volpe requesting Planning Board approval of a new dumpster enclosure for the shopping center located at 2 Westbrook Drive as shown on a drawing entitled “2 Westbrook Drive” prepared by John A. Lentini, R.A dated April 30, 2015.

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated 18 Red Mill Road, Cortlandt Manor.  
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked could you give us a little bit of background.

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated currently the area is just enclosed where the dumpsters are in the back or I should say the corner of the property.  The two concerns we have are: just esthetics as far as keeping the area clean and also, the biggest problem we have is what I call “drive-by”.  We live in the north end of Cortlandt or the structure, the shopping center is in the north end of Cortlandt and unfortunately we get a lot of Lake Peekskill and Putnam Valley residents that pay for their own refuse so what they do is: we catch them all day long coming by and just dropping stuff off or they come late at night after 8 o’clock, after hours.  This will limit, actually probably close to 30-40% the amount of refuse that we’re getting at the facility.  At the same time, by putting the dumpsters inside it’ll just clean up the area, close it off and I believe Jeff Coleman sent an email to me this morning.  I don’t know if you have it in front of you but it’s where he describes where he’s like to see just the change in number of dumpsters, what they’re for.  I can work that out with him.  That’s not an issue at all.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated you got it the other day.  It’s Jeff Coleman’s email with the attached pictures.  I think what Mr. Coleman says is you were proposing 7 total dumpsters.  I think he would like 9 total dumpsters.  

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated there’s more than enough ample space even to accommodate even if we could go actually to 10.  The only one that really poses a problem is the garbage because if we have three of those they’re heavy, but when you do paper and comingled those dumpsters are light.  You can put them in tandem so there’s no need to build additional space because I’ve already proposed something that’s double if not two and a half times the size of what’s there.  It’s not functional because there’s a header going across the top.  The one that I proposed is not going to have a header so the guys from sanitation can just back right in.  It’ll be easier for them to pull the dumpster onto the trucks.  I think that’s the biggest problem we’ve had in the past.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated we discussed this at some length at the work session and there was a comment.  We had reviewed this with the sanitation department.  There was some concern about access to these.  

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated that’s what he’s addressing.  It’s two-fold: Jeff Coleman wants more dumpsters and I think he wants the gate system changed to be a sliding gate rather than a swinging gate because the town does pick up the garbage and he’s just raising operational issues with how it works.  I think the main issue for the Planning Board is probably that it’s screened and can’t be seen and then maybe the details could be worked out with Mr. Coleman.

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated if I may.  I would be careful as far as what he proposes to put in the sliding door there because I looked at what happened this winter, we had 6 and 7 foot mounds of snow and if I have to put that along the side of where the shed is proposed you’ll never going to be able to get the door open.  Swinging, the cleaning up and the access we can push across.  With a sliding door in that area, I think it’s only going to create more of a problem.  

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked could you describe, I’m trying to understand – I see where the plan is for the – we show 4, 5, 6, 7 right dumpsters?  Where is that on the property?
Mr. Domenic Volpe responded that’s in the corner, if you look at – Westbrook is on the bottom and Red Mill is off to your left hand side.  This sits all the way in the corner in the rear of the property.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked but Red Mill is?

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded to the left.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I see, okay, so there is a line of view there.

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated the sanitation guys come in from Red Mill and back up right up right to the location.  It’s not an issue of them getting to the dumpsters.  They even have the access on Westbrook where they can back in that way.  They have two accesses actually if they wanted to.  So that’s not an issue.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated and Westbrook is on the other side.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated this is Westbrook down here.

Mr. Robert Foley asked and it’s shielded from the immediate neighbor?  The immediate neighbor has what a hedge line there?

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded we have a hedge line.  The hedge line is ours.  We created a hedge line on one side and a stockade fence along the back side. 

Mr. Robert Foley asked then you said you would be taking down the existing wooden, partially wooden structure in the pictures?  

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded right.

Mr. Robert Foley stated then the bins would not be labeled with the word “trash” – that would all be new bins?

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded we already have them already designated as such.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked what do you mean by designated?

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded “trash”, “comingle” or “paper”.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I think Bob’s referring to the way they’re marked. 

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated well, that’s just recent because it’s at the point now where I’m not – we’re just trying to make it easier for the guys because everyday it’s always when you come in at nighttime – like I said, the dumpsters are thrown from one side of the property to the next.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated one thing that was mentioned at the work session, I forgot if it was by a Planning Board member, is the idea that the town picks up – do they pick up once a week?

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded yes.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated because there was a thought that maybe, was it Jim that brought it up?

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi responded Jim was the person…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated to get a second pickup, not by the town. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated that means you’d have to have a private…

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded understood.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated because it looks, just from the pictures that we see here, pretty poor condition.

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated trust me when I say, 30-40% of the trash that’s there will be knocked out immediately the minute you close the door.  I mean, there’s a pickup on Monday of trash.  By Tuesday afternoon all three of them are already filled.

Mr. Robert Foley asked do you have any lighting out there?

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded yes.

Mr. Robert Foley stated so at night it goes on automatically.

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded yes, automatically it goes on.  There’s 6, 175 mercury vapor lamps that come on automatically.

Mr. Robert Foley asked is there any signage you could put up?

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded there’s a sign right there that says “there’s a fine of $500.”  Look, we’ve had state police where I’ve asked them to come intervene.  We’ve caught the people doing it and they say “what do you want us to do?”  We’ve told the town to come and they say the same thing.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated describe how the town, when they come in to pick it up, you said there’d be a swinging gate.  Is it locked?  How does it get opened?

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded I’ll put an access.  The first person that comes in the morning is about 6 o’clock, 6:30.  They’ll have a key or just a punch type lock pad on the gate.  We’ll make sure that that’s open before the guys come in the morning.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked and then it’s closed immediate after that.

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded and all the tenants will have a number.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked so when they bring their trash they have to unlock it and dump it in and they’re instructed to lock the gate after they finish.

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded exactly.

Mr. Robert Foley stated they’re not just going to toss it over.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated yes, that’s what my concern is.

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated oh you mean over the thing.  No, it’s going to be pretty high.  I don’t see how anyone can throw bags that high…

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked what’s the height that you said?

Mr. Domenic Volpe responded 8 feet or 6.  I’m not too sure.  Still, it’s not easy to throw.  The throwing that I’m talking about is literally, it’s bulk trash in a sense of contractors dropping off sheet rock, concrete, you name it, everything.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated and describe, again I’m sorry if I’m repeating myself if somebody answered the question but describe the enclosure.

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated it’s a stockade fence…

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked with a chain link or just stockade?

Mr. Dominic Volpe responded no, just stockade, totally.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked what’s blocking the view from people driving by on Red Mill…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated you can’t see through the stockade, it’s not chain link. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated oh, it’s one timber after another for instance.  Okay, I’m sorry.  I understand. 

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated Tom, this is what it looks like.  This was the other issue with Jeff is right here, it’s hard to see, but that’s where the hinge is for the swinging gates versus…

Mr. Dominic Volpe stated we can extend the hinges if – the issue of getting the truck in, we can accommodate that.  That’s not an issue.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated to the right I can see where there may be an issue getting to those containers as you open up the gate to the right.  They seem to be a bit more difficult to get to but it’s really…

Mr. Peter Daly asked if you’re going to do the gates, how are they going to secure as far as locks are concerned?

Mr. Dominic Volpe responded there’ll be a combination number on there.  You mean as far as locking them?


Mr. Peter Daly responded how will it keep – if they’re swinging from the center is there a post in there that they’re going to be locked on to or are you going to have…

Mr. Dominic Volpe responded no, we can’t put a post because the whole idea behind the post would then limit the access for the sanitation to come in.

Mr. Peter Daly asked so how are they going to be secured to keep them from just being forced opened by anybody that comes along?
Mr. Dominic Volpe responded I’m not too sure about that right now.  I can’t answer that.

Mr. Jim Creighton asked is there going to be any supplemental lighting around the trash facility for the – I know there are a lot of people who are using a lot -- I guess the stores use it at night and with the stockade fencing I assume that you won’t be able to see inside if they’re going in.

Mr. Dominic Volpe stated there’s no need for them to see inside.  There are four lights in that vicinity that are on top of the building…

Mr. Jim Creighton asked right, but do they penetrate through the stockade fencing?

Mr. Dominic Volpe responded not through altogether no.  I have to be careful with that because we’ve had complaints from neighbors if I try to intensify too much light into the neighborhood.

Mr. Peter Daly asked how about security cameras?  

Mr. Dominic Volpe responded we have two of them there.

Mr. Peter Daly stated you have them?  Okay I was wondering if you had them.

Mr. Dominic Volpe stated and I can give you the license plate of everybody who comes by and dropped off all the stuff. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated you should go after them then.

Mr. Peter Daly stated give that to the state troopers. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked any other questions from the board?  

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated Mr. Chair I move that we – do we approve subject to…

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated Jeff Coleman’s…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated my position is a lot of it is operational that he’s got to discuss with Jeff.  You can either approve it subject to him making Jeff happy and if they can’t work it out then you would be the final arbiter but it rarely comes back to you.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated okay, so then I approve by motion subject to satisfaction of Department of Environmental Services. 

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

Mr. Domenic Volpe stated thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.


*



*



*
PUBLIC HEARINGS (ADJOURNED)

PB 1-11      a.
Public Hearing: Application and Final Environmental Impact Statement dated March 17, 2015 of Croton Realty & Development Inc. for Preliminary Plat Approval and for Wetland, Tree Removal and Steep Slope Permits for a 26 lot major subdivision (25 building lots and 1 conservation parcel) of a 35.9 acre parcel of property located on the east side of Croton Avenue, approximately 400 feet north of Furnace Dock Road, as shown on a 6 page set of drawings entitled “Subdivision Plan for Hanover Estates” prepared by Timothy L. Cronin III, P.E. latest revision dated March 17, 2015.

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated good evening Mr. Chairman, members of the board.  For the record, Brad Schwartz from the law firm of Zarin and Steinmetz to represent the applicant.  I’m joined this evening by various members of the Jacobsen family, my partner David Steinmetz and Keith Staudohar from Cronin Engineering and the project engineer.  I want to thank your board for, what we thought was a good and productive work session last week in which your board seemed to endorse the concept of a cluster plan for the benefits of having sewer connection as opposed to individual septics as well as for the environmental benefits we talked about: more tree preservation, steep slope preservation and overall less site disturbance.  The plan that’s up on the screen right now is alternative D which is the cluster alternative without the ball field.  In the FEIS yielding 27 lots consistent with the application, the town’s lot count formula.  At the work session, based on comments from some of the Apple Hill residents as well as your board’s and the town’s tree consultant there was some discussion about trying to preserve more of the trees in the northeast corner of the site.  We had discussed preserving some of those trees on the northeast corner which led to the discussion of an alternative that we had called alternative D2.  This alternative, as you can see, there’s more green space in the northeast corner.  We took what were 6 lots that wrapped around that corner, reduced them to 3 and added 3 lots in the front portion where the ball field used to be located on a flat area of the site where there are no trees.  It still nets out to 27 units altogether but with more preservation in the northeast corner as well as some more green space, as you can see, adjacent to the wetland and the wetland buffer.  It still nets out 27 with 3 in the back and 3 up front.  Your board, as you recall, had some questions and concerns about the one lot up front and you asked us to go back and come back this evening with yet another alternative what we now call D3.  That still maintains our lot count of 27 but does relocate that lot up front elsewhere on the site and Keith can quickly present this revised plan and some of the calculations that have gone into this design and still show that we’re still achieving minimal tree removal and overall lot disturbance.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked did you add back in one of the other lots on the north – on the top left?
Mr. Keith Staudohaur stated good evening Keith Staudohaur, Cronin Engineering.  As you recall, and thank you for the special meeting last week, it was very productive.  Alternative D; what we have is, the DEIS and FEIS alternative D is that which has lots 1 through 6, essentially in the northeast and eastern corner of the property line, 6 lots in that corner.  In anticipation of what we thought we were going to get commented on at the special meeting last week we prepared D2.  What D2 does is, as Brad briefly described, it provides two things: we eliminate two of those 6 lots in the northeast and east portion of the property: lots 1 and lots 6 and we converted those to permanent open space land which would be owned and operated and maintained by the HOA.  We were left with 3 lots on the eastern property line and we relocated the other 3 that were in that corner down to the southwest corner which its location primarily of the existing buildings and structures on site now: the chicken coops and the office building.  Those 3 lots were relocated to that point there.  There’s already buildings there now, but through the discussion we had at the special meeting last week and it was clear that it was a concern with the lot closest to the entrance right where Chris is pointing to now, that lot would have access through an opening in the median of the boulevard section of the road.  We decided to go back to the drawing board and come up with D3.  D3: now instead of having lots 1 through 6 in the northeast and eastern portion of the property we have 4 lots there.  So we went from 6 to 3 back to 4.  We still were able to increase separation – we added 75 feet to that green space so that house’s property is 75 feet further away from the buffer than the original lot 1.  What we were able to do in the northeast corner now is provide 150 foot wide swatch from the right-of-way at Apple Hill all the way to the northeast corner making it larger than what was shown in D2 so that we’d have two lots back near the entrance, not really near the entrance but they have access in the loop road.  Those are the main differences between D, D2 and D3.  
Mr. Steven Kessler asked why do you still keep the opening in the roadway?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded I didn’t get a chance to cross that yet but that median would be eliminated now.  That opening in the median would be eliminated.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked and my second question of many is on this new where lot 6 was, you’re proposing that as open space?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded that will be permanent open space…

Mr. Steven Kessler stated I’m just saying; does that make sense since it’s so disconnected from everything else?  Does it make more sense to have that perhaps as a conservation easement to one of the lots?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded we thought that the most stringent form of encumbrance would be owned and operated by the HOA.  It is connected to the 50-foot no disturbance buffer between lots 1 through 4 and 7, 8, and 9.  There is connectivity but it’s a different level of…

Mr. Steven Kessler stated the buffer isn’t open space really though.  

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded excuse me?

Mr. Steven Kessler asked is the buffer open space?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded no disturbance is a dedicated no disturbance strip on each one of those lots.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked but it wouldn’t be designated as open space though?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded it’s part of the property.  It’s not designated, it’s a separate entity.

Mr. Chris Kehoe asked Steve, whatever that lot number is there you’re thinking of maybe making that lot take all of that?
Mr. Steven Kessler responded yes, one of them.

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded that’s fine. 

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated the mechanics of how we preserve space and keep it as open space or a couple of other options whether through deed restriction, whether through again HOA owned and operated, whether through a conservation easement connected to one of the lots.  The proposal is obviously to preserve that northeast corner there.  The trees are identified and whatever way we come up with, whatever mechanism we use, there’s certainly some options.
Mr. Keith Staudohaur stated I would just like to point out with this latest conversation, we were able to get a 100 foot wide swath of no disturbance between the Apple Hill property line and the south end of that green space.  It’s a 150 foot wide.  It’s pretty substantial.

Mr. Brad Schwartz asked Keith less trees removed in this option compared to D2.

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded D3 has – it’s about 8 trees less.  Right now original D would have 543 trees removed, D2 would have 493 and D3 would have 485, so it’s even slightly less in this version of tree removal. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated lot 6 where you just mentioned that you’re turning that into an open space, so there’s no home to be planned for that area?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded right, it will be part of all the greenery.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated even though this shows on here in the background.

Mr. Keith Staudohaur stated I did it that way so you can see underneath what was originally there.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked so that lot would be completely untouched basically?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded yes, in perpetuity.

Mr. Robert Foley asked when you said 150-foot wide buffer, do you mean just where lot 6 is?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded right, that back corner is 150 feet wide.

Mr. Robert Foley stated kind of reverts back to inaudible…
Mr. Keith Staudohaur stated we were trying to be sensitive…

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated the 150 runs along the eastern property line.  

Mr. Keith Staudohaur stated it’s 150 from the north property line to south. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated where it says 150.
Mr. Robert Foley stated it goes to lot 7 then it becomes 50 again.

Mr. Keith Staudohaur stated yes, that is correct.  In terms of open space D, D2, D3 are very similar.  It goes from 16.78 to 17.02 to 16.86.  Those are roughly 17 acres of green open space dedicated open space, owned and operated by the Home Owner’s Association.  We just went over the tree removal and if you count the no disturbance buffers and the open space, each one of these is in excess of 18 acres of permanent dedicated open space which is just over half of the entire property area.

Mr. Chris Kehoe asked what do the lot sizes average?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded lot sizes average about 0.56 acres each, just over a half acre each.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked we looked at the chart that’s on the FEIS on page 13 and 14 that shows the limits of disturbances and different aspects of the space.  The D3 option: would there be any substantial changes to the lot D option cluster option on this chart?  For instance, you mentioned the trees, but tree removal is somewhat lower…

Mr. Steven Kessler asked maybe the better question there is can we get that chart redone for each of these, with these new options?

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded what we did is we highlighted more of the environmental issues here.  Yes, we can update this chart to match D3.  We can keep alt. D and then add another column for alt. D3.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated that would be nice.

Mr. Keith Staudohaur stated most of the numbers are going to be very similar except for these ones that I’m pointing out here tonight: whether it’s the tree removal, the open space and the buffer areas.
Mr. Steven Kessler stated I just think we should have that for the record.

Mr. Robert Foley stated it would be pages 13, 14, the chart.

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded yes, we will do that.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated and 15 too.  Any other questions on the board before I turn it over to the public? This is a public hearing.  Anyone in the audience who would like to speak on this application please come forward.  Indicate your name and address and you’re welcome to speak.  I don’t see anybody.  We’re at the point where we’ve requested an update on a chart.  We have an additional two options from the FEIS.  I think we need to look at these more and we’ll discuss it more at our next work session unless there’s any other questions from the board, subsequent to your submittal…
Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated we also mentioned at the work session to the replacement trees to make them larger than what you…

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded we still plan on providing that mitigation in the buffer strip on the north end to provide plantings in the gaps…

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated but larger than the three inch…

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded inaudible……
Mr. Steven Kessler asked are you proposing landscaping in the median as well?  

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded yes.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated that will be…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated it would be similar to Cortlandt Ridge across the street, when you go in there.

Mr. Keith Staudohaur responded yes.  There are trees in there.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I know what Brad’s going to ask for next.  What’s the board’s feeling on keeping the public hearing open at this point or should we adjourn it or should we close it?
Mr. Steven Kessler responded if we close the clock starts right?

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi responded yes.

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated and we can always grant extensions.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated if you close they would have to grant an extension because it would be staff’s recommendation to bring it back at August 4th under ‘old business’ to discuss and then vote in September and then I think September’s beyond 62 days so they would have to…

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated and we’ve done that before with the board’s attorney.

Mr. John Klarl stated so you would grant the extension tonight.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated but staff’s opinion would be if you’re ever going to close a public hearing this would be one that you might close since there’s no public.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated we’ll keep the comment period open right?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded yes.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked did you get any correspondence about people that couldn’t make it or anything?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded no.  The three residents of Apple Hill sent the letters that you received prior to the work session.  As I mentioned, I expected them at the work session and then I definitely expected them here but I have all their emails.  I can email them and – I talked with Ms. Parsons pretty regularly so…

Mr. Robert Foley asked do they know this D3 which is basically 27 lots, clustered and sewered, correct?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded yes.  You can extrapolate from their three memos that their main issue was tree preservation along that back corner.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated my only concern is that we’re seeing it here for the first time tonight that may potentially be something we’re going to consider and no one else has seen it except for the people that are here tonight.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated maybe we should keep it open then.  So, we’ll adjourn it.

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated Mr. Chairman, what we would ask is the process that Chris just laid out would be to come back in August to discuss this option with a couple of additional pieces of information you asked us to submit with an approval, Chris you mentioned in September so in order to accomplish that timeline we would ask, in the interim, your board would authorize Chris and Mike to work with us and begin to prepare a SEQRA finding statement that way we are teed up and lined up and ready to have a vote in September.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi responded okay, I think that’s fine.  Unless there are any other comments from the board members, Steve.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated Mr. Chairman I move that we adjourn this public hearing until August 4th and direct staff to work with the applicant to start preparing the finding statement.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

PB 1-15      b.
Public Hearing: Application of Montauk Student Transport, LLC, for the property of Worth Properties, LLC for Site Development Plan approval and for Wetland and Tree Removal Permits for a school bus depot with a total of 187 parking spaces, a maximum of 92 parking spaces for full and van size buses and 95 parking spaces for passenger vehicles, a fuel storage and dispensing facility and the use of the existing 4,200 sq. ft. garage/office facility and storage barn building for a business office, employee lounge and garage for light service and maintenance located on a 4.98 acre parcel of property at 301 6th Street as shown on a 9 page set of drawings entitled “Site Development Plan for Montauk Student Transport, LLC” prepared by Timothy L. Cronin, III, P.E. latest revision dated May 15, 2015.

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated thank you Mr. Chairman, again for the record, Brad Schwartz from the law firm of Zarin and Steinmetz on behalf of the applicant, joined by my partner David Steinmetz and John Mensch of Montauk Student Transport.  We are here for the continuation of the public hearing.  It was open last month for a number of comments that we believe we had addressed in an 11-page submission letter to your board.  We’re here tonight, obviously, to answer any questions your board may have on our responses, to hear additional comments from the public.  There was a question that was raised during the work session to confirm the folks that are going around Verplanck now and picking up some of the trash are in fact my client’s employees and the answer is yes, you want us to confirm for the record.  Mr. Mensch has arranged for his employees to go out about every other day and go around and pick up some of the trash that’s in the community.  We’re making every effort we can to control the speed of the buses, the speed of the pedestrian vehicles as well as to clean the community and make it attractive and to improve the overall conditions.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  I do appreciate the memo that was issued by you in response to many of the questions that were raised at the last meeting.  It’s a 9-page, I think it’s 9 pages, excuse me 11 page memo with a response to many of the questions that were raised.  This is available to anyone that would like to see it if you haven’t already.  I would contact the office at DOTS and ask for a copy of it if you’d like to see it.  I think it’s very worthwhile to read.  Before I turn it over, anybody on the board would like to speak on anything, I’ll open it up to the public.  This is a continued public hearing from last month.  Anyone who would like to speak to this case, again, please come forward, mention your name and your address and you’re welcome to speak.

Ms. Rosemarie Muscolo introduced herself and stated I live at 205 Broadway in Verplanck.  I have comments of my own but first, on behalf of 111 people who were not able to make it tonight to this hearing, residents of Verplanck and the surrounding area have signed a petition requesting that the board deny this application for many different reasons: traffic being number one for many of the people.  I’d like to submit that to the board.  Also, one of my next door neighbor’s was unable to make tonight’s meeting also.  She posted this on my door tonight so I’ll read that first.  It’s from Sharyn Fedele: “although I was unable to make it to the meeting tonight I wanted to make it known that we are against the Montauk Bus company operating their bus depot out of Verplanck.  I was a Montrose resident for about 25 years and have been living on Broadway in Verplanck with my husband for the past 3 or 4 years.  My husband and I have a dog who we walk frequently around our quaint town.  The Montauk buses not only create more traffic, noise and pollution but they are also dangerous as they travel at excessive speeds and they do not obey the town’s speed limit or follow public school bus safety laws.  Verplanck is a small town with many children, dogs, families and senior citizens.  This is not the place for a bus depot, especially one that has no benefit to the residents of Verplanck.  Please do not allow the Montauk Bus Company to ruin our town and quality of life.  Sincerely, Sharyn Fedele.”  So, I’ll give that to you also.  I was here at the last meeting and we had several comments.  In trying to learn more about who Montauk Student Transport and Worth Properties are I discovered, on line, that there quite a few corporations and companies of record with New York State Department of State of which John M. Mensch and John B. Mensch are listed are officers on these various companies.  Montauk Bus Service Inc. formed in 1998.  Montauk Bus Transportation Group LLC in 2011, Montauk Student Transport LLC also 2011 and I believe that’s our applicant.  But, there are also several other similarly named companies out of eastern Long Island where the previous three are also filed but no registered agent is listed.  They may or may not be our same Montauk Bus Companies.  They are Montauk Bus Transportation Services Inc. in ’07, Montauk Bus Transportation LLC in ’07, both out of Mastic Beach, Montauk Bus Transit of Westchester LLC in 2010, Montauk Bus Service Group LLC in 2012, Montauk Bus LLC in 2012, Montauk Bus Lines LLC in 2012 and Montauk Bus Charter LLC in 2012 those are out of Center Moriches.  This just raised the question in my mind as to who this applicant is before the board and why they form so many limited liability companies and if something does go wrong who’s going to be responsible.  The applicant states in that June 19th letter that you referenced, the 9-page letter, that they pay substantial taxes to the town and employ many town residents.  Why then are they not able to timely file and pay their 2014 unemployment taxes?  On June 9th, 2015 a federal tax lien was filed against Montauk Student Transport LLC in the amount of $36,320 and change.  I have a copy for you which I will give you at the end of the meeting.  A great concern is the financial responsibility.  Many of us have talked about the liability of if something does go wrong, so I have great concerns that this mandated document, their offices they’re obviously not in compliance because they had a federal tax lien filed against them and that’s something that should be paid timely throughout the year so to get to the point where they’re actually filing a federal tax lien is worrisome to me.  The applicant also on another issue regarding the environment.  The FEMA flood map indicates that this entire portion of the parcel plan for this bus depot where all the bus parking will be, all the way up through and into the garage area is within the 100-year flood zone.  I would like to know; what has been considered in the placement of the storm water management facilities in that same flood zone and how the flood zone issue has been addressed due to the potential of a catastrophic incident if there is another flood like we had a couple of years ago and all the oil contained in those buses.  Again, in that letter referenced by the applicant, they stated that they don’t need special permission by right and that it was settled by the Zoning Board back in December.  I was at that meeting too and we were told at that time that the Planning Board was the venue to decide and bring our concerns about the use of this property.  What type of business is this considered?  Is it a contractor, a specialty trade contractor or perhaps a mass transportation facility?  What is a mass transportation facility?  Couldn’t find a single definition for that but ‘mass’ is a large body persons or in a group.  ‘Transportation’: the act of moving people from one place to another and ‘facility’: something that is built for a specific purpose that makes the operation easier.  If it is indeed a transportation facility then according to the chart for the zoning rules it would indeed fall under the category of requiring special attention.  I think the public would like to know and have clarification on this part and this point since the applicant claims they don’t need special permission.  Last month I brought up concerns regarding the increased traffic in Verplanck due to the operation of this bus depot at its current level which is at least a third or half of what they are requesting.  To illustrate what the local residents have been experiencing, I have filmed a quick little five minute video of the traffic one weekday morning taken at about 9 a.m.  I think they have that if you’re ready to queue it up.  Video is shown.  Forgive the shaky hand.  I’m not a photographer.  That’s taken from my driveway.  This is probably a Wednesday because I see the papers are out for recycling.
Mr. Robert Foley asked where is that?
Ms. Rosemarie Muscolo stated this is Broadway looking down towards 6th Street right now.  I’m on the corner of 11th Street and Broadway.  Across from me is the Litteri Field.  That’s the birds we usually hear chirping.  In the June 19th letter, the applicant states that the buses will only run 180 days a year during the school year, not on holidays or summer months.  I recently read that they in fact won the bid for the Peekskill Summer Camp program.  My fear is that if approval is granted then all promises are forgotten.  Like any business, they will seek to capitalize on their investment and buses and equipment and their business model will be expanded to year-round use.  What recourse would the town have at that point?  Clearly, this applicant shows to start operations first and then seek permission.  I would think that an expanded or changed use of the facility would be different.  I was alarmed to read in the June 19th letter that Montauk Student Transport’s idea of solving our traffic concerns was to direct all the buses in and out via Broadway.  If this board does in fact permit this applicant to operate the bus depot out of Verplanck, I would respectfully request that the buses in fact be required to be distributed amongst the three main roads in Verplanck: Kings Ferry Road, Westchester Avenue both of which are used by the Beeline Bus system and then Broadway.  Imposing the potential 360 bus trips a day past our homes on Broadway would create an undue hardship on the homes there and greatly devaluate our properties.  Broadway is already anticipating increased traffic relating to the athletic fields to be built on the Con Edison right across, right at what we’re looking at now.  Imposing an additional 360 heavy vehicle trips per day on this small part of the town is unconscionable.  The applicant’s assertion that there was historically truck traffic from the property at 6th Street is misleading.  They have not operated from that location in many years and even then there were nowhere near 360 truck trips per day in and out of the property.  They conveniently do not share a specific number of truck trips in their letter other than the statistics I provided at the last meeting.  I’m unaware of any other traffic study that has been presented and I would request that a formal study be required of the applicant and once prepared that it be made readily available via the town’s website.  On June 19th the Journal News published an article with the headline “Welcome to the new traffic norm!”  I thought wow, they heard about Verplanck.  No, I was mistaken and shocked too.  The headline they’re referring to is 1% increase in traffic due to the bridge construction and nearly 4% in Yonkers.  Wow, I can’t imagine the headline when they publish the fact that Broadway in Verplanck has a 30% increase in traffic.  Many have the mistaken belief that Broadway in Verplanck experiences high volumes of traffic throughout the day such as you would see on 9A.  There we are; that’s the busy Broadway.  You will see in this video that, in fact, bus traffic during the short 5-minute video comprises nearly half of the traffic.  I would venture to guess that at least a few of the personal vehicles we’ve seen in the video, headed up Broadway are bus depot employees leaving after their morning runs.  Even during this end of rush hour period, but for the buses, there are several times when there are absolutely no vehicles travelling on Broadway.  This is the typical traffic pattern I have experienced living on Broadway for more than 28 years.  I think this is where I turn the camera off and shortly thereafter two more buses came.  The town code defines the MD district (Designed Industrial) as intended to permit and encourage industrial development and compatible commercial activities that will be so located and designed as to constitute a harmonious and appropriate part of the physical development of the town. The residents of Verplanck haven’t complaining about the other many various industrial and commercial uses on the other properties in Verplanck because their operation does not creep out through the residential neighborhoods and yes, all of Verplanck is a neighborhood not just what the locals call the bottom of 6th.  Ask any Verplanck resident what neighborhood he lives in and they will respond “the point.”  We are one neighborhood more than half of which is residentially zoned or park land.  So, yes, the major increase in traffic will affect the character of our neighborhood.  Thank you.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Will you be submitting that to us?  Why don’t you hand it to staff over here and they can make copies for us.  Is there anyone else who would like to speak on this application?
Ms. Layla Schwartz stated we’re not related.  I live at 236 Kings Ferry Road on the point.  I also operate a small business and practice Chinese medicine there.  I just want to respond first with my heart and say that Verplanck is just such a beautiful gem and we should be cherishing it and seeing what potential it has down the road, maybe clean up the water and make a swimming beach again and really do something that 10 and 20 and 30 years down the road we’re going to say “wow, we have this beautiful, amazing jewel for everybody to enjoy.”  I’ll respond with my head and I get that you know the town’s going to make some money on some buses and more industry and more profit but the bottom line is, is that for me, I live on Kings Ferry Road and we lovingly call it the Verplanck 500.  We have incredibly fast traffic.  I don’t know why my neighbor’s children aren’t here.  They’re probably at home having dinner, putting them to bed.  I don’t think that we can afford to have any more speed or any more reckless driving or any more large-scale vehicles operating.  I want to thank my fellow residents for beautiful points and saying what needs to be said that Verplanck is a wonderful, small hamlet and it should be treasured and cherished. We, as a community and as a Planning Board should be thinking about things like you have done and thank you so much, like the waterfront development and the path and the area by the bog.  This is so not the direction that I think anybody who’s thinking with their heart and their mind wants to see a town that has a river and has a lake and has a bog and has a marsh, moving in.  There’s lots of other places down county in Westchester where you can have all the industrial development that you want but I think Verplanck to move in that direction is incorrect.  I think there’s better ways to use our time and energy and resources.  I want say one other thing, not only do I have concerns about safety and concerns about children, there’s a large elderly and aging population.  I see these people walking daily and running daily.  I don’t know why they don’t walk on the sidewalk, I wish they would but they don’t.  They walk in the street and they walk to fish and they walk to their boats.  I just think it’s a matter of time.  We have a guardrail in front of our house and since we’ve owned the property in 2008 there’s been multiple vehicular accidents there.  I’ve been told by residents the town has been there longer than I have that cars have actually smashed through the house we now live in.  There’s a history of reckless driving and excessive speed on those sharp turns and if we were to reroute the buses off Broadway, which I understand your point; there’s no other safe place for them to go.  It’s just, with all due respect, somewhat of a shortsighted plan and as far as where I’m standing from.  Another concern is the amount of trash that somehow Verplanck sort of has.  I pick up trash in the front of my house and in our yard and in neighbor’s yards every single day and I can’t imagine that having more of an industrial element added, I don’t know how many hundreds of trips it was, it just seems like it’s not the direction that we want to go.  I was on Facebook today which is how I found out about this and I know this woman said there was a 111 people.  I’ll tell you, there’s a lot more.  Again, I don’t know where they are but I’d like to make sure that this topic does not get closed and we have time to get more signatures because I guarantee you there are not people in favor of this.  We have better ways to use our time, energy and resources and thank you so much for listening to us and understanding where we’re coming from.  I appreciate your time and consideration.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you Mrs. Schwartz.

Mr. Bernard Vaughey introduced himself and stated good evening.  I live at 215 Broadway in Verplanck.  I’ve lived there my entire life.  The applicant’s proposed use of this depot property is inappropriate and unacceptable use for many reasons.  Unless you deny this permit in its entirety, Montauk Student Transportation Company operations will have profound negative impact on the adjacent and adjoining neighborhoods, town infrastructure and the environment now and for years to come.  With regards to the roadway: look at Verplanck.  This property is at the bottom of 6th Street, is surrounded by residential streets in residential neighborhoods.  Most, if not all the streets proposed to be used by Montauk Student bus are not built to any current or recent municipal construction standards as the applicant implies.  The construction of these roadways would not be acceptable to this Planning Board if proposed today or even 20 years ago.  These were originally dirt roads that were later treated with numerous oil and chip treatments.  When Verplanck Fuel and Sun Oil used their properties as oil depots with the related truck traffic; I remember these roads were oil and chip and that oil and chip treatment was reapplied frequently.  Was that due to the traffic damage or the nature of the treatment?  I don’t know.  Any increases in the current traffic volumes and/or vehicle loads on our roadways in Verplanck needs to be considered and addressed in this board’s review.  To adequately sustain significant bus traffic, the town or the municipal standards Montauk has referred to would require a compact sub-base which adds its own structural value to the pavement and over 9 inches of specific types of asphalt or blacktop.  The town roadways in Verplanck are not built to that standard.  Ask any of your staff, the proposed roads have been made up of maybe 3 inches of asphalt.  Over two or three inches of 40 plus year old oil and chip applications on the existing dirt.  Much of these pavement asphalts and subsequent layers are all past or designed expectancy with the oil deteriorating or being stripped away.  In the 1970s, Broadway received an actual asphalt overlay with a second overlay in the late 1980s.  Broadway is currently long overdue for a third overlay due to the existing pavement conditions.  How will the added bus weights and trip cycles accelerate this deterioration which, by the way, will be paid for by all the tax payers of Cortlandt, as it’s paid for out of general fund?  This applicant will hopefully be paying for that pool to pay for these repairs but not nearly enough to cover the accelerated repairs his added traffic volumes and vehicle weights will require.  Montauk Student Transport’s operations will result in an unfair burden to all Cortlandt tax payers if the Planning Board approves their application using the neighborhood roadways in Verplanck.  Cars have a curb weight of approximately 4,000 pounds.  Wikipedia indicates that a type C school bus has a curb weight of 18,000 to 35,000 pounds.  This applicant’s request will increase the traffic count significantly as well as the traffic loadings which all affect the service life of the substandard pavement accelerating the need for repairs and replacement.  How long will it be before the weight of these additional vehicles and vehicle loadings on Broadway and 6th Street, particularly Crow Hill will in further pavement shoving, buckling, pavement cracking and additional cost to the town.  The applicant is currently operating unauthorized as demonstrated by numerous violations and a lack of an approved site plan.  How is this a good neighbor?  Tickets for parking buses without approved site plan, enlarging parking lots without approval, violating a stop work order.  Montauk indicates they want to be a good neighbor, but if they occupy the property without proper permits and during the application process are asking the community to monitor their performance, well what would that performance be after the application is approved and they don’t have to be on their best behavior?  Traffic laws: in the applicant’s response to comments, #4: why must the applicant repeatedly remind their drivers to follow the laws?  Yesterday, one of the local residents recorded a Montauk Student bus travelling on Highland Avenue which is not the designated route.  That bus was recorded executing a rolling or right through the stop sign on 6th Street.  A copy of that video was provided to the your staff which Chris has reviewed and he can vouch for that.
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated I vouch for that.

Mr. Bernard Vaughey stated the applicant also indicates that no speeding tickets have been issued.  I requested the Planning Board contact Buchanan Police Department and confirm with the police staff and patrol officers on the accuracies of that statement.  It’s my understanding that a number of speeding tickets have been issued to Montauk buses but the tickets were issued to the drivers and not to the company.  The applicant states they remind their drivers to obey traffic laws.  Again, why do these drivers, trained school bus drivers, have to be reminded to obey traffic laws?  Is this a long time practice of reminding drivers or only while the application to operate in Verplanck is under review?  Litter: yes, the litter issue does appear to be better.  We are no longer seeing fast food wrappers, pizza boxes, bottles and cans on Broadway, 11th and Highland.  The bus company has assigned its staff to clear litter on the streets they use but will those litter patrols end once this application is approved?  Will the neighborhoods need this Montauk litter patrols if they didn’t have their operations on the related traffic?  A note to those litter patrols: please also concentrate on the traffic monitoring parking areas and pick up the cigar tips, cellophane wrapper papers and other litter that appears every day of monitors present on Broadway.  The bus company provides its own in house traffic monitors.  Yes, at least for now, Montauk has monitored, parked in very visible locations and the buses slow down for the monitors and even wave and honk their horns at them. But, is this just for show while the application is before the board?  Do these monitors have any specific means to actually determine speeds or is it just a visual assessment?  Do they have any special training for this speed monitoring enforcement?  Regarding the zoning and the change of the character of the neighborhood: the Montauk response to comments appears to indicate that their depot is not residential in nature.  The applicant indicates that it is not fair and accurate for neighbors to characterize this area as overwhelmingly residential.  Can the applicant define the limits of their term ‘this area’?  What does the applicant mean by ‘this area’?  Is he talking about the area west of Highland Avenue and south of 9th Street or is he talking about all of Verplanck?  How does the applicant categorize the area they must use for their access?  Isn’t most of 6th Street residential?  What about Broadway and all the side streets, from 7th Street to the village of Buchanan?  What is the zoning description for most of Verplanck: residential, with much of it being single-family residential.  Montauk Student bus company must travel through primarily residential streets to get to their parcel or commercially industrial zoned land surrounded by residential areas.  How does this not have an impact on the community?  Unfortunately, the applicant does not address and cannot utilize the river access they have and that most of the other industrial zoned properties used for their businesses such as: King Marine, Continental, Indian Point use.  I see a new term being used by the applicant in their recent response in an attempt to justify their use of the property: historic.  Please clarify exactly what history they’re referring to?  Are they going back to when the roads were dirt, trucks were World War II surplus or are they referring to the last 20 or 25 years?  Let’s look at the use of this property.  When did the last barge tie up and actually unload oil into these tanks?  It was many, many decades ago.  How long after that were these tanks idle?  It’s been decades.  The tanks were removed ten years ago in 2006.  This requested use is a significant change in the most recent use of this property and the concentration of traffic to certain roads with the increase vehicular traffic will affect our safety and property values as traffic, the volumes and the type of traffic will affect those values.  I’m a long-time customer of Verplanck Fuel, a long-time.  For many decades those three or four Verplanck fuel trucks were loaded in Peekskill or Newburgh, not in Verplanck so please, let’s get our facts straight.  This proposal does not have the same impact as the previous use.  Verplanck’s fuel 3 or 4 vehicles, not the 67 or 92 proposed, also serviced the local tri-village using multiple entry points and exit routes, not single-concentrated routes during specific narrow time windows.  Service to the community: please clarify the limits and the jurisdiction of community service.  What services does this business provide to the local community or hamlet that Montauk bus wants to operate in Verplanck?  Hendrick Hudson School District provides in-house transportation to over 99% of our community students.  Montauk’s site services to the district students.  Exactly how many students do they serve?  Less than 5 students, less than 10?  Very few.  I call the Hendrick Hudson office.  Do they provide a different service from this location than they provide it from elsewhere such as in Peekskill, how so?  Explain the benefits of being located in Verplanck as opposed to Peekskill or Put Valley which they serve in far greater numbers.  Additionally, let’s consider phrase ‘permitted as of right use’ as applied by the applicant.  While the operation may or may not be as indicated a ‘permitted as-of-right use’ for the property, does that also give the applicant the permitted as-of-right use to impact the residential areas that are not adjacent to the applicant’s property but happen to be on the applicant’s desired travel route, hundreds if not thousands of feet from his property?  What about our rights as property owners and tax-paying residents?  Who protects them?  Property values: I disagree with the applicant’s implication that there’s no impact on property values.  Property values are a combination of many factors: traffic with the related noise and safety issues being as significant as one of those factors.  What is the impact on the community and in particular the homes along the designated travel routes for the significantly larger, heavier and visible traffic?  While there may not be any empirical data submitted to the board to substantiate this claim, is that really needed to determine the impact on our home values?  I ask the board to consider this example and logic.  You have two identical homes to choose from in the same neighborhood, identical except for the traffic volumes with the related noise and safety issues.  One home has a traffic count of 2,600 vehicles per day passing the house, most of it occurring between 5 a.m. and 11 p.m.; approximately 1,225 cars and pickups, 60 buses and small delivery trucks and 12 large vehicles in each direction.  Half of the vehicles travel at more than the posted 30 mph speed limit.  The second home is close by but on a different street with the same number of vehicles passing by but, due to a new bus depot located nearby, the 1,225 cars and pickups now total 1,400 due to the two shifts of 67 buses passing by is no longer 60 but 194 buses and small delivery trucks and the same 12 large vehicles passing by the house daily in each direction.  It is no longer 1,300 but a total of 1,606 vehicles per direction or a total of 3,212 vehicles per day passing by the house you’re thinking of buying.  This is more than a 25% increase in the traffic and noise over the other house.  Which house are you going to buy?  Would any of you pay the same price for the second house or would that owner have to drop his price by an industry suggestion of 5 or 10% to get a sale all other conditions being equal.  Montauk Student bus company is affecting the property values of these residential neighborhoods that it uses.  All the homes along the routes to be used by Montauk are indicated and due to the way home values are computed, all of the adjacent neighborhood values are impacted as well.  As far as access, right now it’s only the use of 6th Street is being proposed.  Is there or will there be any restrictions on the possible future use of an 8th Street access?  If there is not a restriction how will a possible future use of 8th Street affect the health and safety of the residential areas as well as the home values to be considered in this application?  In his response to comments, the applicant indicates there’s no basis to reduce the number of buses permitted.  The applicant also indicates that the numbers are based upon contractual obligations with the school districts.  If these contracts were modified or the numbers increased, will this rationale be used as justification for further increases in the number of buses and employee parking on this property, the footprint of this operation?  There’s no dimensions on these plans for the buses.  With the buses being 96 inches or 8-foot wide, how wide is each parking space to facilitate a dimensional verification?  Is it 10 feet, 11 feet, 12 feet or to be determined?  Addressing comments and the response #8 traffic volumes, the applicant’s June 19th response does not specifically address the impact the traffic volumes nor the related impacts.  Why are there no site-specific studies or specifics to verify these statements that have been made?  This proposed operation will significantly increase the hourly volumes and the vehicle class of these volumes.  The traffic volumes are usually over 24-hour periods but they are not evenly distributed over those hours.  The applicant will increase those volumes during heavier daytime travel hours between 6 a.m. and 7 p.m.  The response also does not address the impacts on traffic and safety during the winter months that they do operate when pedestrians still share the same roadway but the road width is restricted and traction and pedestrian safety is affected by snow, snow banks and snow berms at the corner.  The existing plans dated May 15th show an existing paved area and item-4 area.  Since this area was improperly expanded as indicated by the issuance of a violation, shouldn’t this area be reduced to the pre-occupancy area as shown on the town GIS?  If you look on the town’s GIS for this property prior to the applicants occupying the property area, the parking area was much smaller.  If the applicant’s response is correct, why is the applicant allowed to use this expanded area and why isn’t he maintaining the status quo using the original parking areas only during this application review process?  Comment #16 indicates that the parking area is temporary pavement, if so, why does the May 15th plans indicate that this is the existing pavement area?  This needs to be clarified.  Taxes: comment response #20.  What has changed?  Previous owners paid significant taxes.  Montauk bus will pay significant taxes.  Is the applicant just changing who pays the taxes for this property or is there something else that we’re missing?  How much more will Montauk pay adjust for increases and the general taxes since he took ownership?  Will it be roughly the previous amount or significant increase?  Is there some benefit that we’re missing?   How many of the Verplanck depot employees are actually town residents and how does this location affect that number with our lack of public transportation?  How many employees were Cortlandt town residents when Montauk was in Peekskill?  Fueling and potential pollution: response #21.  The applicant does not have an approved fueling station and pad in place.  They supposedly use what they refer to as a mobile fueling vehicle.  Where are those spills that they reference that can and do occur now goes since the area is not paved and there’s no collection system indicated?  What is the current impact of their operation on the ground water and the surface water from the current operations?  Is there any need for any of those spills to be reported to the DEC as per #24?  History with the kilns: has the town taken a look at this area from a historical standpoint and consulted with New York State?  Are the referenced structures sheds as the applicant indicates or are they kilns?  Is there any evidence in the upper area of the old brick drying sheds, large open buildings for drying the bricks before firing?  As a publication, the Great Hudson River Industry indicates with the exception of IBM, there’s nothing comparable to the brick industry in the Hudson Valley today in terms of size and consequences of its production.  The town needs to preserve and not loose these important remnants of our history or at least make every attempt to preserve them.  Snow: snow removal will be from all paved areas to obtain the required number of spaces.  As we’ve seen in similar lots, there will be huge piles of snow.  Where will that snow storage be on this property?  Please specify and clarify as they all need to stock pile snow for over 2 ½ acres of parking area.  Additionally, how will the town address snow storage issues, a related safety and sight distance issues at the 6th Street corners that are being used by this proposed increase in traffic?  I again request this application be denied as the impact of this depot on the hamlet of Verplanck will be an unacceptable, negative impact.  It is not compatible and it is not harmonious with Verplanck.  Thank you.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you for your comments.  Could you give us a copy of your comments?  
Mr. Bernard Vaughey responded I’ll give them to Chris.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked anyone else like to speak on this application?

Mr. Jim Bell stated good evening, my name is Jim Bell, resident of Verplanck on 9th Street.  A few weeks ago my wife was driving in Peekskill.  This is a Peekskill issue, not your issue, and she was cut off by a Montauk bus.  She took a picture of the bus, sent an email to Mr. Mensch, he responded.  I thank him for that response.  So, that upset her obviously but again there was a response, we appreciate that.  Friday, June 26th, last Friday at 11:20, 11:25 in the morning, I’m out in the back yard, I’m 80 feet from Highland Avenue.  A silver BMW, four-door sedan, late model came down Highland Avenue from the church in an excessively high rate of speed feigned to stop at the stop sign on 9th and continued to accelerate.  I stopped watering the flowers.  I got in my truck.  I drove down to the office.  I met with a woman who manages the operation.  She was very polite and very sensitive to my complaint.  I took the license plate of the car.  I told the woman that I was going to report this vehicle to both the state police and the county police, which I did.  I filed a formal complaint against this license plate, against this vehicle.  That was on the 26th and I’ve not received a response.  That email went to Mr. John Mench, it went to Linda Puglisi and it went to Mr. Kehoe.  We have grandchildren that live there.  Those streets are not – since this nightmare has descended upon our hamlet, the quality of life, the complexion of the whole hamlet has changed and it’s changed for the worse.  What I explained to the woman who was managing the facility, I didn’t get her name, was that I expected Mr. Mench to do the following things: speak to the person, make sure that everybody understands that they’ve got to obey the rules.  But these things keep happening and what are you going to do to stop it?  What’s anybody going to do to stop it?  There’s no regard with the litter.  Has it improved?  Yes.  My wife walked the dog tonight.  I should have taken a picture.  She came back with three beverage cans, right?  There’s never been litter on Highland Avenue, if there is, if we see it, residents pick it up.  The litter’s one thing.  This company is not run professionally in my opinion and once you give them license to go, they’re not going to care about us at all.  I can provide a copy of the complaint I put in with the state troopers.  I was there for a half hour.  I spoke to the county police.  I asked both of them to increase their patrols.  This is the second time I’m here.  I’m done but you guys really, really, really got to take a hard look – I said it last time, you’ve got to take a hard look and you’ve got to squeeze these guys because it’s going to get worse.  Once you give them the green light, it’s going to get worse.  Thank you.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Is there anyone else who would like to speak?
Mr. Christopher Esposito stated hello.  My name is Christopher Esposito.  I live at 236 Kings Ferry Road.  That was my wife who spoke earlier.  As she mentioned, we dubbed Kings Ferry Road the Kings Ferry Speedway or the Verplanck Speedway.  There is excessive speed on that road continually and there’s also a lot of trash.  I know the gentleman mentioned earlier about they were doing something to control the speed in the area.  Frankly, I’m insulted by that.  I don’t agree with that.  This past weekend I was standing in my yard and I watched vehicles travel in excess of probably 60 mph on Kings Ferry Road.  I don’t agree with this proposal.  I think there’s enough traffic and vehicles going in-and-out of Verplanck and I think it’s a bad idea.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.

Ms. Julie Burns Bullen stated I live on that stretch of 6th Street between Highland and the bus depot.  I wasn’t going to speak tonight but there’s a couple additional things I think need to be pointed out.  When Rosemarie showed that video of those buses going down, what’s missing is all those buses queue at the stop light.  There was one morning last week and I didn’t get here early enough but I do have pictures of the buses that, as they must have hit the light at 6th Street, then they came down, it wasn’t one, it wasn’t two, there were seven buses and I was literally pulling out of my driveway leaving for work as all these buses are going past me and then they’re backed up 6th Street almost to where King’s Marine driveway is which is a considerable distance up the road.  There were full size buses, there were mini buses and by the time I turned around and I pulled off, I did snap a picture and it’s hard to see in the picture because I was far away but as I pulled further down the road, this is with 30 some odd buses that are operating that were queuing up trying to get into the property.  Now I understand they’ve got plans in terms of how they’re going to handle traffic and the buses coming in but those buses are still driving by my house every morning.  In terms of them being good neighbors and their employees being conscious of what’s going on around them; back in the winter, probably December or January, we had sent pictures to Code Enforcement of all the Montauk employees they’re parked on 6th Street and I have copies of those pictures as well.  Those employees were parked in the travel lane because the amount of snow we had were off on the shoulder parking where they had been parking was full of snow.  So they were parked in the actual driving lane with maybe a foot and a half between the car and the yellow line.  So, now you’ve got the buses were coming in and buses leaving and people in their personal cars leaving and no consideration to the fact that that’s a safety issue.  These are the people that are driving buses, they’re safety monitors, whatever their roles are; they don’t have the common sense to think “hey, maybe there’s an issue that I’m parked on the street.”  So, thankfully the town’s put up “no parking” signs on that stretch of 6th Street.  Well now all the employees are parked on Highland Avenue so when you leave in the morning instead of seeing rows of cars on 6th Street, they’re all backed up on Highland.  I don’t leave for work until 9:00 so I catch the tail end of it so I can’t imagine the people that actually live on Highland, how far down the road those cars are actually going.  There’s a safety issue with the people parking there because the buses are now coming down 6th Street, they’re stopping at Highland, they’re letting off the monitor and then the bus proceeds down the street into the garage.  I don’t own the house I live in.  I rent the house.  I’ve lived in Verplanck for 16 years.  I grew up in Montrose.  My husband grew up in Montrose.  My family’s lived there since 1857 in Verplanck.  Long history, a lot of family, I’ve got cousins on every block in Verplanck.  I don’t want to continue living in a place where my front door is next to a highway, basically.  I actually shot a video from inside my upstairs window of one of the buses going down and even just on a cell phone video you can still hear that bus fly by the house and then of course my dog barked in the background and it actually shows the difference in the volume of the bus and the volume inside the house.  I also have two snipits of videos of the buses flying, they’re not driving.  A one second video from the bus went from one end of my driveway to the other and was gone.  That tells you – you know it’s a 30 mph zone, they’re going much faster.  I thought after the last Planning Board meeting that wow, maybe there’ll be a change, maybe the buses will slow down, maybe we won’t have as many issues, not the case.  As much as they’ve got traffic monitors out, they’re not monitoring the traffic coming down 6th Street.  As far as that bus that cut the corner at Highland, there’s a huge pine tree right there on the corner of Highland and 6th Street.  So, any bus that’s coming up and isn’t making a full stop there, there’s no way they’re going to see what’s coming in and out of the driveway at my neighbor’s house or my house or even King’s Marine because you’re basically making the turn and it’s blind.  Now, I’ve almost been hit twice: once in the evening, once during the day with buses doing just that.  Regardless of what traffic pattern or where they’re coming from, they’re not obviously all coming down 6th Street.  They’re still coming down Highland and it’s a safety issue.  This is a community.  This is people – I’m not someone that would normally come out and speak but this has me so fired off and pissed off.  It’s not fair to impose this additional volume of traffic, the garbage and all the additional people coming and going from the bus depot.  They’re walking by my house.  I have two dogs: what do my dogs do?  They bark all morning long.  I work from home two to three days a week sometimes.  What am I doing?  I’m sitting on conference calls and there’s people walking by the house and the dogs are barking.  It’s affecting my quality of life.  I have a job.  I have a career.  I can’t have dogs barking in the background because there’s somebody.  They’re doing their job; they’re protecting the house.  There’s people walking up and down the street.  I ask that you please deny this request.  Verplanck is a community.  You’re doing so much to improve the waterfront.  You’re neglecting a whole other piece of the point.  Thank you.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Anyone else like to speak on this application?

Ms. Stephanie Vaughey stated good evening.  My name is Stephanie Vaughey.  I live at 215 Broadway in Verplanck.  Thank you for the opportunity to be heard.  I’m not a very good public speaker and a hundred or so people who signed the petition couldn’t all be here tonight but just by show of hands how many people here are from Verplanck on this issue?  Thank you very much.  That’s just the beginning of our concern and I agree with all of the comments that everyone up here has made so far.  One point in particular that I’m concerned about, in addition to all the other issues, it’s been said, we have no sidewalks in Verplanck.  We have to share the roadway with buses and buses and more buses.  There’s really no way you can understand the negative impact that this company’s had on our community unless you see it in its full operation.  You saw the 5-minute snipit.  Live where we live and see what we see and you will easily deny this permit.  Further, it needs to be said, and I’m sure you’re aware of this, interested and involved citizens have volunteered thousands of man hours, thousands of man hours over the last many years to shape and create a Master Plan for the town.  Is everyone aware that there is a Master Plan for this town on the board?  I’m sure you are, yes.  The Master Plan offers a reasonable plan for harmonious coexistence between residential, industrial and commercial entities including in Verplanck.  Nowhere in the Master Plan is there a mention of a huge bus depot squatting without permits on the banks of the Hudson River and changing the face of our residential community.  Where is the harmonious balance between residential and commercial industrial zoning?  The Master Plan calls for this.  I can’t believe that all these people hours have been wasted if this project goes forward, if this proposal goes forward.  It makes absolutely no sense.  Further, you have to be aware; the town just spent $2.7 million dollars to preserve Verplanck, to keep heavy industry off of our front yards, to preserve a reasonable balance between residential and industrial zones.  $2.7 million dollars the Town Board approved it.  I know you’re aware of this.  The property of the bottom of 6th Street, the old Keefe property sustained a small business with a handful of employees and a few trucks for decades.  To allow this huge business to drop into our small community and so adversely impact our community is not reasonable.  Further, this is a slap in the face to the Town Board to Linda Puglisi, the hundreds of local residents who stood out in a field to try to protect our town in the blazing summer and many people worked for over two years to keep our town reasonable and balanced and this project is not reasonable and balanced.  I’m one of the many people who stood out in that field to keep Westpoint Partners out of Verplanck and we succeeded in keeping one company from overrunning and ruining a beautiful, small community.  Please do not now be the individuals, all of you, do not be the individuals responsible for unraveling all of our hard work, wasting our time, wasting our money and destroying all that we’ve accomplished together to preserve our community.  The bus depot is inappropriate for Verplanck.  It should not be allowed to continue to operate here.  Members of the Planning Board, please deny their permit application without further delay.  Thank you.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Are there any other people who would like to speak on this application?

Mr. John W. Curran stated good evening, John W. Curran, 122 7th Street.  I’ll be quick.  The biggest thing right now buses convoy going down Broadway and sometimes when they get down towards John Walsh, they’ll get real obnoxious and almost very – no courtesy.  What they’ll do is, they’ll traffic-restrict anybody that goes, tap into a family member of mine.  I almost had one of the buses take me out on my bike because they’re not checking when they decide instead of staying single-file, they’ll ride two to abreast and just restrict the traffic so nobody can get around them.  Basically, the long story is, if they’re doing that with the amount of buses they have now, what are these convoys going to be like with an extra 60 or so buses?  That’s the biggest thing I’ve got.  Thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Any other comments from the audience?

Mr. Steven Trend stated my name is Steven Trend, I live at 214 11th Street in Verplanck.  Thank you very much for having this meeting and giving us all an opportunity to speak and thank you for the work that you do because I guess Planning Board means you’re helping us accomplish exactly what – you’re standing doing our work for us.  Thank you very much.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated you’re welcome.

Mr. Steven Trend stated so we’re talking about the school buses and I’m looking at that nice thing on the TV screen there and I think of my own kids.  Living on 11th Street the school bus would come right up to the driveway and my kids would get on the bus, then they’d go around the corner and get on Highland Avenue and there was a congregation of kids there and as my kids got older to middle school, they didn’t want to get picked up at the driveway.  They went up to Broadway because over on 10th Street there was about a dozen kids and they’d all get there in the morning and they’d hang out.  Sometimes they’d go down to Angela’s deli and they’d all socialize and it’s all a beautiful community experience for the children.  I couldn’t believe how many kids would come out of the woodwork.  Unbelievable how many kids were out there standing along Broadway and sure enough, you’d see the yellow bus come along and they’d pick them up at 6th Street and they’d stop again at 8th and then they’d stop again at 10th.  That was pretty cool.  I can understand why the residents have a concern about a lot of traffic happening.  We’re thrilled about the success we’ve had with keeping Westpoint Partners away and we appreciate your help in keeping our community as beautiful as it really is.  Thank you so much.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Anyone else?  This public hearing will be continued. 
Mr. Steven Kessler asked can I ask a couple of questions though?  Brad, on your letter, you make a statement that there’s no basis upon which to reduce the number of buses to some arbitrary number less than what is currently proposed.  What’s the basis for that statement?

Mr. Brad Schwartz responded we believe we submitted a site plan that can adequately and safely control the number of buses that we’re proposing in terms of parking spaces, circulation and so forth.  Based on that and all the different improvements that we’re making with respect to the containment pad, the storm water facilities and so forth…

Mr. Steven Kessler asked so you don’t consider traffic or character of the community a basis?

Mr. Brad Schwartz responded I think we’ve also demonstrated in terms of character of the community that we’re consistent with both other ongoing industrial uses as well as the prior historical industrial uses at this site.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked are you saying then that the level of traffic for the other industrial uses is comparable to what you’re doing?

Mr. Brad Schwartz responded we’ll submit evidence to that.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked next question on the next page, you say does not operate on weekends, holidays and summer months.  So you’re then saying if this were approved that that could be a condition that the site does not operate those times?

Mr. Brad Schwartz responded I can confirm that with Mr. Mench and report back. 

Mr. John Mensch stated it’s reduced because of summer school.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked okay but then why do you submit something that says emphatically that it does not operate on weekends, holidays or summer months?

Mr. John Mensch responded summer months is reduced because summer school is through special education.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated I understand that…

Mr. John Mensch stated and Saturday and Sunday we do not operate unless it’s very minimal to a sports…

Mr. Steven Kessler stated what I’m saying is your representatives are sending information with a statement that it does not operate on summer months and…

Mr. John Mensch stated I can clarify that.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated it would be nice to have the information that’s accurate when it’s submitted to us.

Mr. John Mensch stated absolutely, no problem, we can do that.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked last question; this whole issue of the historical operations and the comment was it had 6 or less vehicles per day.  Do you know in fact how many vehicles per day operated historically at that site?

Mr. Brad Schwartz responded we just got the contact information for the manager who used to work during the prior operation so we will provide your board with that data in the next submission.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated okay, appreciate that, thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I have a general question.  A lot of comments were of course focused on traffic which is a key factor in this application.  What can you give us in terms of what traffic studies were performed for the buses going in-and-out in the morning and in the afternoon and then the impacts on the roads?  Were there any formal studies performed?

Mr. Brad Schwartz responded there’s not been a formal study performed.  Traffic studies, as your board knows, measures levels of service at intersections and queuing and so forth.  I would submit that even in the video that we saw you didn’t see any of those kinds of impacts that would warrant a full traffic study.  We can provide your board with estimates of the trips based upon, as we mentioned in our letter, certain employees bring their buses and keep them at home during the day, others do go in-and-out so we can provide your board with some more data in terms of the estimated trip generation.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I guess that would be useful and maybe we would or should consider a more formal traffic study and the impact.  We’ll discuss this more at our work session, next work session.  Any other comments from the board members?
Mr. Robert Foley asked yes, just on this last point I think it was Mr. Vaughey asked about any site-specific traffic studies so as a follow up I’d like to see that, more specific.  Also, the lady who at the last meeting – did you send those pictures or get them to us?  I know it’s in the minutes you said you would and also more specifically you referenced, unless I got it wrong, you have pictures of 30 plus buses queuing up and re-entering the depot, or I have that wrong.

Mr. Peter Daly stated Chris, I’d like to see a copy of the video that we saw too.  Are we going to be able to get a copy of that?

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated of the one that was played tonight?

Mr. Peter Daly responded yes.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated it was emailed to me so I think I can probably email it to you.

Mr. Peter Daly stated put it on line even.  Could we stream it online?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded I’ll talk to our IT guy.

Mr. Brad Schwartz asked Chris if would help if we knew exactly what date that video was taken on.
Mr. Peter Daly stated when I did go in the intervening period between the last meeting on two occasions, and both occasions I didn’t see tremendous number of people that I could actually identify as from Montauk that were parking on Highland but I did notice two vehicles that were.  Is there a reason why they were parking up there in the first place?  I thought there was adequate parking on the site.  It’s a good question to ask.

Mr. Brad Schwartz asked two vehicles were parked on Highland?

Mr. Peter Daly responded they were parked on Highland on the corner of 6th and Highland, one on each corner, well away from the corner though.  They weren’t right on the corner but they were there. 

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated we’ll do the best we can to try to find out what that was about.

Mr. Jim Creighton asked Chris, was this referred out to the fire departments?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded yes.

Mr. Jim Creighton asked have we gotten any comments from them?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded no but I share an office with the fire inspector who lives in Verplanck.  I’ll double check with her but I did just check today to confirm that and it was referred to them quite a while ago but I haven’t received a response.

Mr. Jim Creighton stated one of the concerns that I have and I don’t know certainly if we were putting individual building units this densely on the property, we’d have a concern about fire safety and whether if something were on fire whether a truck could get in or extinguish a fire.  Packing of those buses as densely, I know the bus drivers are expert at backing in and driving and doing what they have to do but I don’t know if that helps the fire department if one of the buses were on fire what that would mean, whether you’d lose all the buses and whether the fire department could take care of that the way it needs to be taken care of.  I’d love to hear from them what they think about it but beyond that, if you have anything in terms of best practices for keeping those buses safe, I’d certainly be happy to look at whatever we have for that.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked Brad also, when do you expect the archeology study?

Mr. Brad Schwartz responded that just came in, Keith, what?

Mr. Keith Staudohar responded we just got it yesterday.  It was sent up to SHPO. We don’t know if we’ll have a response by the work session from SHPO or not, we’re hoping to but that’s been completed and we’ll get a copy of that to Chris.

Mr. Robert Foley asked did they actually go to the site?  Did the SHPO people go?  Do you know?

Mr. Keith Staudohar responded SHPO no.  The archeologist went there.  It’s submitted to SHPO and we are waiting for their response and we’ll go from there.
Mr. Robert Foley asked also, one of the gentleman mentioned the speeder and reporting it.  I don’t know if it was established that that car belonged that was one of the drivers.  Could we find out?  Something about the Buchanan police…
Mr. Steven Kessler stated he’s gone.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked any other comments from the board?  As I mentioned, we will continue this public hearing to next month so that you will have another opportunity to be here and speak if you’d like.  There will be ongoing meetings between the applicant and the Department of Technical Services.  I believe there’s one setup for tomorrow to further work on this application and I encourage those to continue as we consider all the comments and that have been provided here tonight.  We will consider all of them.  Thank you everybody and we’ll need a motion.

Mr. Peter Daly stated Mr. Chair I move that we adjourn this public hearing at the August 4th meeting.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi responded yes.
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OLD BUSINESS: 

PB 4-14  a. Application of Mongoose Inc. for the property of Mongoose Inc., Commercial Real Estate Asset Management Inc., and JPG Cortlandt Inc., for Preliminary Plat approval and Steep Slope, Wetland and Tree Removal permits for a 6 lot subdivision (5 building lots and 1 open space parcel) of a 128.8 acre parcel of property located on the south side of Maple Avenue and on the east side of Dickerson Road and Hilltop Drive as shown on an 8 page set of drawings entitled “Subdivision of Abee Rose Situate in the Town of Cortlandt, Westchester County, NY” prepared by Badey & Watson Surveying and Engineering PC, latest revision dated October 16, 2014 and as shown on a drawing entitled “Alternate “A” Sketch – Improvement and Integrated Plot Plan” dated June 11, 2015 and “Alternate “A” Sketch – Preliminary Profiles” dated June 17, 2015 prepared by Badey & Watson Surveying and Engineering PC.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated good evening.
Mr. John Kirkpatrick introduced himself and stated attorney in White Plains representing the applicant.  All three of those corporations are now owned by the same person: Mr. J. Russ.  I came late to this particular matter.  Many of you will remember it as Abee Rose, originally a 41 lot subdivision on a parcel of 129 acres.  I believe it was denied in 2004.  A couple of years ago Mr. Russ came to speak to me indicating that he had a couple of potential buyers for the property.  I think he mentioned a church and not-for-profit.  He asked my advice.  Frankly, I told him that nothing is easy to get approved and he should not assume that simply selling it to someone else was necessarily going to result in a closing anytime soon and suggested that we chat with the town and see if there was not some kind of a compromise.  What you’re seeing is that compromise.  It’s a 6-lot subdivision on 129 acres; 121 acres is one lot to be donated to the town.  The other 5 make up the other 8 acres.  We worked that out with the town board.  They considered the benefits to the town, the very minor impact that 5 houses would have on an area that’s already developed.  There’s one house on Maple, a street that’s lined with houses.  There’s 4 houses up at the end of Dickerson, again, that’s an existing subdivision.  The Town Board found that the environmental impacts of this would be significantly less than any other development of the property.  So, we’re asking you to please take note that this is a compromise, not necessarily a compromise that anyone loves, Mr. Russ least of all.  Nevertheless, he’s willing to pursue it.  I would like to ask you to listen to Fred Wells from Tim Miller and Glen Watson possibly who will take you through the changes that have been made based on the comments that you have received from your staff and consultants.  Thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.

Mr. Fred Wells introduced himself and stated Tim Miller Associates.  What’s up on the screen is a colored rendition of the latest plan that we’ve been working on, Badey & Watson has been working on, tweaking the plan following the staff meeting we had a couple of weeks ago on the prior plan which is similar in layout but some of the details have been worked on.  In particular, what we’re trying to do is reduce the disturbed area, limit or reduce the impervious area on the property to obviously make the best plan we can and a feasible plan but to keep it within and reduce the plan as we go along.  That’s been the thrust all along when we met with staff, we went through some particulars of the plan and I’ll walk you through some of those that we’ve discussed with staff; with Chris and Mike and Steve Coleman who was also present because he had some comments that he submitted to the board a couple of months ago and we worked on some of those items.  Primarily, we started with looking at the cul-de-sac and seeing if, at the turn around areas, seeing if we can reduce that or locate it differently so as to reduce the amount of cut and fills needed to put the road in.  What you’re seeing here is not a turnaround circle but a wide turn or a turnaround space for a truck to have to back up.  It meets the code.  The town has dimensions in the code for what would be feasible, what would be acceptable for fire access and garbage trucks and so forth.  What you’re seeing here is a reduced area of pavement at the end of that road that would allow for a turnaround of a vehicle in addition to reducing the grading that goes along with that.  We also discussed at the staff meeting whether we could reduce the width of the road.  The initial plan laid out a 26-foot wide road which is standard town road and we discussed whether maybe we could reduce it to 20 feet; two 10-foot lanes and seemed that might be a possibility.  That’s something that’s often done in Phillipstown with a limited number of lots on the road.  Obviously, that reduces the pavement and reduces grading associated with a roadway.  The turnaround that you see, it’s a little hard to see the scale but again I want to emphasize that it is usable and maneuverable by a fire truck, 48-foot vehicle to turn around.  We also looked at, Badey & Watson looked at trying to work with common driveways.  That was one of the comments that came from when the Planning Board walked the site and that was looked at pretty extensively and what we found was that there was no opportunity to really reduce pavement and reduce grading to any great extent by combining driveways.  It was looked at lots 1 and 2 combining and lots 3 and 4 combining.  Actually, with this layout and relocating where that turnaround space is, the driveway that goes down to lot 2 which is the second one going around clockwise from the left, actually got a lot shorter and sort of combined that with 1, just doesn’t make sense anymore.  The two driveways to lots 3 and 4, although they’re quite close horizontally they’re quite a bit different in vertical dimension: one goes up, one goes down so to combine those just was not feasible.  Another item that we looked at and talked about with Steve Coleman was his suggestion to try to work with stone walls and retaining walls to reduce the grading.  As you see, some of the brown lines, particularly where Chris is pointing along the driveways and a couple of areas where we can reduce the cuts and fills by putting in stone walls and obviously there’s stone out there, we believe that that’s a doable.  It’s possible in grading where we may even hit rock that’s solid enough to create its own wall rather than building it.  That’s part of this plan is to utilize the stone and try to limit the grading by adding walls.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked just a quick question on the turnaround.  The sketch that I had in my file, alternative A which is dated June 11th shows a circle.  I see that configuration is not the same.

Mr. Fred Wells responded that’s correct.  What we submitted for the workshop, we wanted to get information to the workshop after we met with staff and what we submitted was the turnaround which actually happened to be relocated a little bit.  This is a refinement of that, following our staff meeting.  What we wanted to show to you is the turnaround space is essentially where that circle was on the plan that we submitted.

Mr. Mike Preziosi stated Fred, after we had our staff meeting, I circulated the proposal to our DES commissioner and also Martin Rogers our Director of Code Enforcement and the three of us took a quick look at this and pretty much determined that it wasn’t the ideal solution but we didn’t discourage a more traditional turnaround if you wanted to do some sort of a hammerhead.  We did have a couple of concerns which I thought I’d expressed to you via email.  I don’t know if you’ve had a chance to look at that but we did discourage this wide turnaround.

Mr. Fred Wells asked so, when you say hammerhead, what are you referring to?

Mr. Mike Preziosi responded more traditional, regular hammerhead not this wide turnaround.  There was some concerns with plowing, garbage pickup and circulation with the way this layout was.  

Mr. Fred Wells asked a hammerhead being what: a 90-degree…

Mr. Mike Preziosi responded more traditional hammerhead in lieu of a cul-de-sac if you wanted to go in that direction.  Cul-de-sac is still ideal for this location in lieu of – from an operational perspective in regards to traffic circulation for garbage pickup, snow plowing and the such.  We confer that the cul-de-sac is a preference but if you need to evaluate this further and you feel the need to we would prefer that you use a traditional hammerhead turnaround not this wide configuration.

Mr. Fred Wells stated okay, I did get that email.  That wasn’t clear to me that your preference to a 90-degree hammerhead.  I understood from the way your coding, in your code a wide turn is referred to a hammerhead so that’s what we proceeded with.  Certainly we can take a look at that and whether we want to stick with it.  Obviously a turnaround is the most maneuverable for vehicles but it takes up the most space also.  Our intention here is to bring you up-to-date, where we are, what we talked about at the meetings and we want to proceed based on your input on the next steps in terms of detailing this.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked does that conclude your comments?

Mr. Fred Wells stated the other thing I wanted to bring up is of the comments that Steve Coleman had with regard to vernal pools that were located on the property and he was suggesting that we add some walls, in particular on lot 5.  The pool location doesn’t show up on this plan but on where Chris is pointing there’s a small vernal pool.  The upland area next to that obviously crosses where this driveway is so Steve was suggesting on the right side of the driveway you can see a brown line, that’s the property line Chris is pointing to but right close to the edge of the clearing we’re thinking – actually that line goes to the house, could be a stone wall that Steve was suggesting primarily to limit movement of critters across the developed area in that particular location.  There were some other locations on lot 3 with a similar situation.  He was suggesting some kind of barrier or markers along the edge of the buffer to limit future incursion by a future home owner.  Certainly that’s doable.  I don’t know if those are shown – right, that’s the buffer line, yes along that area.  We’re here to get any input that this board has and a reaction to some of those ideas.  We’re obviously trying to proceed with making improvements to the plan and refining it.  The next step for us would be, when we have some direction, is to revise the engineering plans that were originally submitted to take into account the revised driveway locations and grades and so forth.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked you say you’re reducing the disturbance, can you quantify in some chart what the difference is between the former plan and this plan?

Mr. Fred Wells responded I believe I submitted a memo in what we provided which – Chris if you want to go to a pdf in there called ‘presentation binder’.  Go to the second page, it has a chart and I believe I submitted this.  These are rough calculations based on the plan that was submitted.  They would need to be revised again for the plan that we’re working on.  It gives you more magnitude.  Certainly this improvement from the original plan dated 2014 to now.  We’ve taken more than an acre out of disturbed area, more than an acre, almost an acre and a half of steep slope disturbance and reduced the amount of wetland buffered disturbance and reduced the area of the upland area; part of the habitat of vernal pool areas.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked is it easy for you to give a little bit more detail to the steep slopes, like how much: 15 to 20, 20 to 25…

Mr. Fred Wells responded I didn’t break it down to that refined for this…
Mr. Steven Kessler asked do you have that or is…

Mr. Fred Wells responded I’d have to recalculate to draw the numbers.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated because I’m just going back to the original plans and I seemed to remember a lot of significant steep slopes, if we can characterize by different grades.

Mr. Fred Wells stated that certainly can be done.  

Mr. Steven Kessler stated thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked Chris, can you go back to the plan view again, the site plan?  While we’re waiting, any other comments from the board members feel free to jump in. 

Mr. Robert Foley stated this letter June 25th from Maple Avenue residents, that just came today right?

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi responded yes.  That was submitted – we got that tonight.

Mr. Robert Foley stated the person who submitted it seems to have some standing…

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I guess what I wanted to – I see it on there too.  I have an older plan here but lot 3; I guess my question is that lot 3 has a septic field that’s further away than most of the other houses and certainly more than any other septic field is away from their other house.  Is that realistic?  I guess that’s my question.

Mr. Fred Wells responded it’s certainly feasible.  What happened was in our initial plan which was based on earlier septic locations during the Abee Rose design phase where initial areas for septic were identified, we were working with that which was close to the house and when Badey & Watson went out and actually did some current testing of the soils found that that area was not feasible for septics but found these other areas that are feasible, primarily because they’re flatter.  They’re not located, obviously, near the houses and so that’s why those septic areas are located where they are.  We know that those are usable areas…

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked what’s the contour?  Is it uphill?

Mr. Fred Wells responded they’re all downhill from the three houses.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated that’s good at least.

Mr. Fred Wells stated so the gravity flow – the corridor you see from the house to the septic is probably greatly exaggerated.  That’s going to be a trench to put a pipe in.  It doesn’t need to be cleared.  It doesn’t need to be cleared.  It’s just going to be a trench to get a pipe from the house down to the septic field.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked and you have enough room for the expansion area as well up there?


Mr. Fred Wells responded I believe both includes…

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked that marks both areas?

Mr. Fred Wells responded yes.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated very unusual.

Mr. Jim Creighton stated Chris, where you have the pointer where that septic runs alongside there’s that rectangular piece between the house and the septic, what is that there?  

Mr. Fred Wells responded that’s a question that comes up every meeting, it’s owned by somebody else.  It’s an out parcel.  It does not have road access, obviously.  It does have access via easements through the property.  I don’t know who the owner is.  It was identified in the initial papers we’ve provided to you.  It’s not owned by the applicant at all.
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated I don’t know if you’ve got it.  The latest letter is that from a woman Hillary?

Mr. Robert Foley responded yes.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated she had come to a conservation board meeting.  She lives over there.  She has always inquired about the easement rights that lead up to this property and I think the answer is nothing – her question is if the town is acquiring the 121 acres or open space, what does it do to the access rights to this piece of property?

Ms. Kitasei responded I am here…..
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated oh, I didn’t see you there.

Ms. Kitasei stated inaudible……
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated but I see no way to get to this piece.

Ms. Kitasei stated that’s not the parcel I was talking about.

Mr. Chris Kehoe asked these?

Ms. Kitasei responded inaudible…..
Mr. Steven Kessler asked the other side of the lake?

Ms. responded no.  Those two.  There are two parcels and they have deed access rights through the land that’s being going become the town’s inaudible…

Mr. John Klarl asked how do you know that?

Ms. Kitasei responded how do I know that?  Because inaudible…..
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated but that is an ongoing question that I don’t exactly know the answer to which we would have to get clarification from the attorneys.

Mr. John Klarl stated we do a last owner search on it.

Mr. Robert Foley stated we asked quite a while back I believe.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated as it says, it’s been asked a lot I just never remember exactly what the answer is.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated we request some more information.  We’re going to refer this back at this point.  I’m not sure if you got all the drawings that we expected to get.  Are there still some outstanding materials that…

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded no, we met with the applicant and we knew that they wanted to get some stuff for the work session which meant they had to get it 10 days before so it went out in the mail.  We knew that they would be presenting something different this evening for the first time for you to see it.  So, they are going to apparently do more finalization of this which includes apparently changing the shape of the cul-de-sac to the engineering department’s satisfaction.  Then, maybe redo that chart one more time but I think one of the issues is that at some point it’s got to get to a public hearing, because I don’t think we’re really talking about large scale changes at this point.

Mr. Fred Wells stated we’re not getting direction to make large scale changes.  Like I mentioned, we’re trying to tweak the plan and approve on what we have right now, that’s all.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked do you also have the numbers for cut and fill, your estimates for cut and fill on this?

Mr. Fred Wells responded no, not at this point.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated possibly that could be in August at the earliest.

Mr. Fred Wells asked is this at a point where we can get some public input and try to move this along in terms of getting the plan gelled?

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated well seeing that this is a somewhat newer version than we had here, I think we have to see everything and then we’ll meet at the next meeting and schedule a hearing probably at that point.  Is that reasonable?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded yes, I would think to finalize – but it’s important that what you’ve accomplished so far and that you’ve shown that you’ve reduced some impacts but that we’re really not talking about going down to 2 lots or 3 lots.  So, what you’re going to get next time is going to be a further refinement of this and then hopefully schedule a public hearing for September.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated our next meeting is August, that’s right. 

Mr. Fred Wells asked so we need to submit what, in two weeks, something like that?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded about Monday, July 20th due to vacation schedules.  About three weeks, maybe the 21st.

Mr. Fred Wells stated we can give you progress print.  Obviously, there’s a whole set that we’ll need to update at some point but we’ll take it step-by-step and improve on the plans as we go along.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated okay, thank you.  Unless there are any other comments from the board, Bob?

Mr. Robert Foley stated I make a motion that we refer this back to the August meeting.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.

Mr. Fred Wells stated thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated have a good evening.



*



*



*
PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW)

PB 4-15      a.
Application of MJD Contracting for Preliminary Plat Approval and a Tree Removal Permit for a 2 lot minor subdivision of an approximately 2 acre parcel of property located at 16 Hillcrest Avenue, near Grexa Place, as shown on a 2 page set of drawings entitled “Sketch Integrated Plot Plan and Details and Profiles” prepared by John Karell, Jr., P.E. dated May 6, 2015.

Ms. Lisa Cozzi introduced herself and stated from MJD Contracting.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked could you walk us through the application and what you’re requesting.

Ms. Lisa Cozzi stated we recently purchased a property a couple of weeks ago and we hadn’t purchased a property subject to Building Permit that is why we applied for the Building Permit first but now we’re applying for subdivision approval and when that is complete we will build sometime next year.  We’re proposing two-lot subdivision.

Mr. John Klarl asked you have an application for one lot right now.

Ms. Lisa Cozzi responded yes, one lot right now.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated I did talk to Mr. Cozzi and he agreed to attempt to build one of the houses, even though it’s their right while you’re contemplating a two-lot subdivision wasn’t the best thing.  He explained, as you did, it was necessary to close on the property but it’s a vacant wooded piece of property.  It’s a traditional minor two-lot subdivision.

Ms. Lisa Cozzi stated thank you Chris.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated normally what we would do is refer this back to staff because they need to do their review of the application, provide comments and then they would bring it back to us for further consideration and a vote, ultimately.  Unless there are any other comments from the board members…
Mr. Jim Creighton stated I move that we refer this back to staff.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye."

Ms. Lisa Cozzi stated thank you very much.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated you’re welcome.

Mr. Jim Creighton stated have a good night.



*



*



*
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Jim Creighton stated at 9:10, I move that we adjourn.


*



*
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Next Meeting: TUESDAY, AUGUST 4, 2015

I, SYLVIE MADDALENA, a Transcriptionist for the Town of Cortlandt as a subcontractor, do hereby certify that the information provided in this document is an accurate representation of the Planning Board meeting minutes to the best of my ability.
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