
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, January 7th, 2014.  The meeting was called to order, and began with the Pledge of Allegiance.

Thomas Bianchi, Vice-Chairman presided and other members of the Board were in attendance as follows:




Loretta Taylor , Chairperson (absent)



Steven Kessler, Board Member 



Robert Foley, Board Member (absent)
Jeff Rothfeder, Board Member 
Peter Daly, Board Member
James Creighton, Board Member

ALSO PRESENT:




John J. Klarl, Esq., Deputy Town Attorney

 



Ed Vergano, Town Engineer



Chris Kehoe, Deputy Director for Planning  



*



*



*
ADDITION TO AGENDA 
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated we have an addition to the agenda in ‘correspondence’ tonight.  It will be item #5e -- a letter from Mr. Contelmo on behalf of Orlando Papaleo 

So moved, seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 



*



*



*
ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF DECEMBER 3, 2013 
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated can I have a motion to approve the minutes?
So moved, seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 



*



*



*
CORRESPONDENCE
PB 13-05    a.
Letter dated December 14, 2013 from Michael Sheber requesting the 3rd six-month time extension of Preliminary Plat approval for the Mill Court Crossing Subdivision located on the west side of Lexington Ave. at the south end of Mill Court.

Mr. Peter Daly stated Mr. Chairman I move that we adopt Resolution 1-14 in favor of granting the time extension.
Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated it’s granted.

PB 20-06    b.
Letter dated December 19, 2013 from James W. Teed Jr. requesting the 11th 90-day time extension of Final Plat approval for the Picciano Subdivision located on Maple Avenue.

Mr. James Creighton stated I move that we adopt Resolution 2-14 granting the extension, the 11th 90-day time extension.
Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

PB 9-99      c.
Letter dated December 20, 2013 from Linda Whitehead, Esq. requesting the 9th 90-day time extension of Final Plat approval for the Furnace Dock Inc. Subdivision located on Furnace Dock Road.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated Mr. Chairman I move that we approve Resolution 3-14 approving the extension.
Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

PB 7-09      d.
Letter dated December 19, 2013 from David Steinmetz, Esq. requesting the modification of conditions from Planning Board Resolution 18-12 with respect to the timing of the posting of securities for the proposed site improvements and sewer line for the Yeshiva Ohr Hamier located at 141 Furnace Woods Road (see also PB 1-13).

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked Mr. Steinmetz anything for you to say on this?
Mr. David Steinmetz stated no, I wasn’t going to get up.  Mr. Chairman, David Steinmetz on behalf of the applicant.  I think the letter speaks for itself.  My understanding is staff reviewed and made some modifications to the Resolution.  This is simply a timing issue of when certain bonds would be posted.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated just one question on this.  The presumption here is if we make this change then the construction would proceed on the site itself absent the sewer?

Mr. David Steinmetz responded correct.  Really what they’re trying to do is get started on the pump station and begin the pump station first without having to bond a 7,000 linear foot sewer line which is obviously a separate item of work and will be bid separately.

Mr. Chris Kehoe asked could the on-site work also include the Dodge building?

Mr. David Steinmetz responded stated I don’t know exactly what your language says so…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated but from your perspective, would you start to potentially build the new dormitory building.

Mr. David Steinmetz responded the request was made specifically with regard to the beginning on the pump station.  I guess, theoretically…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated as on-site improvement.

Mr. David Steinmetz responded theoretically, the Dodge building could be built.  You made it very clear to the applicant in your original Resolution, there can be no Certificate of Occupancy and there can be no occupancy – we obviously can’t have a dormitory building without a sewer line so whether or not the building could actually begin on Dodge City while the sewer line follows in behind it sequentially, that’s possible.  The purpose is to separate out bonding for on-site from bonding from off-site work which is not unusual.  One of you asked: is this – Mr. Chairman you actually asked this, is this something unusual?  What’s unusual it’s extremely unusual for a private applicant to build let alone a not-for-profit educational institution to build a 7,000 linear foot sewer line.  The bonds associated with that are substantial.  That work can’t begin until the spring at the earliest.  There may be some work that could actually begin now and that’s why we contacted staff and asked to break the bonding into the two pieces.  We’re not trying to pay any less in bonds.  It’s just a timing issue.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked just so we’re all clear on the record, what you’re saying is that the original approval where there could be no CO of the building even if it were to be built could not occur without the sewer?

Mr. David Steinmetz responded absolutely, unequivoquely, you can’t put a 100 students into a building where the toilets are not allowed to flush.  That Mr. Kessler was made very clear in the original Resolution.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated okay, just wanted it on the record tonight.

Mr. Peter Daly stated Mr. Chairman I move that we adopt Resolution 4-14 granting these changes to the original Resolutions.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

PB 20-01
e. Letter dated December 23, 2013 from Jeffrey Contelmo on behalf of Orlando Papaleo requesting a performance bond reduction for the Sunset Ridge Subdivision. 
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked is anybody here in the audience?  Is there any discussion on this item?  Are we okay with the proposal?

Mr. Ed Vergano responded I’m fine with the reduction.

Mr. James Creighton stated I make a motion that we approve Resolution #5-14 granting the request for the reduction in the performance security for the Sunset Ridge Subdivision to $75,000.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

*



*



*
PUBLIC HEARINGS (ADJOURNED):
PB 12-08    a.
Application of Post Road Holdings Corp. for Site Development Plan Approval and a Tree Removal Permit for the construction of  a 10,350 sq. ft., 2-story mixed use building with retail below and 6 apartments above on a 1.08 acre parcel of property located on the east side of Route 9A, approximately 120 feet south of Trinity Avenue as shown on a 8 page set of drawings entitled “Site Development Plan for Post Road Holdings Corp” prepared by Cronin Engineering, P.E., P.C., latest revision dated June 19, 2013 and on a 2 page set of architectural drawings entitled “Proposed Exterior elevations & Proposed Floor Plans for Post Road Holdings Corp.’ prepared by Gemmola & Associates” latest revision dated June 20, 2013.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked is there anyone here to speak on this?
Mr. Keith Staudohar stated Cronin Engineering representing the applicant Post Road Holdings.  As discussed at the work session, Mark Picucci is in the process of doing some speed counts and some traffic counts on Route 9A.  Some of the data was skewed a little bit so we’ve got to do some more work on getting that done and we should have enough information to present back to this Board at the February meeting.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked any discussion from the Board members on this?  Public has an opportunity here to speak on this case.  If you are interested in making any comments please approach the podium, identify yourself.  Anybody?  Record noted that there are no speakers.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated Mr. Chairman I move that we adjourn the public hearing to the February meeting.  At that time the applicant should be coming with the traffic results and speed counts and also a new Site Plan. 

Mr. Keith Staudohar stated yes, the Site Plan needs to be revised for landscaping comments and a couple of…

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

PB 7-13      b.
Public Hearing: Application of Frontier Development, for the property of William W. Geis, for Site Development Plan Approval and a Wetland and Tree Removal Permits for a retail development of two buildings totaling 11,460 sq. ft. with associated parking, landscaping, stormwater and other site improvements for property located 3025 E. Main Street (Cortlandt Boulevard) as shown on a 18 page set of drawings entitled “Site Layout Plan, Shoppes on the Boulevard” prepared by John Meyer Consulting latest revision dated July 17, 2013 with pages SP-6, SP-7 & SP-8 latest revision dated October 23, 2013, pages SP-3, SP-5 & SP-9 latest revision dated November 11, 2013 and pages SP-4 & SP-18 latest revision dated December 19, 2013 and on a twp page set of elevations and renderings prepared by Excel Engineering latest revision dated December 19, 2013 (see prior PB’s 15-96, 30-97 14-03 & 8-11).

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked Mr. Steinmetz, would you like to open and then we’ll go to the public?
Mr. David Steinmetz stated thank you Mr. Chairman, David Steinmetz from the law firm of Zarin and Steinmetz here this evening representing Frontier Development.  As the Chair indicated, we’re here tonight for a continuation of a public hearing on the Shoppes on the Boulevard which many of you obviously know was the former Geis/Toyota site 3025 Cortlandt Boulevard.  We are seeking a Site Plan Approval as shown on the drawings for two retail buildings totaling approximately 11,460 square feet.  With me this evening my partner Brad Schwartz, Richard Pearson from the engineering firm of John Meyer Consulting.  Unfortunately our client, Jim Leech, attempted twice to get here from Florida, had two different flights cancelled on him and hopefully will watch good news on a videotape replay, but Jim apologizes that he could not be here and wanted me to make sure the Board knew he had every intention of being here.  I know that there is a representative of our seller.  I did indicate we are a contract vendee.  Mr. Geis has a representative Andrew Lerman here this evening attending tonight’s proceedings.  I’m going to try to be very brief.  You all hopefully received the letter that we submitted to you dated December 20th, 2013.  We submitted the letter because we felt compelled to make sure that the record was clear what we had been through with your Board, the detailed studies that both the applicant has done and as I understand your traffic consultant, Mr. John Canning from VHB is here tonight as well.  Your Board has spent as has your staff and the consultant, a tremendous amount of time and attention focusing on this application with particular attention paid to the proposed driveway connection on the right hand side of that drawing to the Cortlandt Town Center entrance.  We’re here because we believe tonight the public hearing should be closed after the public has been heard, that the matter should be referred back to staff for the preparation of a Resolution.  And I just want to explain a few very basic reasons: we presented the application.  It is an as-of-right application.  We explained the merits of what we were seeking with the exception of a couple of Variances which I’ll get to.  Your Board made a number of very important suggestions.  You told us that any driveway connection to the Cortlandt Town Center Boulevard had to be right-turn in, right-turn out and not a full service ingress/egress.  The applicant agreed to that.  Your board requested that a center median be installed on the Cortlandt Town Center entrance drive which Chris is showing to us right there.  It doesn’t exist today.  You had expressed some concern about vehicles making illegal or improper movements.  My client agreed to make that installation and secure the consent of the Cortlandt Town Center to do so.  You asked that a comprehensive traffic study be conducted so that we could understand the safety of that curve, Chris if you could just show us the curve that I’m referring to as starting up there, coming down -- the curve, particularly as it comes down to the driveway.  You actually commissioned, at our client’s expense, a comprehensive traffic analysis that was done by your traffic consultant.  Your traffic consultant counted 43,000 vehicles to demonstrate the safety and speed at which vehicles are travelling.  I’m pleased to say that both your consultant ultimately signed off on Mr. Pearson’s design, as did the New York State Department of Transportation.  Your Board then was still concerned and rightfully so that the conservation easement, Chris if you could just gesture in, the conservation easement on the Cortlandt Town Center that there be adequate sight distance through there for vehicles exiting the Town Center that they would be able to slow and see vehicles exiting the Frontier site.  Specific request was made by Mr. Daly and others to examine a willow tree that is in the conservation easement at the expense of the applicant Bartlett tree experts was brought out there.  I know Mr. Daly and other members of the Planning Board went out to see the specific tree and the area.  We determined that it could be adequately and safely pruned without killing the tree and yet still providing adequate sight distance.  You then raised additional questions about whether wetland species in the conservation easement would be inadequately treated or not safely maintained.  Steve Coleman, your environmental consultant, was sent out to explore the environmental situation, the wetland, and again, my client agreed to comply with that and my understanding is Mr. Coleman wrote a report to your satisfaction and indicated that there could be adequate pruning of the wetland species without adversely impacting the wetland.  We then came back and there was a discussion about whether some signage should be installed at the top of the curve and there was a lot of back-and-forth between the experts about whether a sign was necessary, if so, where would a sign be installed, what type of sign.  Again, for the sake of making sure that your Board was entirely comfortable that safety had been maximized and that we addressed every issue, my client agreed to install a sign, a curvature-type of sign.  An issue was then raised about whether there should be a flashing beacon on the top of that sign, and again, though there was some question whether that was necessary, my client again agreed if that’s what the Board decides to do we will install a sign with a flashing beacon at the top.  Lastly, there was some question about whether vehicles exiting the Frontier site onto Cortlandt Boulevard through our single point of ingress and egress would understand that in order to go westbound on Route 6 that you needed to go out the driveway and therefore way-finding signage should be installed so that people would understand not to make illegal left turns and again that was done.  The good news is that you were cautious, you were thorough, you were exhaustive and you made sure that the applicant, the applicant’s consultants and your consultants explored all this.  The good news is that Acadia agreed to the various things that we need to do on Acadia’s property, Acadia, the owner of the Cortlandt Town Center.  The good news is that the New York State Department of Transportation signed off on the driveway connection in writing and the good news is that my understanding is your expert and ours have now concurred that we now have a safe and viable site and driveway.  There were some Variances that were required from your Zoning Board.  Mr. Schwartz processed that application up to the point that the Zoning Board could.  The Zoning Board cannot vote formerly on that application until you complete the SEQRA process.  Nonetheless, the Zoning Board resolved to do so.  Mr. Klarl was there.  They granted parking Variances in terms of the number of parking spaces and some dimensional or bulk requirements.  We’re here tonight, in summary, to request that you close the public hearing after the public has been heard.  If there are questions for our team, for our expert or for yours I certainly hope they’ll be placed on the record and then we would hope that the matter would be referred back to your staff to prepare a Resolution.  
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you Mr. Steinmetz.  This is a public hearing.  Is there anyone that would like to speak on this matter?

Mr. Steven Kessler stated Mr. Chairman, just for the record, I want to make sure that we put on the record the correspondence we received from the Westchester County Planning Board dated December 31st, Steven Coleman’s review that was referred to by Mr. Steinmetz, letter dated December 27th and two other pieces of correspondence: one from Karen Bernard dated January 7th as well as a letter from Cortlandt Watch dated January 7th as well. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I think an important part of our consideration here and this could be discussed further tonight as we head towards possible closing of the public hearing is the matter of looking down the road in six months or so and determining whether or not there have been any issues.  I know that we’ve had some discussion on that.  Any Board members would like to speak to that as a requirement and what we’d like to see there?
Mr. Steven Kessler responded I think what’s clear to us is this has certainly been a critical piece of the application, the entrance onto Westbrook Drive and there’s been a lot of discussion, as you mentioned, a lot of studies that have been done by multiple consultants.  As we’ve done with many other applicants with similar concerns about the impact on traffic, we would like, as part of anything that may be approved here, ensure that we have identified a traffic study with the appropriate protocols yet to be worked out and we will work them out, that we would include so that once an occupancy has occurred at the site that some number of months in the future we will have a comprehensive study that adheres to the protocols that we will establish as a Board.  I am sure that you will be involved in that with our Board and of course our consultants and of course the applicant will pay for that study down the road, so-to-speak.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated not so-to-speak, we will actually do it.  Mr. Chairman, we’re aware of the potential that the Board might request this.  I’ve been involved in other matters where the Board has asked post-approval traffic monitoring.  I’m sure that appropriate protocols can be fashioned with staff.  I’ll defer to the traffic experts to try to determine when that should be done in terms of occupancy, Mr. Kessler’s right, you obviously don’t want to do that type of study until there are enough tenants and occupancy and life in there.  We would certainly agree to that and we appreciate the invitation to have our consultants work with yours to fashion that protocol. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I think we need to get some specific parameters around what we’re going to be measuring.  I’m not clear myself as to what they should be.  Maybe Mr. Canning, can you speak to what you would propose to be some parameters that we could measure in six months?

Mr. John Canning responded good evening, John Canning with VHB.  Clearly, this Board’s major concern is traffic safety.  The primary item that I would be looking to see is: were there any accidents involving vehicles entering or exiting the driveway?  Typically, accidents are very sporadic, few and far between.  The normal window is three years of data but I would recommend that after six months the Board contact the DOT or the applicant contact the DOT and request if there were any accidents recorded at that location.  They can also contact the Westchester police department.  I would expect few, if any, accidents at that point and then perhaps I would repeat it maybe after a year, a request for accident data as well.  If there is a problem, which I don’t expect, you should see two or three accidents within the first six months.  If there’s a slight problem, you might see two or three accidents within a year.  If there’s no problem, you might have one accident within the first year.  I would recommend you get the accident data after six months to nip it in the bud early if there’s something, which I don’t expect, do it again after a year to confirm that there’s not an accident problem.  Other than that…
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked and traffic counts?

Mr. John Canning responded you could do traffic counts…

Mr. Steven Kessler asked wait time?

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated yes, queuing.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated yes, I would like to know about wait time queuing on the road and also coming in-and-out of the driveway.

Mr. John Canning responded you could do traffic counts at the driveway on Route 6 and the driveway on the Cortlandt Town Center so that you could determine how much traffic was being generated versus how much traffic was forecast to be generated.  That’s a relatively simple thing to do and at the same time that you do the traffic counts on the driveway at the Cortlandt Town Center you could record how long it takes vehicles to exit at that point because I know this Board has expressed concern that you might be kind of trapped at that driveway so it’s not too difficult to record how long it would take to get out.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated I would add one other thing.  I think we’d also want to monitor, I would want to monitor, not that it necessarily results in accidents, but again the safety issue left turns coming out of the Route 6 entrance as well.  Illegal turns out of the site. 

Mr. John Canning stated while you do your traffic counts to determine whether anybody was making illegal left turns.  I don’t think that that’s too onerous.  Obviously that’s a matter that the consultant will have to accept if you impose it upon them.  I’m sure Mr. Steinmetz would be willing to discuss that with staff before the Resolution. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated we impose, that’s what we do.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I’d like to ask if you could propose or provide a proposal as to what you think should be some type of an agenda or a table of contents of what you think…

Mr. John Canning stated to provide a written scope basically.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated a protocol, I couldn’t think of the right word, to the Town, to the staff and subject to our review so that as we develop the Resolution and the conditions thereof we can consider and make that part of the Resolution or at least allude to it. 

Mr. John Canning stated okay, I will.  Thank you very much.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated I would ask the Board to consider allowing staff to prepare a Resolution while that’s all happening with the protocol and then whether you’re comfortable at next month’s meeting will obviously be within your latitude but if that protocol, which it sounds like Mr. Canning pretty quickly outlined on the fly and I’m sure in the next 30 days it can be flushed out adequately between Mr. Canning, Mr. Pearson and staff and then have it before your Board for the work session and then next meeting.  Mr. Pearson made mention – Mr. Kessler was cautious to put things into the record.  One thing that may not have been identified, I just want to make sure, you had a report submitted to you by your tree expert, Bartlett tree experts dated December 14, 2013 and that should be made formerly part of the record as well analyzing the willow tree and the vegetative situation.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated then we can also add the Architectural Advisory Committee’s letter to us dated December 13th as well. 

Mr. James Creighton asked while we’re talking about the additional items that were forwarded to us will your client make any accommodation for bicycle parking, some type of bike stands?  I don’t think I saw anything in the plans.  I don’t think it’s all that onerous but it might not be a bad idea to follow up on the Westchester County’s planning’s suggestions.

Mr. David Steinmetz responded Mr. Creighton, we saw that in Westchester County’s letter and that’s kind of a standard line in Ed Burough’s letters that we see all throughout the County.  I have no problem taking that back to JMC and their designers and staff.  There should be room for a bike rack.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated there’s also an issue about recycling – accommodation of recycling…

Mr. David Steinmetz stated I think that’s pretty standard.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated okay, just want to be sure.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated absolutely.

Mr. John Klarl stated and the waste water treatment plant. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated an issue was also raised in the letter from the County regarding pedestrian usage or pedestrian traffic I should say, between the Cortlandt Town Center and the proposed facility at the site.  

Mr. David Steinmetz stated I discussed that with staff Mr. Chairman.  There is a sidewalk on the westerly side of the road, the Cortlandt Town Center private road so a pedestrian from Home Depot for example could safely traverse down the private road and then cross the crosswalk that’s identified there at the intersection to get into the center.  The answer is: we agree.  I think my client would like this center to be connected to and part of the vitality of Cortlandt Boulevard and the Cortlandt Town Center and I think it will be.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated okay, thank you.  Any other comments from the Board?

Mr. Steven Kessler stated Mr. Chairman I move that we close the public hearing and have staff prepare a Resolution for approval for the next meeting, again, lots of things to include so hopefully we can get that prior to the work session.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated yes, I think that’s going to be important that the conditions be carefully developed and reviewed and agreed to.  I think we could save some time by doing that while the other work is going on.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated thank you.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 



*



*



*
PUBLIC HEARING (NEW):
PB 1-11      a.
Application and Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated December 3, 2013 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 8 page set of drawings entitled “Subdivision Plan for Hanover Estates” prepared by Timothy L. Cronin III, P.E. latest revision dated October 18, 2013.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated before we begin, Mr. Schwartz, I’d like to just make mention that it is very likely that this public hearing will be adjourned until next month.  It will not end tonight so those of you that are not here that couldn’t make it and are watching this will be able to have another opportunity to speak to this case at our next meeting.
Mr. Brad Schwartz stated thank you Mr. Chairman, members of the Board, Brad Schwartz from the law firm of Zarin and Steinmetz representing the applicant Croton Realty and Development Corporation.  Joined this evening by Seth Jacobson, the applicant, Keith Staudohar from Cronin Engineering and my partner David Steinmetz.  Mr. Chairman as you alluded to in your opening, this is a residential subdivision project located along Croton Avenue.  The original application or the base plan as we’ve been calling it that was submitted to your Board proposed 25-lot residential, conventional subdivision layout together with a one conservation parcel measuring approximately 5 acres.  As per your Board’s scope, we studied that base plan in the draft environmental impact statement or the DEIS together with 4 alternatives both conventional and cluster layouts with or without a ball field.  We’ve prepared the DEIS, submitted it to your Board.  It has been accepted as complete and we’re here tonight for a public hearing on that DEIS.  I know your Board is familiar with DEIS hearings but for all the members of the public here tonight to clarify the purpose of the public and the DEIS is to receive the public’s comments and questions about the document as well as those from the Board.  It’s in the applicant’s responsibility to answer and address those questions and comments from the final environmental impact statement or the FEIS.  The FEIS is the next step in the SEQRA process.  So, we have the court reporter here tonight so we have a good record of all the comments and questions that we receive tonight and it’s our job ultimately to answer those questions in the FEIS.  While it’s not a formal question and answer session tonight, we’ll obviously be guided by your Board as to what questions, if any, you want us to respond to on the record this evening.  I will turn the presentation over to Keith Staudohar to walk through the project and DEIS as well your Board’s own consultants from AKRF are here tonight to present on traffic and noise.  One last thing, Mr. Kessler, at the work session you made a comment about one of the charts in the DEIS that still needed to be corrected, one of your comments at the last meeting.  You should know, I think you saw me taking diligent notes while your Board was making a number of comments at the last meeting, we provided revised pages in the days following.  I have a whole list of all the comments that were raised that night.  If I missed that one, I apologize and will certainly correct that chart going forward.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated thank you.

Mr. Keith Staudohar stated Cronin Engineering, we’re representing the applicant.  Our capacity in this project is that of that of the project engineer as well as we are the preparer of the document that you’re reviewing this evening.  What I wanted to do is just give you a brief overview of the project site and the project itself with a various number of figures that are all contained within the document but I will just go through each one and point out the different aspects of that.  As you can see, this figure here shows the site in the center.  It’s 35.9 acres.  It’s in an R-40 zoning district.  It is surrounded, it’s bounded to the north side by Apple Hill Estates, as you can see there, there’s a 43-lot subdivision that was approved and built in the late ‘80s.  To the west of Croton Avenue is Cortlandt Ridge which was approved as Emery Ridge: that’s 63 units, single-family and town house development.  That was approved and built out mid-2000s.  To the southwest of the site is an area zoned as industrial, those two large buildings; those two industrial buildings that are located in that area.  Immediately to the southwest to the site along Croton Avenue is a park that was built as part of Cortlandt Ridge.  It’s two basketball courts and a parking area.  To the southeast is the Mohegan Fire House, one of their Fire Houses right there.  All the property down on the east side of the project site is the Walter Panas High School lands.  You can see the field there and the school.  Project site itself, Chris if we could go to the next one, this is the site at a closer view.  As you can see on site right now there are a number of things going on.  There’s several barns that were the old chicken coops for the Croton Egg Farm.  To the south end is the office building and storage building.  Also, there’s three separate dwellings; two at the southern end and one northwest of the largest barn, right there.  The site has various land covers on it.  There’s lawn areas, there’s impervious areas, there’s buildings, there’s storage units.  To the east, I don’t know if you can see it very well – it’s that old horse paddock in that area and then to the north of all the barns is old fields.  What we’ll show you on the next figure is that this project site has gone through various transformations over the years.  It’s hard to see on that but it’s in the document.  The figure to the lower right is from 1947 and as you can see 80%-90% of the site was all farm and as it progresses through time you can see the transformation from all farm to buildings and then chicken coops, but since the ‘60s and ‘70s most of the site was – most of the northern part of the site was a peach orchard and then it transformed into the chicken farm, egg farm and now the site is a mixed-use site with three residences, an office and some storage.  Over time, this project site has transformed in several ways.  It’s not pristine in any manner.  It’s been developed and disturbed quite a bit over time, as seen on this timeline.  Going to the next one, as you can see, the site contains some steep slopes which are generally located, mainly located on what we call in the document the western flank and if you see that dark red/orange area, those areas are what you can see from Croton Avenue as you’re driving by that hillside there – those areas there, the slopes that would be in excess of 20%.  The remainder of the site is generally less than 20%.  There are a couple of areas, a couple of little spots which are the result of the grading and filling that was occurred over time for the construction of the chicken coops and the barns and other outbuildings.  The site does contain a wetland system which is located primarily in the southeast corner.  The wetlands are identified by what your town’s consultant Paul Jaehnig identified four separate areas all described in the report which is in the appendices.  Right now, the project site does have areas of land that intrude within the regulated wetland buffer of the wetlands, specifically down in the southeast corner, one of the barn extends into the buffer as well as some impervious areas.  The site is also bifurcated by a watershed line.  To the west and south all the water drains into the Hudson River watershed basin and the northeast corner there’s approximately 6 acres or so drains into the New York City watershed.  There’s some New York City DEP work that has to be done but I didn’t bring the figure showing the wetland disturbance.  The project itself does not provide or does not have any disturbance to any of the onsite wetlands nor the buffer areas except for some enhancement of what is already being disturbed.  We’ll go through that in a little bit.  That’s the project site and what we’re proposing is the base plan in the document is the 25-lot single-family detached subdivision.  The road configuration is such that there’s a connection to Croton Avenue and it is brought up through and connects to Apple Hill Drive.  The reason for the connection to Apple Hill Drive is because the Apple Hill Estates subdivision provided a 50-foot right-of-way that extended to the applicant’s property in an attempt to provide good planning let’s say, for future connection to anything that would be developed on this site.  The base plan shows a connection to Apple Hill Estates.  The applicant is certainly not married to that idea and we’ll go over that in a minute.  The project site, the project is for septic systems and a connection to the existing public water system of Cortlandt.  We will provide a loop connection from Croton Avenue through Apple Hill Drive based on the base plan.  Three of the lots have frontage on Croton Avenue. The remaining 22 lots gain access off the new proposed roads.  As part of this original application we were proposing, the applicant was proposing a conservation parcel of a little over 5 acres and we have provided in that conservation parcel some passive recreation such as: pedestrian trails that would connect to the Walter Panas High School property, a picnic area, a dog park, just something that we threw on there as a proposal early on.  To date, the dog park has been removed from any proposal but the original base plan envisioned a 5-acre conservation parcel.  Pursuant to the Town’s Code though, this parcel and I don’t have a figure for it but this parcel will yield a lot count of 27 lots based on the lot count formula that’s in the Code.  As part of the original application that was originally submitted, we provided a couple of alternative ideas that could be discussed with this Board, one being we would, instead of connecting to Apple Hill Drive, we would simply just terminate it in a cul-de-sac short of the property line and there would be no connection, that would be one of our original alternatives that we submitted with the original application.  The next idea, the next proposal that we offered on the original application was to terminate the road on our property short of the property line but provide an emergency access only from our cul-de-sac to Apple Hill Drive which we would envision as being in a gravel roadway, gated at each end with keys provided to emergency personnel.  A third alternative that we submitted originally was simply to come off Apple Hill Drive with a 10-lot subdivision and the remaining part of the land would either be used for a horse riding academy or maintained in its existing condition with the mixed use on it.  That’s what we submitted originally, as process went along this Board adopted a pos. declaration and subsequently adopted a scoping document.  We’ve prepared the DEIS.  As part of that scoping document this Board envisioned four alternatives that they would like to see – five actually with the one being the no-action.  The no-action alternative obviously would mean that the site stays status quo.  There’s approximately 15 acres or so of the land that is currently disturbed or improved or maintained in some fashion, as you can see by the large thick line there.  The second alternative that we studied in the document as part of – per the scoping document was alternative B.  This alternative required us to take a look at this project with a 50-foot buffer on the northeast and west sides with no access onto Croton Avenue other than the road and this results in a 23-lot subdivision with no connection to Apple Hill Drive.  Let me just back up to the base plan.  The base plan had a dedicated open space of 5.08 acres and a total site disturbance of 17.3 acres.  Alternative B is a conventional subdivision plan, the 50-foot buffers and no access to Croton Avenue; it results in 23 lots, a total site disturbance of 16.46 acres and no open space.  The next alternative that’s studied in the document is alternative C which is a conventional subdivision with 50-foot buffers on the northeast and west, no connection to Apple Hill Drive but with a proposed sports field.  This development would result in a total of 17 single-family lots, a sports field that’s approximately 160 x 330 feet with a gravel parking area that could support approximately 80 to 90 cars.  Alternative C would result in about 10.3 acres of open space, 17.3 acres of disturbance.  The next alternative that we studied was to take a look at this project as a cluster and the cluster again provided the 50-foot buffers on the northeast and west sides, no connection to Apple Hill, no access to Croton Avenue other than the main entrance and no field.  This cluster plan that we’re showing would be public water and public sewer whereby the sewer would be connected to the Cortlandt Ridge subdivision pump station that’s located on Sassinoro Boulevard across the street.  There’s no field associated with this however, this alternative D would require about 16.8 acres of open space, site disturbance would be reduced to 13.74.  And, then the final alternative in the DEIS is a cluster similar to alternative D.  It’s a cluster with 50-foot buffers in the northwest and east sides, no access to Apple Hill, no access to Croton Avenue other than the main entrance but with a sports field.  This layout also yields 27 lots, requires sewer as well as alternative D.  Similar – the sports field, the same size parking area is the same size, however, this alternative D with the sports field would require some additional wetland buffer disturbance because you have to push the road to the east in order to get that field in.  There would be additional wetland disturbances with this layout but only in the buffer areas, not in the wetlands.  I’ve got some other numbers here that I don’t think I’m going to go through them but that’s the general overview of the project and the alternatives presented in the document. 
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked could you talk a little bit about the charrette and what preceded a lot of the development of these – for the public’s benefit that is so that they know that there’s been some public input into this process already. 

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated between September and November of 2011 and there was sort of a pause in the Planning Board’s process and during those couple of months there was what’s called a charrette committee formed by members of Town officials and certain residents and obviously the applicant attended those charrette committee meetings as well.  The purpose was to try to flush out some of the ideas and some of the impacts and issues associated with the project so we could come back to your Board with a more advanced design, a more advanced proposal.  Your Board’s consultant AKRF conducted those charrette committee meetings and what resulted was a charrette report dated January 2012, a fairly lengthy and comprehensive report that memorialized and captured what was discussed at the charrette committee meetings.  The primary recommendation that came out was an alternative #9, as Chris is showing now.  I’ve got a 27-lot cluster subdivision with a sports field and as Keith alluded to the rationale for 27 lots is that the as-of-right plan based upon the formula in the Town Code calculates out to 27 lots or as-of-right.  So, a cluster subdivision…

Mr. Steven Kessler stated a maximum. 

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated a maximum, correct so a cluster cannot result in any number of lots in excess of the maximum as-of-right so that’s why we show a 27-lot cluster together with the sports field and this alternative 9 when we came back to your Board, it was from this concept that your Board generated the four alternatives that were required to be studied in the scoping document.  There was significant public participation during the charrette committee process result in this report.  We came back to your Board with alternative #9.  We had the scoping document and here we are tonight with the DEIS.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Anything else you’d like to say?

Mr. Brad Schwartz responded I think Mr. Russo from AKRF is here to discuss traffic and noise.

Mr. Anthony Russo stated with AKRF or the Town consultant.  We prepared the traffic impact study and the noise analysis and I have a PowerPoint presentation that I will take you through what we did for each of those studies.  Traffic impact study, we examined three scenarios.  The first scenario is the base plan which is a 25-lot conventional subdivision with 22 lots access to site via Croton Avenue which is the existing entrance today and three lots via individual driveways off Croton Avenue, and it has a full connector road to Apple Hill subdivision.  Scenario 2 is the DEIS alternatives B and D which is a 25-lot conventional subdivision where that’s B, or a 25-lot cluster that’s D with no individual driveways on Croton Avenue and no connection to Apple Hill Road.  Scenario 3 is alternatives C and E from the DEIS; 27-lot conventional subdivision that’s alternative C and a 27-lot cluster subdivision, that’s alternative E, no individual driveways on Croton Avenue.  It includes the sports field and no connection to Apple Hill.  Those are the three different scenarios that were analyzed and it covers all the alternatives.  It’s important to know whether it’s a cluster or a conventional 25 lots, 27 lots from a traffic impact standpoint.  The traffic generation is nearly identical and the impacts would be the same.  What is important to point out?  The Town does have an historic scenic road law and the three driveways from the base plan that would be on Croton Avenue would alter the existing visual character of Croton Avenue whereas the alternatives that don’t have the driveways would not do that.  The traffic study examined four peak hours: 7:00 to 8:00 in the morning, 5:00 to 6:00 in the evening, 2:00 to 3:00 on Saturday and we also examined the weekday school peak hour of 2:00 to 3:00.  In total 8 intersections were examined as per the scoping document from the Town: Crompond Road and Croton Avenue, Croton Avenue and Cortlandt Park Colonial, Croton Avenue and Lynwood Road, Croton Road and Apple Hill Drive, Croton Avenue and Sassinoro Boulevard, Croton Avenue and the project driveway, Croton Avenue and Furnace Dock Road and finally Walter Panas High School access road and Croton Avenue.  They were examined for the peak hours.  Some key findings from the existing and no-build conditions.  There were poor operating conditions at the intersection of Crompond Road and Croton Avenue.  All peaks; both the northbound and southbound approach movements operated poorly.  Furnace Road and Croton Avenue during the a.m. peak hour, the southbound approach movement on Croton Avenue also operated poorly.  We also measured vehicle speeds on Croton Avenue.  We put down machines for a week to gather speed data for 24 hours a day for a full week.  The speed limit on Croton Avenue is 30 mph, what we found is the 85th percentile speed is 45 mph.  So, we have documented that there is speeding on Croton Avenue.  Accident analysis: we looked at the most recent three years of data from New York State DOT for all the intersections we analyzed and we found there were two high-accident locations: the intersection of Crompond Road and Croton Avenue and the segment Croton Avenue between Crompond Road and Furnace Dock Road.  There were more than 5 accidents per year during the years that we examined them.  Another key finding is we talked to fire and emergency services regarding their concerns about the project.  We had phone interviews with the Mohegan Fire Department and the Cortlandt Regional Paramedics, both expressed concerns regarding Croton Avenue.  I’m going to quote some of the things they had to say: “difficult to navigate when congested.  A narrow width and a limited sight distance make it difficult to get through and around traffic.  Delays experienced at Crompond Road and Croton Avenue.  Difficult to make turns from Croton Avenue onto Crompond Road when all three lanes are occupied with traffic.”  In terms of traffic generation; scenarios 1 and 2, which is the residential part with no sports field generates 24 trips in the a.m., 26 in the p.m. and 23 on Saturday.  With the sports field; a.m. would be the same, 26 trips, p.m. would be 118 and Saturday would be a 115.  What we did to get the traffic generation for the sports field, we did a survey at the Frank G. Elementary School when they had two soccer events going on simultaneously at their sports field.  We did traffic counts, got the trip generation, added to the residential and that’s how we came up with the trip generation for both residential and sports field.  Some key findings from the build analysis and the discussion of mitigation.  The impacts would be the same for all the scenarios analyzed: the residential alone, the residential with a sports field.  The intersection of Crompond Road and Croton Avenue would experience an impact and it needs improvements to the traffic timing, possibly an upgrade to the detection system and to the traffic controller.  This is something that needs to be discussed and approved by New York State DOT.  Furnace Dock Road and Croton Avenue further investigation for the potential installation of a traffic signal.  Again, this needs to be further explored with the Town.  Also sight distance – at the existing driveway we went out and measured and we determined that they don’t have adequate sight distance to the left or to the right for cars coming out under the existing speed limit and under the 85th percentile speed as we said before which is higher than the speed limit.  What would need to be done is they would need to clear vegetation in order to achieve that sight distance.  I spoke to the applicant.  They feel they can do that.  My recommendation is that we go out, not today, but we go on a day that’s warmer, we stake out the driveway and how far you see with the vegetation clear to ensure that they’re meeting standards.  Emergency services: one thing that could be done to offset the impact is to install a preemptive device on the fire truck.  That would allow that fire truck as it approaches the intersection of Crompond Road and Croton Avenue to send a signal, a message to the traffic signal, turn it green so it can clear Croton Avenue so the fire truck can more easily get through the intersection.  The other thing they could do is to create pull over areas so as it’s coming down Croton Avenue cars can get out of the way even before it gets to the intersection.  Again, we would need to discuss this with both DOT because they need to approve the preemption device at the traffic signal and with emergency services to see what their ideas are in terms of creating a pull over area.  Safety and speed and accidents: we measured speed.  We said there’s a speeding problem.  There were two high-accident locations.  One thing that could be done is to put a speed monitoring awareness radar trailer, called a smart trailer out there that records speed as it goes by, flashes it to encourage people to lower their speed as a way of enforcement.  There are impacts at the intersections.  There are measures to offset these impacts but they need to be further investigated with both the state, the Town and emergency services.   That’s the traffic study.  The noise analysis: the traffic generated by the project itself, the cars that are new to the area due to the building of the houses or the field would in and themselves not generate a noise impact.  The noise study was done to assess potential impacts associated with the operation of the proposed field, noise generated by spectators, coaches, participants during athletic events.  The potential for cumulative noise impacts, an event at the sports field at the site and also simultaneous a football game at Walter Panas High School was also examined.  The existing noise levels were monitored at the northern part of the project site or the backyards to the Apple Hill Drive were located as the most sensitive receptor.  We had a graphic that shows it but it’s not up there.  The noise analysis concluded that based on the Town of Cortlandt Code and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), standards the proposed field would not expect to result significant adverse noise impacts in nearby sensitive receptors: Apple Hill, even in combination with a football game at the High School.  However, I do want to point out and this reading right from the noise study; it does not mean that activities on a proposed sports field would not be audible to Apple Hill Drive because the noise generated by the sports field has a different spectral character, different frequencies than the existing background noise in the area.  The change and the nature of the noise may be perceptible during the use of the field even though the level would change only slightly.  Additional use of the sports field may result instantaneous peaks in noise levels that would be audible at nearby residences such as whistle blowing or shouting.  That is what we did for both noise and for traffic. 
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated the noise study and the complete traffic study are in the DEIS referenced in the volume 1 in the complete parts are in the appendices. 

Mr. Steven Kessler asked excuse me, what about some noise levels for the proposed homes?

Mr. Anthony Russo responded at the proposed homes we did look at that and homes that are close to the field would experience, based on the Town Code, in the evening, it would exceed the standard for short periods of time.  It is likely that those homes would have to be built with some king of attenuation in order to meet the Town Code.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked would you live there?

Mr. Anthony Russo responded I’m not going to offer my opinion.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated you’re the expert.

Mr. Anthony Russo stated that’s a personal decision.  Thank you.
Mr. Brad Schwartz stated that concludes our presentation.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated as I mentioned at the beginning of this public hearing, the Town has not placed the entire DEIS on the website and that’s one of the reasons, in addition to those that cannot be here tonight that we will be adjourning this public hearing for a continuation at the next meeting in February.  At this point…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated in case anyone was curious we had difficulty, which you could probably tell since we had difficulty here about getting the DEIS on our website in a timely manner so the public hearing has to be carried over to the February meeting to give the public ample opportunity to look at the DEIS on the website.  It got up in its complete form just today.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated okay, thank you.  At this point I’d like to invite members of the public to speak.  If you could please approach the podium and mention your name and address.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated just before we do I just want to make it clear that in all the alternatives that have been studied in the DEIS and I think it’s pretty clear the sense of the Board that there will not be, if anything gets approved, there will not be a connection to Apple Hill.  Let’s just take that off the table so hopefully that will eliminate some concerns and comments.  

Mr. Glen Rowan stated Mr. Chairperson, members of the Board, my neighbors, thank you for this open invitation to this forum.  To answer your question Mr. Kessler, I would love to live there.   My name is Glen Rowan.  My wife, four children and I have been a resident of the Town of Cortlandt for 27 years.  Of those 14 years I have been a volunteer soccer coach for the Town of Cortlandt, a wonderful experience.  The last 12 years of that were in Town soccer.  The last two years I’ve been a coach for a travel team.  All have been good, all have been good.  The constant challenge in this Town, being a coach, a parent, is that we just don’t have adequate fields for these kids to play on whether it be in-house soccer or travel.  Members of the recreation department; John Palmietto, Leslie Bornstein has done everything in their power, almost every week, juggling on Friday of how do we have a game?  How do we play this week?  The school needs to use the field.  There’s a conflict with the school.  They’re constantly juggling trying to get us space to play.  They do a great job but it’s very hard for them and it’s hard for us as coaches to find a spot of grass to practice on.  Little kids, listen they need a piece of grass about this size, that’s it, that’s fine but as they get older; 11-12 years old, they start to need a little bit more space to play.  They need a real soccer field that’s safe, the proper size.  We don’t have that in the Town of Cortlandt.  We just don’t have that.  Sprout Brook was built, had some drawbacks.  It’s not too bad, it’s not too good but it’s not a full-size field.  When the kids are 12 years old it’s too small for them to play on, especially for travel.  When we travel to other fields we go to a town field, they come back to us for one game.  We go to them, they come to us within the neighboring counties up to an hour, an hour and 20 minutes is usually the drive.  When they come to our Town we need to be able to supply a field for them to play on.  The Town of Cortlandt right now is a member of the East Hudson Soccer League, it’s the second largest league in the state of New York; 15,000 kids play soccer for this league and we like to have something that we could be proud of to host these kids when they come to us.  Bottom line is, four years ago we had 9 travel teams in the Town of Cortlandt.  We have 3 now where I am one of the coaches of U13 girl’s team.  We have 3 travel teams, that’s boys and girls.  We have 3 travel teams, that’s crazy for a Town this size.  If you go to those 6 teams that left, where did they go?  They went to Shrub Oak and they went to Yorktown.  Why should they have to do that?  And they only went there because those towns have a decent field for the kids to play on.  So, our kids in our Town have to other neighboring Towns to play soccer at the next travel level.  That’s not really too good, I don’t think so.  Now we have this golden opportunity, I think it’s golden that this company here is proposing to build a development with a soccer field with no cost to the Town.  That’s not something in the 26 years I’ve been here that’s ever happened.  I think we should take advantage of that.  This is a way for the Town, okay, to create good, a good renewal resource for this Town.  The field is always there.  How many neighborhoods in this Town can the neighborhood say “hey kids why don’t you go out and play?”  “Where mom?”  You’ve got to get in the car and go somewhere.  Here’s a development that the kids can walk down the street and play on a field, maybe throw a ball around or kick a ball around.  I think that’s a great opportunity for these 25 families to have if they’re going to be looking at it say “wow!  Look at that field!”  Twenty-six years ago when I came off Lynwood Road and drove up to my block Cardinal which is in a good golf shot to this development, I saw a little field called Lynwood Field at the bottom of my block.  I thought that was a positive.  That’s one of the reasons why we moved to this Town.  My kids walk down the block and play at that field.  I’m almost done.  I promise to be brief.  Where do the kids go now?  I have 4 teenagers.  They all played soccer.  I have an 18, a 16, a 14 and a 12.  Every kid, when they hit 14 they’re saying “mom, can you drop us off at the mall?”  And I’m like “for what?”  “Well, we’re hanging out.”  There’s no places for these kids to play.  I know where we all came from there were places for kids to play.  A mall is not a place for a kid to hangout.  I come from emergency services.  A mall has become what’s called a soft target.  I think we all know what a soft target is.  In this day and age it’s not a place for kids to be hanging out.  If you ask the guys that work there in security they don’t like seeing little teenagers walking around the mall but they do need a place to hangout.  Lastly, I promise the last, the game of soccer is the fastest growing sport in this country.  This league where my 12 year old plays, just came from a tournament in Paxton Maryland.  There were 72 soccer fields, 72 soccer fields at this tournament with 144 teams playing at one time and they’re just drawing from 5 states: New York, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland and Virginia playing a tournament.  It’s the fastest growing sport, okay.  MLS, Major League Soccer it’s what Major League Baseball is to baseball.  Major League Soccer is what professional soccer is for this country’s league.  There are 7 cities right now applying to Major League Soccer to build a stadium for those Towns to get into Major League Soccer.  The recent one that was approved was a team called the New York Cosmos.  They are going to start next year for Major League Soccer and they’re going to be building a stadium in Queens, New York along with the success of the New York Red Bulls that play in New Jersey, another New York team playing in New Jersey, they sell out every week.  The reason I bring this up, okay, is that where are these kids going to come from?  I just feel our kids should have the same opportunity to maybe play for these teams.  What if there’s a kid in our Town that’s 6 years old right now that says “I want to play soccer.  I want to play the next highest level of soccer.  I want to be a soccer player.”  Why shouldn’t we be giving them that opportunity to be the next Messi, or Donovan or maybe Hope Solo, Alex Morgan, Abby Wambach?  Our children should have the opportunity of playing soccer, okay, at a higher level.  We shouldn’t have to go to the neighboring towns okay.  I’m a volunteer coach.  My kids aren’t going to be playing on this field but I think of the kids down the road.  I’m just looking at this as a coaches’ perspective and a neighbor and a member of this Town.  I’m very proud to be a part of this Town and I’d really love to be proud when another team comes to that field and says “hey, this is nice.  This is real nice.”  Just as an example, last year we played a team from neighbor real close, Mahopac and the coach came up to me after the first game in Mahopac on Baldwin Lane and said “Hey Glen, when we come to you are we still playing at that field down near the river?”  I knew what he was implying.  I said “yes, John, we are playing that field.”  He goes “you guys mind coming back to me and playing the second game here again?”  Baldwin Meadows field was built by a developer that build Baldwin Meadows.  You have to see this soccer field.  It’s pristine, world-class.  I said “sure John, we’ll come back to you and play our second game in Mahopac.”  We shouldn’t have to do that guys.  I applaud you all for having this open forum.  Thank you for your time.  Good luck.
Mr. Bianchi stated thank you.

Mr. Eamon Heavy stated I live at 17 Sassinoro Boulevard in Cortlandt Ridge.  I’m a father of two girls; 4 years old, 6 years old, a husband.  What you didn’t see tonight on any of these presentations was the actual park that many of our residents and our children actually play at.  One of the things I’d like to highlight about that is I believe that there should be additional work done on some of the traffic impacts around the park and around the safety because if you go to that park, and I encourage you to, there’s actually, I wish I had a slide or number exhibit 8 but you go up a hill and there’s a right angle into that park and it immediately slopes down.  Any car that makes that right angle has to slow down to start to go down that hill and the backend of that car is still sticking out onto Cortlandt Avenue.  Also there’s been erosion to that road that’s going into the park.  I think it’s a safety issue as it is right now.  One of the things I think is going to happen is that with all the traffic there, we talked about speeding that eventually a car is going to get t-boned there.  There’s a lot of parents who use that park with their kids and I believe it’s an accident waiting to happen now and also with the additional traffic on that road.  I’d also like to bring up that this traffic study that was done did it weekday hours: 7:00 to 8:00 a.m., 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. but as somebody who lives in that area and understands those traffic patterns, one of the things that sticks out to everybody and everybody knows about is 2:45 to 4:00 o’clock everyday when the high school students from Walter Panas make their way and walk from the high school all the way down Croton Avenue, all the way up to 202.  There’s a lot of people there on this road.  With the additional fields, houses, etc going out onto Croton Avenue.  I believe also that a Draft Impact Statement should be done to look at these hours with the amount of pedestrian traffic.  And, I would also recommend that if this is to go through that you should even consider a sidewalk from Panas all the way up to 202 for the safety of the children and the high school students that are out there.  Also, number 3 which I’d like to bring up. I’ve practiced as a chemical engineer.  I did a master’s degree in fluid dynamic so I believe I have some credibility in making this statement.  I’m a bit concerned about the pump house that one of these potential proposals would have this development tie into the Cortlandt Ridge pump house.  The main reasons for that is :1) I’d request, as a tax payer and somebody in Cortlandt Ridge, that you release the maintenance records of this pump house since its inception back around 2006, 2007.  I know there’s been possibly issues there etc.  Also, one of the issues there is you add all these additional homes; is that pump house the right size?  That’s something I’d like to know.  Also, when the electricity goes out, let’s assume there’s going to be another super storm Sandy that requires a backup generator.  With the additional load on this pump house; is that generator sized properly?  I don’t know, but the other thing to think about is generators most often for that industrial size is going to run on diesel.  Do we need to have a massive diesel farm just to power this generator for one to two weeks should we have a catastrophic power outage, let’s also think about that and have people come back to us on that.  In summary, I want to think about the kids, the safety issues regarding the park, people/high school students walking the streets to safety there as well as the potential issues related to the pump house.  I thank you respectfully for your time. 

Mr. Dan Bizzoco stated I live 5 Rome Court in Cortlandt Manor in Apple Hill Estates.  I’ve been there for 24 years.  I’m one of the original owners of a house and it’s been a great development for the last 24 years.  I’m in commercial real estate and I’ve been in commercial real estate on the consulting end for the past 30 years.  I understand the development.  I’m pro-growth by nature of my business.  I’m pro-growth so I’m not saying not in backyard.  He has a right to build 26 homes, that’s fine, soccer field – I just don’t get it.  We’re talking about 80 to 90 cars, a parking lot on Croton Avenue.  We already discussed and have gone through some of the issues and where the bottlenecks occur, speeding, things like that, so many accidents that have occurred.  This traffic study that was done indicates that there’s no impact.  I don’t understand how there could not be an impact.  We’re talking about 26 homes, let’s round numbers, 25 homes, 2 cars per home, that’s 50 cars right there.  We’re talking about 80 cars potentially parking at the soccer field, that’s another 130 cars.  They just broke down on Valeria, 147 townhomes 3 miles away.  Where are those cars going to go, 147 town homes.  You figure a car and a half per house, that’s the standard, I’ll call it zoning.  So, we’re talking of possibly another 200 cars, that’s 130, 200, 330 – I’ll call it 350 cars on those back roads, potentially.  Are we not thinking here?  I don’t understand.  Again, I’m for the development.  I have no problem for the residential development.  Do you know what that will do to the back roads putting a possible 300 cars on those back roads?  It’ll be a nightmare.  Look at Route 6.  Lexington Avenue, 30 years in the commercial end I’ve never heard of a traffic study come back negative.  I’ve heard of site plans come back negative where they say we need to change ingress and egress.  We need to put a light there.  We need more landscaping.  I get all that.  I’ve never heard of a traffic study come back negative, never, and this is the same thing here.  We’ve created a nightmare on Lexington Avenue and Route 6.  We’re going to create and I know this isn’t your end because this Yorktown, we’re going to create a bottleneck, it’s going to be a boondoggle once Costco opens up on 202.  They’ve already made the lane provisions and what is that doing?  That’s funneling down to two lanes.  It’s going to be a nightmare just like we have on Route 6 and Lexington Avenue.  We put a potential 300 cars on the back roads, it’s a nightmare.  It’s going to happen and whenever this is built it’s whatever it is, 2016, 2017, four/five/six years from now, if they put another 80 cars there it’s a nightmare.  I’ve also coached baseball, little league.  I’ve coached soccer.  I’ve coached various sports in Cortlandt Manor and again, I’m for the growth, yes we need fields but not there.  I’d be the first one to stand up; yes we need fields, there’s a shortage.  It is what it is but I’m sure we can find other areas that either the Town – we pay a lot of taxes here, the Town can either buy land or you can increase my taxes, I’ll go for it, not in my area.  What’s going to happen at the end of the day when they come – when you put all these cars on the road and five years from now when housing prices maybe start to rebound because they haven’t rebounded yet, potential buyers are going to come up into the area, they’re going to come up on a Saturday, they’re going to see the traffic congestion and they’re going to go “there’s no way we’re buying a home here, and we’re out of here.”  It’s going to impact housing.  It’s going to impact pricing and it’s going to impact the environment.  I mean, this is a letter that I received from the Town Planning and if you just read some of the language and I was told that this is just stock language but it says “proposed action may significantly impact existing air quality, ground and surface water, quality and quantity, traffic and noise levels.”  I’m not making this up.  Somebody wrote this, whether it’s stock or not and I’m thinking wait a minute.  Number 2: “will result in the removal and destruction of large quantities of vegetation.”  Number 3: “attract a large number of people compared to the number of people that would come without the action.”  Just by those words alone gives it merit that this should not be approved, just on those words alone.  I didn’t write it.  The Town Board wrote this.  I just don’t understand how you can approve a soccer field in that location for 80 to 90 cars with parking.  Thank you very much.  I appreciate it.
Clapping.

Ms. Marge Parsons stated thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak.  I live on Apple Hill.  I was a member of the charrette and I’m also an original owner on Apple Hill.  I’d like to make several comments in regards to the DEIS.  First, is in relation to the traffic study and I hope I don’t repeat anything that Mr. Russo had said already since I already had my notes down, but the traffic study notes that it took vehicle counts in May and June of 2012 with school in session.  I’d like to note that the counts were taken on the weekends of June 16th and 23rd when there were no sports games, events or practices going on at that time at Walter Panas.  Also, counts were taken on Croton Avenue near Sassinoro on Wednesday June 20th and Thursday, June 21st which was not a normal week of school as it was exam week and by those dates few exams were taking place, seniors were done with school, the prom even occurred that night on June 21st and it was not at school, not held there of course.  I don’t think that these dates were really realistic traffic counts.  In my opinion the proposed Hanover Development is not an appropriate location for a sports field.  Presently, at certain times, Croton Avenue at Crompond Road is impassible and a sports field in this location would only increase the traffic problems.  The traffic study states the field would generate between 115 and 118 trips on a weekday at peak hours and Saturday mid day peak hours.  With only the proposed development and no sports fields the homes would generate 25 to 28 trips.  This is a huge difference in traffic volume for a rural road.  Again, I’d just also like to mention some of you are a little familiar with my background.  I’m not anti-soccer.  I was a school soccer coach for 35 years and certainly worked with schools and our local recreation departments in the community where I taught to work things out to try to do our best to accommodate everybody with fields.  I know how hard it is but I’m just still staying this is not an appropriate location for a sports field.  The traffic study does not take into consideration the traffic that Valeria’s, the previous gentleman mentioned, project with 147 new homes would generate to the area.  The Hanover traffic study states that presently 400 to 525 vehicles per hour use Furnace Dock Road at the Croton Avenue intersection.  How much additional traffic will Valeria create in addition to Hanover.  Crompond Road and Croton Avenue, according to the traffic study are high-accident locations.  There have been 14 accidents on Croton Avenue between Furnace Dock Road and Crompond Road in the past three years according to the traffic study.  To me, this seems that adding more vehicles on this road could only compound this problem.  The traffic study on page 19 states that “vehicle queues along Croton Avenue would continue to be a concern for emergency service vehicles and Croton Avenue would continue to be difficult for emergency vehicles to navigate under congested conditions because there’s no space for pull offs.  The additional traffic from the proposed project would further exasperate these issues for emergency vehicles.”  I whole heartedly agree with this statement.  Also, a reminder that the Town Traffic Committee is on record as saying that a sports field in this location would make traffic a disaster.  The traffic study suggests emergency services, as Mr. Russo mentioned, be provided with signal preempt devices to control the traffic light at 202 or vehicle pull up areas be provided on Croton Avenue.  Are either of these reasonable or practical?  At whose expense would the fitting of the equipment on the emergency vehicles – who’s going to pay for this?  Is it taxpayer money?  I see this as an ongoing cost.  Again, is this taxpayer cost?  Is there any public land adjacent to Croton Avenue going towards Crompond Road to add these pull-up lanes?  To me, it appears that the adjacent property is private property, although of course I’m not sure about that.  How many pull-offs would you need to get emergency vehicles through the area when traffic is backed up all the way to Peach Wood as it often does, especially when school is let out?  Next, I’d like to address the different alternatives, specifically alternative B.  If I had or if I was able to select or if I had to select a plan for this development I would be in favor of alternative B, a conventional plan.  Plan B has no sports field and therefore no parking lot with the 80 spaces.  Plan B is a conventional plan keeping with the existing R40 one-acre zoning.  As stated in the DEIS Roman numeral IV page 66 “larger lot sizes should be considered to reduce the amount of overall site disturbance.  Larger lots will reduce the amount of tree clearing, grading and the amount of disturbance from road and driveway access.”  According to the DEIS a conventional plan conforms to R40 zoning consistent with surrounding land uses and pattern of subdivisions on Croton Avenue.  I’m not in favor of changing the zoning to accommodate a cluster development.  As stated in the DEIS Roman IV-96 “a cluster development would condense the residences into smaller lots grouped closer together.”  Although the DEIS Roman numeral IV-141 states “the anticipated view of residences in Hanover is not expected to cause a significant impact to either Croton Avenue nor the residences of Apple Hill.”  I disagree with this statement.  I’m an adjacent homeowner to Hanover and I would compare my view and visibility of the Hanover homes to what one observes of Cortlandt Ridge as they drive by Croton Avenue.  Even though the Cortlandt Ridge homes must be at least 300 to 400 feet from Croton Avenue, particularly because of the size in clustering, to me they are very visible.  For this reason I’m not in favor of clustering.  We built our home and chose to live here for the land space, low-density of homes, privacy and rural atmosphere.  A cluster development with 3,000 to 4,000 square foot homes on half-acre lots would be much more visible to adjacent Apple Hill homeowners than homes on one acre.  Again, the DEIS Roman numeral VIII-16 states “one acre is consistent with the pattern of the other residential subdivisions along Croton Avenue.”  The DEIS Roman numeral IV-107 states “there’s no expected visual impact to the Apple Hill lots,” and I quote it says “especially since these property owners have removed significant vegetation in their backyards opening up their view shed to this project site.”  See figure Roman numeral IV-31, we as one of these Apple Hill land owners and our neighbors have not cleared trees along our rear property lines.  Apple Hill lots 7 and 8 are adjacent to the current cleared areas in the Hanover development, the present cleared areas right now.  Those people did not clear those lots.  Those lots are exactly as they were when they purchased those lots and that’s why my husband and I chose not to build on one of those lots as those did not have any trees on them at all.  So, it’s not correct to say that those property owners cleared the rear sections of their lots.  Next, I’d just like to address the Bartlett tree study.  The Bartlett tree study states “the trees located in the northeast portion of the project site were identified in the tree report as being worthy of protection and consideration.”  All of the plans now under consideration have a 50-foot buffer along the northern section of Apple Hill line and along the eastern boundary which is most appreciated as a visual buffer as well as suggested in the biodiversity study as an animal corridor but I would just like to note that this 50-foot buffer still does not conserve this northeast portion of large trees noted in the tree study.  Note figure Roman numeral IV-17 in the DEIS “the tree preservation plan.  Note from this plan the 50-foot buffer will not preserve the area of density with the concentration of trees in this area.”  I’m almost done.  The DEIS Roman numeral IV-14 and II-15 state “there’s minimal impact to trees for all alternatives.”  To me, this is not true.  It seems to me the trees on the steep slope Croton Avenue portion have been preserved in the plans but not the trees in the northeast portion.  In summary, I’m in favor -- I am not in favor of a sports field at this site.  I am in favor of a conventional plan, not a cluster development.  I ask that the developer and the Planning Board consider preserving trees in the northeast corner as a conservation area.  If a sports field is not including in a conventional plan couldn’t the development be shifted southward to fix and serve this area?  Thank you.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.

Mr. Scott Tomkins stated I live at 13 Newton Court.  I appreciate you giving me the time to speak tonight on this plan.  I too am a parent; a father of two, a sports coach and I am in favor of this development and the opportunity for the Town to take advantage of a developer taking some land that is of old use bringing it up to a new use and sharing some of the environment with the community.  I think that there are a lot of good scenarios that can come from this.  I appreciate your positions that you guys have taken.  We are only looking at 27 units here.  I don’t think that we’re looking at a skyscraper.  We’re not looking at a mall.  I appreciate some of the numbers that were referenced but I think that we’re making a little bit more of it than what is here.  I trust that you’ve all have read the DEIS and I trust in your competent review of that so I won’t quote it as we are limited with time here this evening but to cut to the chase we know that the Town is strapped for fields for our children.  We know that we do visit other communities that have more developed fields that offer a more inviting environment for the children to develop themselves from an athletic standpoint, from a use of open-air space and to get out of the house as others have mentioned.  I appreciate you taking the time today to hear me.  I just wanted to speak on behalf of the development.  I appreciate the developer taking the time to develop these scenarios as there are some sacrifices they are making with some of their potential sales of new homes in this area.  Again, thank you very much for your time and I am in favor of this development. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Next. 

Mr. John Hunt stated I live on 1 Valerie Court in Buchanan, New York.  I am also a volunteer coach, soccer coach and I’m heavily involved in the little league.  I am in big favor of this proposal.  Every weekend is a struggle trying to find out where we’re going to be playing, what field.  The Town is in dire need of fields.  This gentleman proposing this development is gracious enough to offer to put in a sports field for the Town.  I think it’s a win-win for the Town and I fully support it.  Thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.

Mr. Michael Huvane stated good evening.  My name is Michael Huvane and I am a Gemini so I will be speaking in two voices.  One is, I am currently the Chairman of the Town of Cortlandt Parks and Recreation Advisory Board so I will let you know the facts speak for themselves.  We are short of fields.  They are rare opportunities that come before you to create additional sports fields.  You all have the statistics.  You could be provided all the statistics without the spin on the realities of that and we have a rare opportunity and a once in a lifetime opportunity to create an all-purpose field.  These don’t come by that often and when they do we have to give them serious consideration.  We are trying to build a family-friendly community not a Heritage Hills-Cortlandt so I would encourage you to sign off on the proposal with sports fields included and any information you would need certainly I would be available to sort of follow up on anything relative to the Recreation Department but I do think there’s a misconception in Town that we have plenty of fields.  I will speak to the fact that both school districts have plenty of fields both school districts have plenty of teams that use those fields.  Their teams get the priority.  We sort of have to work, we work with the schools when we can to try to use the fields but you’ll see in some of your studies the need for the fields, even by the school districts who haven’t built additional fields is overwhelming.  Using the school districts to sort of provide the Town with fields is just not an alternative that’s acceptable.  The Town has to have some control to fields if the Town’s going to have a robust and vibrant sports program for our young children.  That’s in my official capacity as the Chairman but now as a resident, father of three, who happened to live on Dimond Avenue when Dimond was a cul-de-sac.  I will tell you Dimond Avenue has broken through, through Cortlandt Estates, Cortlandt Chase.  We’re now a through-street that goes to Maple Avenue.  I am one of the key people that fought for the hump on Dimond Avenue.  With my personal concerns on the traffic it was more about the speeding adults than it was about the Walter Panas kids speeding to get around Croton Avenue.  But, I will tell you, it is disconcerting to me that we might have another Hollowbrook situation from my perspective.  We had an opportunity to have a nice field in Hollowbrook Estates and obviously given the politics of everything we did not go with that field and we did get some access and Linda was at least strong enough to get us all the things we felt we could get relative to that deal, access to the golf course for those that could afford and certain advantages for the Town of Cortlandt residents.  Again, that was slowly, in my eyes, decision by the Board relative to about 10 to 20 residents that were right around the Hollowbrook property.  It would be a shame if the Board simply responded to the residents of local versus the entire Town.  The price we pay for leadership when we take on these volunteer positions, and I thank you for your time, is that we have to be leaders.  We have to take the risk.  We have to think about the bigger picture not just the concerns of a small few.  I would urge you again to look at the bigger picture and think of all of the members of the Town and approve this with a sports field.  Thank you.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.

Mr. Bill Parsons stated I’m Marge’s husband so you’re familiar with the background and where I live.  I’ll be extremely brief.  I understand the desire and a need for sports fields for the Town of Cortlandt.  I understand the sports enthusiasts for soccer for getting these different sports fields but we’re not looking at the overall picture.  As a number of other people have said, this is not a good location for a sports field.  A sports field at what cost?  The increase in traffic and you’re talking about -- the gentleman preceding me talked about just a few people that are concerned about their concerns.  The quality of life in that area for hundreds of people that live in the community around that area is going to be degraded.  The location is terrible.  The sight distance coming out, you had to be there going – there’s been a number of accidents there.  It’s just not an appropriate location for a sports field.  Thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Is there anyone else that would like to speak?

Mr. Kenny Kappa stated I live on 5 Newton Court.  As far as the sports field goes, I’ve been a lacrosse coach in the youth league for 8 years now and the Town of Cortlandt, just so you know has one field for soccer and lacrosse and that’s at Sprout Brook; one field, that’s all they have available to both soccer and lacrosse.  Lacrosse has never used Sprout Brook because of soccer.  I think it is – I’m not saying that this is the perfect place for a sports field but we do need fields and there’s really no other place left.  We sat and talked to Linda Puglisi, several of us, and apparently there is no other place to have a field put in in the Town, according to Linda, this was one proposal that she had told us about and that’s why I’m here tonight to, unfortunately for the people living at Apple Gate, but I’m here to support the field because, as I said, we have one multi-use field in the Town of Cortlandt.  All the other fields that we use are school fields.  Thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Are there any other comments from the…

Mr. Brian Stiller stated I actually live at 230 Croton Ave. which is, I appreciate that when the engineer came up and said we looked at who lives around there.  My house was not called out in that house so – in that discussion.  If you could bring up the map, yes right there where the red dot is, that’s my house.  I’m in favor of development.  I think development is great.  I’m totally happy.  I think the sports field’s a little odd there.  Again, I’m going to second all the traffic comments.  The thing about the playground across the street is a really important element with the way the car drives down that you can get rear ended very easily but my most important thing is: who’s going to manage that sports field?  Is it the same people that are managing that playground across the street, because if you spend any time, and I’ve got a 3 year old daughter that I take over there, there’s no kids here right?  There’s been condoms and dime bags all over that playground.  That’s a serious issue in my mind.  That’s directly across the street from my house and right where this proposed sports field is.  I’d like to know who’s going to manage that and who’s going to keep that clean.  There’s a fire station behind my house.  It has a sports field there.  It’s never used.  There’s a baseball field back there.  It could easily be converted into a multi-purpose field.  It’s gigantic in that Mohegan fire station.  I don’t know if anyone’s considered using that field.  Thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Anyone else want to come up for any comments?
Mr. Dan Bizzoco stated I spoke before.  That’s a good idea.  I was told that there is a field behind the Mohegan fire house.  One of the meetings that I attended, and I think it was one of the charrettes I’m not sure, but they said it was unsafe and I couldn’t understand why it was unsafe and if it is unsafe, make it safe.  I’m not sure why – and that field’s been there, like I said I’ve been in the area for 24 years.  My kids have never played on it.  We never practiced on it.  I have seen some, I think, young ladies softball.  I don’t know if they were games or practices.  I was told that it’s tied to Walter Panas High School so it’s part of the school district.  I don’t know any of the history about it.  I don’t know who has possession of it, who takes care of it but we’ve also looked at that and said: why can’t they play there?  And, the feedback was that it’s “unsafe.”  Again, not knowing what that means.  Make it safe.  Maybe that’s an alternative.  Thank you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  As I mentioned, this hearing will be continued in February so those of you who are not here who would like to speak please do so and those who are here you are invited back again. 

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated Mr. Chair one closing comment in response to a lot of the comments tonight about the field.  Just to reiterate, as stated in the DEIS, the applicant doesn’t have a preference one way or another with the field.  We’re committed to doing, and we’ve said this in the DEIS, is to set aside land for the construction of a field and we’re going to need and look for feedback from your Board, hopefully at the February meeting, as to whether or not a field is something that your Board would be interested in.  Just wanted to clarify that for…

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I don’t know if we’ll have that determination by the February meeting.  There’s a variety of opinions on the sports field among us as well as among the public as you heard so this may take some to flush out but we’d like to hear all the comments first before we form our own opinion on this as a Board. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated just one thing unrelated to the field, just as I went through the DEIS and I mentioned it last time but can you also, and I guess it’ll be in the FEIS, you have proposed $800,000 houses in all your analyses in the DEIS and all that nicely generates additional revenue to the Town but I’d like to know what the break-even point is for the price of the home where it begins to cost the Town money for that development. 

Mr. Brad Schwartz responded we heard your comment at the last meeting and we’ll address that.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated thank you, but it wasn’t on the record for the FEIS that’s why I bring it up again. 

Mr. Brad Schwartz stated our first substantive comment from your Board. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated unless there are any other comments from the Board or from the public I’ll turn it over to Peter. 

Mr. Peter Daly stated Mr. Chair I move that we adjourn this public hearing until our February meeting.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 

*



*



*
OLD BUSINESS 

PB 3-13      a.
Application of Naeem Khalid & Shelia Naqui for Preliminary Plat approval and a Tree Removal permit for a 4 lot major subdivision of 26.45 acres for property located on the north side of Furnace Dock Road approximately 800 feet east of Furnace Brook Road as shown on a 7 page set of drawings entitled “Preliminary Subdivision prepared for Khalid & Naqui” prepared by Putnam Engineering, PLLC latest revision dated December 17, 2013 (see prior PB’s 1-94 & 27-96).

Mr. Paul Lynch stated from Putnam Engineering and I’m here representing Shelia Naqui.  This is a 26 ½-acre parcel that has Furnace Brook running through it with substantial wetlands and a wetland buffer.  Our analysis of the property pretty much dictated they’re only going to yield about 4 lots out of the property and that’s what we’ve proposed.  There are 3 located right on Furnace Dock Road which basically are a little over an acre a piece and then the majority of the property is a 22 ½-acre lot which basically has about 4 ½ acres to 5 acres of buildable land on it.  That lot will remain as is as one large lot.  There’s a dam on the property.  There is some issues with that relative to some maintenance that has to take place, but the project, we appeared before the Board earlier this year.  We had received comment letters from Ed and Mr. Kehoe and we responded and I believe we pretty much answered everything.  The only outstanding issue is what we really want to do with the dam in terms of maintenance and putting a program together to move that forward.
Mr. John Klarl asked was there an application also in ’94 and in ’96?

Mr. Paul Lynch responded that was an earlier subdivision.  I’m not really familiar with it because I didn’t handle it.  It wasn’t by our firm.

Mr. John Klarl stated I didn’t know how it differed.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated I think the earlier one was 2 lots and the later one was 3 lots and now there are 4 lots.  I think that’s the difference. 

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated it was the previous owners Gimprich and Dolmatch.  That was the ’96 case I think.  What I explained to the Board at the work session is that we did a review memo and you responded to the review memo.  The next normal step in the process would be for the Planning Board to go out and do a site inspection which they’ll do.  It’s not the best time of year to do a site inspection. 

Mr. Paul Lynch stated understood.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated and especially with the wetlands and the dam so that site inspection will take place probably in the spring but I thought, and you’d have to get the opinions of the Planning Board is that is a central issue the 22-acre lot, the back lot #4, the issue that it’s going to be owned by one person who’s going to own the dam and own 20 acres full of significant wetlands and wetland buffer and I just wanted to present that to the Board for the Board to start having a discussion – maybe not having it tonight but about that’s the central issue because generally speaking the 3 lots along the road aren’t that complicated. 

Mr. Paul Lynch stated correct. 

Mr. Ed Vergano stated for the record there is, you may be aware that there is an issue with downstream flooding from this dam and when I met with, I guess it was your associates from Hudson Engineering, I’d mentioned that you would need a hydrologic study of the area and some modifications made to the outfall structure to maybe retain a little bit more water on that site to help with the downstream flooding and again, I haven’t heard anything back from them.  Again, just in summary you have the opportunity now to address an issue that’s impacting downstream properties.  I think we need to explore this.

Mr. Paul Lynch stated I cannot address that tonight.  I know you had a conversation with Mrs. Naqui and you had sent her some information but that information has not gotten to my office yet so…

Mr. Ed Vergano stated yes the State actually did an inspection on this dam, this structure about 3 months ago.  I don’t know if you’re aware of that.

Mr. Paul Lynch stated I have not received any of that information so I’m unaware of it. 

Mr. Ed Vergano stated I’ll get the information to you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated I believe there’s further discussions that have to take place between you and staff on this.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated I just wanted to make clear that basically we’re going to be talking about the dam unless you want us to be talking about – unless there are other issues and obviously you have to go on a site inspection at some point but just for your purposes and your client’s purposes that there was a lot of effort to get back on a Planning Board agenda and I talked to the property owner quite frequently.  She’s anxious so not a heck of a lot got accomplished because there’s still the central issue that needs to be resolved which is the dam and I’ve related that to the property owner several times.  We’ll relate it again. 

Mr. Paul Lynch stated and I’ll convey that information again.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated in the meantime we’ll schedule something in the spring when the weather is a little bit more amenable.  

Mr. Paul Lynch responded yes, that would be fine.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated with that…

Mr. James Creighton asked I have a quick question; can you describe what the purpose is for the easement that runs off of the corner right lot that runs into the wetlands area?

Mr. Paul Lynch responded actually that’s an existing easement that was given to the Town for whatever drainage runs through there.  I think that was done back on that last subdivision back in the late ‘90s.  It shows up on that plat. 

Mr. John Klarl asked you think it’s a recorded drainage?

Mr. Paul Lynch responded yes.  It’s on the file plat, whether or not it was recorded I wouldn’t know.

Mr. John Klarl asked but it’s shown on…

Mr. Paul Lynch responded it’s shown on the plat. 

Mr. Chris Kehoe asked could you do me a favor too and e-mail me a pdf of that colored rendering?

Mr. Paul Lynch responded yes.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated thank you.

Mr. James Creighton stated I move that we refer this back to staff.  Do I have to make a motion?  I move that we refer it back.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye." 



*



*



*
NEW BUSINESS 

PB 16-13    a.
Application of Dominick Santucci for approval of a Lot Line Adjustment between two properties owned by the applicant, and the elimination of two notes on the approved plat, for property located on Travis Lane, across from White Lion Drive, as shown on a drawing entitled “Proposed Lot Line Adjustment-Travis Lane” prepared by Michael Stein, P.E. dated December 17, 2013 (see prior PB 26-91).

Mr. Dominick Santucci stated I own the property on Travis Lane.  This lot was subdivided I think in 1993.  I’ve held them for 20 years but unfortunately I have to build on them now so when we started doing the work we realized that we couldn’t fit a good size home in there.  I do have the land in the back.  I’m asking for a 10-foot – so this would give me a good size home that would fit the neighborhood.  I live next door.  I’m sure the neighbors wouldn’t want me to put a little house there.  It would bring the value of the homes down.  We’re not asking to put a monster house there just something that fits in the neighborhood but I do need basically around 32 to 33 feet wide.  As it is right now the way everything is set up the most I could put there is a 26-foot wide home.  I do have the land in the back and I’m hoping it’s not a problem with anyone.
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated thank you.  Any questions, comments from the Board on this at this point?

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated we did discuss this at the work session and I mentioned that I had talked to, not all the residents but some of the residents, that I had explained the process of the Planning Board is most interested is the simple lot line adjustment, moving of the line and the elimination of those two notes and then we went over the issue that a lot of your concerns have to do with the ultimate build out of the residences which would be a Building Permit Department question.  I related that information to the Board.  They’re aware that you have concerns but the Planning Board doesn’t get involved in the actual construction of the houses.  It’s up to the Chairman but if you want to brief really briefly, if you have something you want to say to the Planning Board I don’t know if that’s…

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated well it’s not a public hearing but if it’s a brief comment we’ll entertain it. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated please make them brief because again this is not a public hearing but we welcome the comments.
Ms. Cathy O’Neil stated at 1 Marissa Court.  We were here in 1993, both of us. 

Ms. Marie Manor stated and I live at 3 Marissa Court.  We are literally in the backyard of this property.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated that’s 1 I think, and that’s 3 and the one in the back is 5.

Mr. [inaudible] stated we’re number 5.
Ms. Cathy O’Neil stated so we have three primary issues: one of them actually most of it’s been taken care of because we agreed back in 1993 that there would be a 25-foot setback from all our property lines and then privacy screening with evergreens of a size that would actually screen the properties.

Ms. Marie Manor stated and I assume that’s the note that you’re speaking of?
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated that is a note and that would, if this gets approved, there’ll be a new Resolution.  Those notes will be carried over to the new Resolution so nothing has to do with side-to-side issues that you would be concerned about.  The issues of buffering your properties isn’t being changed.

Ms. Cathy O’Neil stated so that the first issue is really fine. We’re very happy about that.  The other two though have come up as we’ve all lived in the area and one is drainage.  We’re very concerned – we know that the land is wet.  I don’t know if it’s wetlands or if it’s designated as such but it’s very wet and if you take trees down and if you put asphalt down, it affects the permeation and the absorption of water and right now there’s flooding at the northeast section of that cul-de-sac of Marissa Court.


Ms. Mary Manor stated you have the Town has actually taken care of some of the drainage problems there in the last two years.

Ms. Cathy O’Neil stated and we bring this up because when spoke to Chris we know that we can’t really do anything here because we have wait for Permits but we don’t really know how to get our concerns to you.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated we’re only here to consider a lot line adjustment and as Mr. Kehoe indicated your concerns are more with the development of the property and…

Ms. Cathy O’Neil asked so how do we – we need your guidance?  And, also the Planning Board, the third issue of these three issues is a safety issue which affects everybody.  I don’t know if that’s because you’re going to put in a request for a Permit but the one driveway comes right out onto Marissa Court.  It’s a blind spot and that’s where the school buses pickup the children.  If there’s a safety issue and the Town gets sued or somebody gets hurt.  Anyway those are our three concerns. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated so these are issues that the Building Department would have to handle.  Is that correct?

Mr. Ed Vergano responded yes, that’s correct and you would be notified.  This application will likely require at least a tree removal permit and that process requires a notification to the neighbors.  I’m 99.9% sure that everybody will be notified in advance to this application – in advance of construction during the application process. 

Mr. John Klarl stated do you do the individual Site Plan review of the site?  Do you invite neighbors in?

Mr. Ed Vergano responded yes. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated and when you do the review of the Building Permit you’ll also deal with drainage issues.

Mr. Ed Vergano responded of course, yes.

Ms. Cathy O’Neil asked and we’ll be notified then?  

Mr. Ed Vergano responded yes.

Ms. Cathy O’Neil asked and then we’ll come back here.

Mr. Ed Vergano responded no.

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated no, because we’re just doing a lot line adjustment at this point.  

Mr. Dominick Santucci stated this property is all lower than where they are.  The drainage issue is going to be mine.  

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi asked could we discuss this offline?

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated the process to issue all of the permits, and as we discussed since this was approved over 20 years ago, new environmental permits will be required.  Those permits won’t be issued by the Planning Board they will be issued by the Building Department as part of the Building Permit review which is what Mr. Vergano said he’s going to need new tree removal permits, probably slope permits.  You will receive written notification.  The only problem, as I mentioned in the office, is that you don’t get to come to a public meeting.  You have to deal with us. 

Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated which is a good thing. 

Ms. Alteri stated I live at 5 Marissa Court we are one of the neighbors.  Our house is only 2,000 square feet…[inaudible].
Mr. Thomas A. Bianchi stated again, that’s not for this Board.  It’s a Site Plan issue.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated I move that we refer this application back to staff for a Resolution for the February meeting. 

Seconded.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated it would be a regular lot line Resolution, John, that requires him to work with -- his attorneys work with our attorneys for new deeds.  We would also ensure that the conditions are carried over with respect to the 25-foot buffer and the landscaping but we might have to work something in because we might want a new drawing reflecting this for our files, but we’ll work that into the Resolution. 

Mr. Dominick Santucci asked what about the two notes. 

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded definitely note that those two previous notes on the other plan would be removed or modified.  We’d figure it out.
Mr. John Klarl stated we’re going to review them and do the appropriate thing.  We haven’t talked about them yet.

With all in favor saying "aye."  



*



*



*
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. James Creighton stated I move that we adjourn.


*



*



*
Next Meeting: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 2014

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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