
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, July 23rd, 2019.  The meeting was called to order, and began with the Pledge of Allegiance.

Loretta Taylor, Chairperson presided and other members of the Board were in attendance as follows:




Thomas A. Bianchi, Board Member



Steven Kessler, Board Member




Robert Foley, Board Member 
Jeff Rothfeder, Board Member (absent)
Peter Daly, Board Member (absent)
George Kimmerling, Board Member 

ALSO PRESENT:




Michael Cunningham, Assistant Town Attorney 




Michael Preziosi, Deputy Director, DOTS


*



*



*
Ms. Loretta Taylor stated we will not be announcing changes to the agenda by majority vote but there will be a quick change. One of the applications is going to withdraw for tonight.


*



*



*
ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF MAY 7, 2019 AND JUNE 4
Ms. Loretta Taylor asked can I get somebody to give me a motion for the adoption of the minutes?

Mr. Robert Foley stated I make a motion to approve.

Seconded.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated this is for May 7th and June 4th.

With all in favor saying "aye". 


*



*



*
CORRESPONDENCE

PB 16-99    a.
Letters dated May 15, 2019 from Eugene Peterson, General Manager, Hollowbrook Golf Club,  a letter dated  May 31, 2019 from A. Martin Petrovic and an e-mail dated July 15, 2019 from John Benvegna regarding proposed modifications to the Monitoring Protocol for the Hollowbrook Golf Club.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated we do have…

Mr. Steven Kessler stated Madame Chair I move that we receive and file the correspondence and have staff approve the use of pesticides.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated the modifications will be approved and the changes will be filed within the Planning Board application PB16-99. The applicant is here, Mr. Peterson of Hollowbrook Golf Course. He can quickly describe the changes if the board so desires.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated very good. Thank you.

Mr. Peterson stated hi, how are you? Basically we’re looking to make some modifications to the current plan to include some new chemical compounds that are going to replace compounds that are no longer available, compounds that either the manufacturer doesn’t make anymore or the CDC no longer allows, as well as new chemicals to help despite some of the resistance that have occurred with diseases and pesticide resistance for the past 15 years. That’s our request.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked I noticed there are a number of these pesticides here. You’re not planning to use all of them, you’re just giving us a list of things that can be used if you need to use them. Am I right?

Mr. Peterson responded on the report from Mr. Petrovic who prepared this for us, the only chemicals that we’re looking to add are listed on – or compounds, both fungicides for weed control, insect control, and diseases are listed on page two. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated there are 15 of those.

Mr. Peterson responded correct. And then the majority of the other compounds we currently have approval for already, not every single one but the data was really just provided to give you some of the options we have, but the only thing that we’re currently changing would be those 15 listed for the ones that were not currently permitted to use or that are not on the list or weren’t created at the time of the current plan.

Mr. Robert Foley asked the ones you’re saying you would be using are the ones on the top of page two of Petrovic’s report?

Mr. Peterson responded correct. Those would be added to the current list that we’re already approved for.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked any other questions, comments?

With all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. Peterson stated thank you very much.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated thank you.
PB 13-05    b.
Letter dated July 11, 2009 from Brad Schwartz requesting the 13th 90-day time extension of Final Plat approval for the Mill Court Crossing Subdivision located at the south end of Mill Court.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated we have a resolution for that, Bob?
Mr. Robert Foley stated I make a motion that we approve, I hope this is the last one, but I make a motion that we approve Resolution #17-19.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 
*



*



*
RESOLUTION 

PB 2019-3  a.
Application of Andrew Young and Susan Todd for a Special Permit for an accessory apartment in an existing accessory building located at 48 Pond Meadow Road as shown on a 3 page set of drawings entitled “Todd Young Residence” prepared by James J. Moorhead, R.A. dated February 19, 2019.

Mr. Andrew Brodnick stated good evening. I’m Andrew Brodnick and I represent Susan Todd and Andrew Young and I’d like to request an adjournment of the discussion or vote on the resolution until the next meeting.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated Madame Chair I move that we refer this back until the following meeting.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye".

Mr. Andrew Brodnick stated thank you very much. Have a good night.

*



*



*
PUBLIC HEARING (NEW)

PB 2019-12 a.
Public Hearing - Application of Brenda Timm for re-approval of an existing accessory apartment in an accessory structure located at 176 Furnace Dock Road.

Ms. Brenda Timm stated hi, how are you?
Ms. Loretta Taylor stated good evening.

Ms. Brenda Timm stated I’m the recent owner of 176 Furnace Dock Road. I purchased the house and it has an accessory apartment over the garage and so I’m just applying for the renewal of the special permit. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated staff’s inspection did occur with our Code Enforcement staff. Everything is in compliance with the previous approvals.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated very good. We have a resolution for you tonight.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated it’s a public hearing.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated sorry, public hearing. Is there anyone here who would like to make a comment? You can be pro or con for this particular application. It’s for re-approval for an existing accessory apartment. Is there anyone here who wants to speak in favor or against the application?

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated Madame Chair I’ll move that we close the public hearing.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated close the public hearing and also authorize the adoption of the resolution.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated Resolution #18-19 to grant the special permit for the accessory apartment.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

Ms. Brenda Timm stated thank you.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated a copy of the approving resolution will be mailed to you.

PB 2018-23 b.
Public Hearing - Application of Mahlab Family Realty, LLC for Preliminary Plat approval and for Wetland, Steep Slope and Tree Removal permits for a proposed 3 lot major subdivision of an approximately 25 acre parcel of property located on the south side of Teatown Road, approximately 5,000 feet east of Quaker Ridge Road, as shown on a 3 page set of drawings entitled “Preliminary Plat” latest revision dated November 14, 2018 and on a 2 page set of drawings entitled “Existing Tree Survey” latest revision dated April 8, 2019 both prepared by Ralph G. Mastromonaco, P.E.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated good evening. Just briefly, it’s a 25 acre parcel up Teatown Road, two-acre zone. We’re proposing three lots, independent lots, no common improvements. We have submitted plans with the tree analysis for everybody. I note that we did get one letter from a neighbor. I sent the letter to Chris Kehoe responding to that but I don’t think he received that. If it comes up – I brought copies for you tonight. If it comes up I’ll hand copies for you tonight otherwise we’ll wait until the next meeting.
Mr. Michael Preziosi asked is that the letter addressing the well concerns? I believe the board did receive a copy of that in their packets.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I sent it the last few days, that letter?

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated anything sent earlier this week would not have been forwarded to the Planning Board.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated Chris told me if I responded it might not make it to the board but I did respond to Chris but you probably don’t have it yet. It’s a fairly simple – just in case the issue comes up. 
Ms. Loretta Taylor asked the letter is about?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded wells, water supply for this. We have three lots and they’re going to be on wells. What we did was we looked at all of the wells in the neighborhood and the wells that are really closest to us have a tremendous capacity. Some of them are producing 30 or 35 gallons a minute. With those rates you could supply the Town of Cortlandt with some water. Usually we get about 5 gallons a minute on residential wells, that’s the minimum requirement. A lot of the wells in the area are very good wells. We’re using only about 5 – I think we’re using about maybe 9% of the total amount of water that we could use given the size of our property. We don’t think that there’s any real reason to be concerned about well water supplies. If it comes up I can show them the report, calculations we did, substantial amount of work addressing this issue. If there’s any questions from the board otherwise you can open up the public hearing. I’d appreciate it. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated this is a public hearing. If there is anyone here who wishes to comment on this application either for or against, please come up, state your name and your residence.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated or forever hold your peace. I think. 

Mr. Larry Provost stated good evening Madame Chairman and the board. My name is Larry Provost. I live at 116 Teatown Road. I’m the abutting property owner to the west of this proposal. I’d like to start by thanking the board and the staff for the advanced amount of thought that has gone in to development into this town, in the Master Plan and other documents that the board has prepared. I would call attention to the Town Master Plan policy 95 that concerns the reduction of storm runoff as being an important thing to be considered when there is any development plan. Also policy 101 which encourages shared driveways to eliminate additional driveways and any curb cuts. I also would like to thank the staff for preparing the Historic Roads Advisory Committee which did a report, which is on the town’s website. I would encourage anyone who is interested in that sort of thing to read it. It’s a good document. It specifically designates Teatown Road as a “historic scenic road with specific protections for pavement width and preservation of stone walls.” They gave Teatown Road the top integrity rating of 5 as a historic road in the town. Now I would note that a stone wall at this proposed subdivision runs almost the entire length of the road frontage and that stone wall would have to be removed for driveway cuts and road widening. That’s the Historic Road Advisory Committee report, it’s on the website, it would urge the board to take a look at it. Also, the town Open Space Plan specifically designates this priority, this parcel as the very highest priority for preservation so I would thank the board and staff for the advanced thought that goes into planning and I would urge them to revisit those plans. Forty some odd years ago, just after I bought this property, I was on assignment in Afghanistan and I was camped out in the middle of the desert with my Bedouin guides and like campers all around the world we got talking about where we live and what home was like. And I said: “well I have a new property that I bought and it’s very nice except there’s too much water.” And after this was translated a hush fell over the crowd as they say, and everybody sort of backed away from me and I sort of feel like that tonight when we have people complaining about there’s not enough water in the wells and I’m here to talk about too much water and what to do with it. A few thousand yards to the west there’s a lot of contentious discussions over the wells that the Hudson Institute and how much water’s going to be drawn from those wells. A few thousand yards to the south there’s similar issues with the Sunshine home and the amount of water being drawn from those wells. I’m here to talk about storm run-off. I have some slides that I sent in. there’s one called runoff. This is looking from my property up the hill to the east of Teatown Road. This is the storm runoff coming down from the hill with light rain. You can see that there’s a lot of water on the road. It all comes down the hill to my property. And if we could go to slide “flood”.

Mr. George Kimmerling asked just for orientation purposes, when we’re looking up the road, are we looking towards the property in question?

Mr. Larry Provost responded you’re looking towards the proposed Mahlab subdivision which is on right up the hill. This is what happens when there’s more rain. It ponds up in front of my property and floods the yard. If we could go to “flood 2”. With a little more rain it ponds up even more and starts to flood into my driveway. If we go to “flood 3”. The little more rain it floods the entire roadway and sometimes cars can’t even get through it, have to turn around and go back the other way. “Flood 4” please. This is my yard facing the road and this is what the yard looks like when there’s any sizeable amount of rain. Then there’s another slide “flood 5 29, 19” a recent storm. Completely covering the road and down into the yard. Now, this is existing issues and the proposed development is going to make more than three times the impervious surface that’s going to shed water. Now, they say that they’re going to put in I think rain gardens, I think is the term that’s used, that somehow is supposed to capture the water and meter it out but it’s still going to be coming down the hill. My thought is that rain should soak into the ground and go to replenish the water table not turn itself into runoff that has to be dealt with downstream if you will. If we could go to a slide called “ice flow”. Now, in the winter time the ice builds up. This is a fairly typical scene of what happens to the runoff during the winter. It freezes. It freezes up on the road, forms ice berms and it’s like our own little mini glacier going on. The concept of having these steep driveways, the three of them, each of which is going to have its own little ice berm and ice flow is going to divert water from any hope of going into any catch system that’s there and it’s going to put it down on Teatown Road and down the hill and this is all coming down to me. I can’t take any more water where I am. It’s difficult now and the concept of the applicant offering an easement to route water back towards the pond is a nice gesture but I really think is futile because once you get the water what are you going to do with it? Dump it right into the pond? That pond is the head water for the Indian Brook Reservoir and my understanding of how runoff works is you should not dump it into a lake or a pond. You have to put it through some sort of settlement area, either routed through a wetland or do something with it, not just dump it into a lake. There’s a slide called “pond scum”. So this is a recent shot of the lake which borders my property showing that it is infested with duck weed and water meal. It gets to be aster turf. This lake used to be pristine. You could play blue lagoon in if you were so inclined but the lake is stressed and it requires some stewardship and attention. The concept of having an easement to put some drainage in leaves the town to be tasked with designing and paying for and treating any water that’s run off from these proposed developments, these three lots. I really don’t think that just saying “well you can always route the water back to the lake” is in any way a solution to the potential runoff problems. My thoughts are that rain water should be allowed to settle into the ground to recharge the water table. It’s the underground water take that feeds all of the wells in the area with the exception of people that are served by the Ossining water system and the Indian Brook Reservoir, all of the residences in the area are dependent upon wells and they all draw from the same ground water table. It requires some real thought as to what’s going to happen to the water and how the existing people are going to be served. You know they say that the devil is in the details and every time I look at the drawings that the applicant has offered up, I see issues and the more I look the more issues I see. A short list of them are, in the line of sight area, the drawing says that the road has a speed limit of 20 miles an hour. It’s not 20 miles an hour, it’s 30 miles an hour. So that’s a factual mistake and if you’re counting on 20 mile an hour line of sight, it’s really 30 miles an hour and I want to tell you that you folks all drive. You know that 30 miles an hour is a myth. Hardly anyone drives at 30 miles an hour even on a narrow road like Teatown Road. The Teatown Road has places where it goes down to like maybe 12 feet wide. It’s two cars cannot pass. One has to stop and pull over. The line of sight issue is a big issue as is the road widening proposal that’s going to take down the stone walls that would be against the town documents that say they ought to be preserved as a historical artifact. So they also – if you look at one of the driveway elevations, there’s places where earth has to be removed and there are places where earth has to be filled in in order to make the driveway which it’s a 12% grade on one of those driveways which is really, really steep. That’s really, really a rough slope. There’s going to have to be some excavation, blasting, filling in of the lower areas and I have concerns about that if you could show slide “boulder” please. I call this the myth of Sisyphus if you know your myths. Myth of Sisyphus concerns a boulder that has to be rolled up and down a hill. This boulder’s about I’d say 15 to 18 feet tall and it sits up on the hill sort of where the driveways for lot 2 and proposed lot 3 are. If there’s any blasting and this boulder takes off, it’s going to come down on me. It’s going to roll down the road and maybe hit somebody but certainly hit me. Another devil in the detail is the depth of the wells. One of the neighbors has expressed concern that there’s no indication of how deep these wells would go and what they would do to the water table. The wells don’t exist so you can’t pump them into a pump test like it’s been done for the Hudson Institute proposed development there. But what if they drill them where they’re supposed to be and they don’t hit water? What do you do? You drill another well someplace else? You move it along? One of the neighbors across the street, in a letter to the Planning Board asked “who pays for mistakes if mistakes are made?” Does the engineering firm take responsibility? Does the applicant take responsibility? Does the town Planning Board take responsibility if assumptions are made, promises are made and they turn out not to be valid. Who pays? At this time I’m not really going to elaborate on the many more details that I find to be suspect or lacking but I think they should be addressed at a later date. This property is environmentally key parcel. The Planning Board’s received letters from all sorts of people from the Westchester Land Trust, from the Village of Ossining, from the Town of Ossining even from the Town of Cortlandt has written a letter on attesting to the environmental importance of this, its importance for biodiversity, its importance for being the head water for the Indian Brook Reservoir, it’s named in many town studies. If we could see a slide called “watershed”. This is a graphic indication of the watershed area feeding the Indian Brook Reservoir. It shows the importance of the parcel which is sort of hard to see on this map. Maybe we could go to biodiversity map. Which is a little clearer and – this parcel feeds water into the Indian Brook Reservoir. As you know, that provides water for tens of thousands of people. The Ossining water system depends on that. If we could look at slide, I think it’s called “CEA”. This is the critical environmental area that encompasses the parcel if you see that is the lake there and to the right and up to Teatown Road is the parcel. This parcel has been subject to interest by the New York, the Department of Environmental Conservation and Westchester Land Trust. I don’t know if anybody from the Westchester Land Trust is here today, that there’s interest in preserving this property for its environmental importance and its biodiversity and endangered species and all those sorts of things. This property’s really in need of stewardship. The lake needs attention. A lot of the property is overgrown with invasive plants. The road frontage is in particularly shoddy condition. It’s sort of an embarrassment for people when they drive past it that there’s no effort to maintain it has been made over the forty some odd years that I’ve been there. Just in closing, I understand that the Westchester Land Trust and the owners have been in some sort of discussions to see if this property could be purchased for stewardship. I would encourage the board to do what it can to keep these people talking and hopefully reach some sort of an agreement. Failing that, due to the importance of this piece of property I would encourage the Planning Board to require an environmental impact statement if they’re considering approving this subdivision proposal. I’m a little hazy on the details of what you have to do to start an environmental impact statement. I believe one of the town agencies has to step up and declare itself to be the lead agency. Whatever the procedure is I would encourage the Planning Board to pursue the environmental impact issues that are raised by this. My understanding is you’re not going to close the hearing today? Is this true?
Ms. Loretta Taylor responded actually at this point we had the option to close or not to close but…

Mr. Larry Provost stated maybe it was with something else. The statement was made because these things are during the summer that people need a little extra time to get their thoughts in order and what with vacationing and all of that stuff, give people the opportunity to weigh in on what the issues are. I would encourage the board to extend the public hearing to the next – the August meeting and require an environmental impact statement. I have other issues that I don’t think now is the time to do but I think I’ve used up my allotment of time here. Madame Chairman, board, thank you for listening to me. We all want to do the right thing here.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated thank you very much. Is there anyone else who wishes to speak at this point?

Mr. stated thank you for the opportunity to speak during the public session. My name’s Kevin Carter. I’m the Executive Director of Teatown Lake Reservation. I have prepared a short letter. I’m just going to read it. It’s a short two-page letter and then I will leave a hard copy with you. “I’m writing to share concerns regarding the subdivision application submitted for the Mahlab property on Teatown Road. Teatown Lake Reservation is an environmental education center, nature preserve, consisting of approximately a thousand acres located in the towns of Cortlandt, Yorktown and New Castle. Our mission is to inspire our community to lifelong environmental stewardship which we accomplish through our educational programs and stewardship activities. Further, we take an interest in and support the protection of critical environmental resources adjacent to Teatown’s preserve for the long term sustainability and resiliency of the region. In this case, the parcel in question adjoins our property on its southern border and shares significant hydrological connections. Therefore, our concerns include: watershed and drinking water protection. The property is primarily located within the Indian Brook basin, sub-drainage basin of the Croton River watershed. The water originating on the property flows into Glendale swamp, a Teatown preserve property and then goes onto flow into the Indian Brook Reservoir, a public drinking water supply for Ossining residents. Subdivision on the Mahlab site may threaten water quality if development of the property requires grading of the land for construction and or addition for multiple septic tanks. Storm water affected by new construction near the northernmost portion of the property would alternately flow into the Bailey Brook basin, another sub drainage basin of the Croton River Watershed which also flows through the Teatown Preserve to the north. Consideration of the subdivision application should include adverse impact to the watershed and associated drinking water supplies. In addition, wetlands on site, including those areas under state regulation threshold of 12.4 acres should be professionally delineated to ensure accuracy and to determine the extensive appropriate protections. As explained in the 2004 Croton to Highlands Biodiversity Plan, wetlands less than 12.4 acres “often support a unique assemblage of biodiversity that never occurs in larger wetlands.” To protect these resources it is important to first understand where they occur on the landscape. Also, proximity to a critical environmental area and biodiversity hub, the property is adjacent to the Indian Brook Reservoir, critical environmental area or IBRCEA. Designated for its exceptional or unique character, the IBRCEA designation helps to protect the reservoir and ensure that proximate development considers potential negative impacts and employs the appropriate mitigation measures. The site is also considered a biodiversity hub in the Croton’s to Highlands biodiversity plan and according to the 2004 Cortlandt Open Space Plan. “The 1994 Open Space report declares the Mahlab property to be of high environmental significance and the pond and wetlands that it contains feed into the Indian Brook Reservoir which provides drinking water to the three different municipalities. The property has New York State designated wetlands, steep slopes, and mature woodland.” Steep slopes and storm water. Development of the proposed subdivision would likely require the modification of steep slopes with a grade of 20% or more. Removing trees and their root systems from steep slopes increases the speed and quantity of storm water runoff accelerating erosion significantly. Impacts may also increase sedimentation  into surrounding wetlands like Glendale Swamp which could reduce the wetlands function as a natural filter of pollutants. The 2007 Indian Brook Croton Gorge Watershed Conservation Action Plan supports protection of similar parcels in their recommendations: “undeveloped and under developed lands exist near the Indian Brook Reservoir and steps should be taken in the event these lands are developed to ensure that storm water management practices are constructed, otherwise the quality of the water reservoir may be degraded from polluted runoff.” While these factors do not necessarily preclude subdivision and development they do necessitate ample consideration throughout process with regard to protection of public resources and mitigation of adverse impacts. We encourage the board to thoroughly review these factors and their determination. Respectfully, Kevin Carter.” 
Mr. Michael Preziosi stated you can bring them to me. I can take them. I’ll make copies and they’ll be put into the record. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked is there anyone else please?

Mr. stated Madame Chair, members of the board, guests, my name is Bruce Kay. I and my wife Angela own the home located at 130 Teatown Road. Our property sits on the immediately adjacent lot to the northeast of this Mahlab proposed subdivision. And I am here in opposition to the applicant’s plan and intentions proposed for the site. My remarks are somewhat different than my neighbor Larry who has looked at the technical aspects as well as Kevin’s from Teatown. I’d like to personalize this, how this proposed subdivision affects me or would affect me. My wife and I have resided at 130 Teatown Road for the past 18 years. We moved out of Manhattan shortly after 9/11 terrorist attack. I was at the Trade Center for business the day before, was scheduled to be back at 9 o’clock on 9/11. Our meeting was postponed to 12, noon and by the grace of God I ended up in my office rather than at the Trade Center during the attack. I was required to be there for business purposes to survey the damage after 9/11. We, at the time, lived on the upper west side of Manhattan. For the next six months, the acrid smoke and odor of this Trade Center burning permeated our home and through the windows. We made the conscious decision at that point to move out of Manhattan, and eventually after a very extensive search found our present dream home on Teatown Road. We chose our Teatown residence specifically for its instant location within the forested, bucolic environments of the Teatown Reservation area on what we were advised, at the time, was a historic and protected Teatown Road. And when we, and our council checked with the parties that be in the town called of Cortlandt back then, we were assured that the road was historically dedicated and that no further development, residential or otherwise could be nor would be entertained within the Teatown Road’s confines nor for the subject Mahlab property. Again, that was 18 years ago. My council from that time is no longer with us and I specifically do not remember the individuals that were on the Town Board at that time or made that representation to us. Over the past 18 years that I’ve lived at 130 Teatown Road adjacent to this proposed development site, the Mahlab property, the Mahlab’s themselves have never had the decency nor courtesy of ever contacting us for any purpose whatsoever. Nor for that matter, has neither the applicant nor its professional ever even attempted to contact us to comment on or for feedback on what their proposal for their site is. How disrespectful. What hutzpah to expect us to sit by and to not have any input and to play dead to allow them to disturb our environment. Teatown Road is not only very narrow and very curvy for most of its mile plus length but exceptionally so all along the frontage of the applicant’s parcel and so to on my property’s frontage. So much so that cars, trucks, delivery vehicles of all sizes have to constantly intrude on my property, pulling into my driveway and literally making u-turns which cannot be made in many areas along Teatown Road. My driveway constantly is ripped up as a result. As I understand the applicant’s principles are heirs to an estate and that their ownership interest is that of a legacy interest in which they are attempting to now monetize from afar. Not now or ever for that matter has the applicant’s principles reside in the area to the best of my knowledge. They have initiated the subdivision plan for the purpose of increasing potential value toward their eventual goal of reselling to some unknown, unnamed developer to create and build three ill-conceived homes on this parcel. Well I could state a myriad of issues, site conditions and concerns how this proposed subdivision would impact my home and others, my neighbors and neighborhood, advocacy groups, environmentalists and other respected interested parties have presented and continue to present their respective concerns as to this development. I and my wife would like the board to be aware that such development as proposed would destroy, literally destroy our way of living and cause us, and force us to move. Just the thought of having a constant parade of construction vehicles; trucks, bulldozers, excavators, continuous traffic of contractors digging, drilling, blasting, hammering for two to three years is a wreak recurring nightmare for me as it would severely impact our wellbeing and way of life. Sanitary sewers, septic design, surface water runoff from the Mahlab property pose very serious issues for the neighboring properties. And from my personal experience, our water table has been susceptible to changing underground streams causing intermittent water flow necessitating re-drilling to very deep ground. Then too is the clear cutting of trees of formidable sections of this heavily forested site. Such development as proposed, not to mention disturbance of and potential impact of the site’s wetlands leverage are most concerning. And for us, such a development would be catastrophic. Rather than permitting this invasive, destructive and ill-conceived plan to be genuinely considered which it should not, there are clearly economic alternatives for the site that would thoughtfully serve to protect the property for sound environmental preservation. As someone who loves their home and Teatown’s very special environment, I sincerely urge the board to reject this applicant’s development plan as proposed. I thank you.
Ms. Loretta Taylor stated thank you. Is there anyone else in the audience who wishes to speak at this point?

Ms. Karen Wells stated good evening. Karen Wells, Greater Teatown Defense Alliance. One, we would like to endorse the comments made by Teatown Lake Reservation. In addition, we’d like to simply add the concern about the widening of the road. The widening of the road will encourage further high-density development in this area and we understand that three houses does not necessarily seem like high-density but as many people have mentioned here tonight, there is concern about the environmentally sensitive nature of this particular property. Would also ask that the board in your deliberations take into consideration the other projects going on in the area, although some of them are outside the Cortlandt domain. Thank you very much.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated thank you. I don’t see anyone else. No, okay. I want to thank the residents who came up to speak on behalf of this application. I suspect, based at least on what I’ve heard that the board may want to carry this to adjournment and maybe take this up again next time, yes?

Mr. Steven Kessler stated there are some things we should talk about though. A number of issues were raised. The road is historic. Does that preclude any activity on the road from it being widened as the applicant is proposing?

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded the Town did pass an advisory guide identifying historic roads within the Town of Cortlandt, this road being one of them. It does indicate means to keep the road naturalistic as best as possible, eliminating widening, extensive road widening in this location. I believe the applicant in this particular instance is widening the road -- I’m going to zoom in so everybody can see, to service two of the potential lots. It’s limited in scope as far as widening but it is widening within the Teatown barrier. If everyone can see in this general location here.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated but there’s nothing that precludes that from occurring other then it’s not recommended.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated not precludes but highly discouraged.

Mr. Robert Foley asked also if I recollect the Ordinance, and I know Chris is the expert and now he’s not here, not to take away from what you’re saying, stone walls restoration or keeping them intact.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated yes, that’s another aspect of the report is when there is identified a historic structure such as the stone wall, it is meant to be preserved.
Mr. Steven Kessler stated but the reality is, and I’m not arguing one way or the other, the reality is in many other applications we’ve seen stone walls be removed perhaps relocated. That hasn’t stopped us in the past from approving applications. 

Mr. Robert Foley stated if that was on a historic road, is that true?

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded we haven’t had an instance where it was a historic road. I’m not quite sure based on – we don’t have an aerial of the roadway, I do not know in this general location the road widening if there is a power pit wall. There is stone walls and power pit walls were identified on the site plan. I’m going to move the cursor through it, it’s more interior to the site and not necessarily along the right-of-way. The applicant’s engineer is here. He has more thorough knowledge. You may want to direct that question to him as to whether or not there’s roads directly in the vicinity of where the proposed widening is occurring.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated I’m sorry but before we get to that, lower down there’s another point of widening for the first driveway right? So there’s two areas where the widening is proposed?

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded yes, here.

Mr. George Kimmerling asked not just for the double driveway but also for the single driveway.

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded correct.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked Ralph how much widening are we talking about here?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded well it’s only – I’m going to guess it’s about 40 feet left to right for each driveway: 20 on one side of the driveway – but it’s this much wide. Widening just a little bit just to – you can’t really make an intersection on a narrow Teatown Road. You can’t just put a driveway there. You can’t back out a little bit. I think if you drive up and down Teatown Road, we’re not doing anything that doesn’t happen there right now. It’s a simple matter of connecting a driveway to a road, nothing magical. Not really widening. The term widening to me means a whole swath of road is being widened. So I wouldn’t give that impression that we’re widening it. We’re just intercepting the road with the driveway. At the driveway it flares out. That’s all.

Mr. George Kimmerling asked what is the note there?

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded the note reads: existing road to be widened approximately 25 feet beyond sides proposed driveways. That’s the location of the double driveway?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded that’s the right-of-way not the road. That’s the right-of-way.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated it says: existing road to be widened. 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded we’re not widening the road.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated it does say road though. 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated it’s the right-of-way. Making the right-of-way bigger. The right-of-way, the property line.

Mr. George Kimmerling asked so why does it say the road? 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded it’s road right-of-way it’s supposed to say.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated oh it’s the same thing.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated that should be clarified as far as whether or not your intent is to widen pavement and/or just to clear…

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated the dark area is the widening, that little dark area there. It’s not 25 feet.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked that’s new pavement?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded yes.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated it says 25 feet.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated no.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated and it’s not the road.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated if you look at the property line – can you see that road widening, that red line? See it says road widening? That’s the 25 feet. That stretches all along the…

Mr. Steven Kessler stated just so we’re clear Ralph. The edge of Teatown Road is the blue line?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded that blue line is the disturbance.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked so where is the edge of the road?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded if you see the word Teatown, see the word Teatown? On the road, you see the word Teatown? If I had the cursor I could show you.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated I’m trying to get to it Ralph, sorry. I’m going to try to move the cursor if you can see where the mouse is moving.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded see the word Teatown, you see the ‘a’ in Teatown? 

Mr. Steven Kessler asked up above on the top left?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded yes. Okay, now if you look straight down from the ‘a’ you’ll see a line. That’s the edge of the road. 

Mr. George Kimmerling asked the green dotted line or the solid line?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded if you see the dark area that we colored in.

Mr. Robert Foley stated the dotted line is the edge of Teatown Road on the same side as the property. 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated the edge of the road is the right side of the dark hatched area. The northeast side let’s call it, the upper right line is the edge of Teatown Road. Right there Michael. That would be the edge of the road right now. 

Mr. George Kimmerling asked and the shaded area represents what?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded that is the flare. When you have a driveway it goes like this. It doesn’t just go perpendicular. So we have a flare coming out onto the driveway and that’s basically the flare.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked and that flare is not your property, it’s town property?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded it’s town property right. That’s right.

Mr. George Kimmerling asked Mike can you scroll down so we can see where it says road widening in the red letters? 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I don’t know if you can zoom in there but that red dashed line is we’re providing the town with our contribution – if ever wanted to widen it in the future they could just use the easement to widen it. They don’t have to do this. This is was voluntarily given to the – this is voluntarily given to the town, it will be given to the town. We don’t have to do it but often, in my experience as an engineer when we do something like this and we notice that the road is not centered properly in the right-of-way we contribute our side of the road to be 25 feet. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated so I think a question that could be asked or posed is whether or not the limits of the widening need to be as shown or if a more defined taper for the driveway as it intersects Teatown can be designed as opposed to driving over the widening, just more of a tapered enter and exit the proposed driveways.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated well clearly we really need to study this more obviously and I also want to be attentive to the fact that there are neighbors who probably would want to come and have something to say. This is an important aspect of their lifestyle having to deal with this road and with water, and with widening, and etc. We’re probably going to adjourn it. Now our next meeting for the benefit of anybody here who needs to know that information, it’s September 10th. 

Mr. Robert Foley stated and also the gentleman, Mr. Provost I think brought up the need for an EIS. What is the status on that? Or did I miss something in the paperwork? Just an EIS or full?

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded that’s at the discretion of the lead agency on whether or not you want to require a full environmental impact statement. Town Code does require a significant amount of environmental aspects of a design to be evaluated such as steep slopes, storm water, pollution prevention plans, and also just general site disturbance, land grading, steep slopes, tree removal. A lot of that has been done. Trees were inventoried on the site. Wetlands were delineated by the town’s consultant and incorporated into the plan set that you see before you. It’s up to the board’s discretion if they want to require a full environmental impact statement. 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated Bob you should know obviously the Mr. Mahlab died some years ago, a few years ago and it’s really the daughter that’s really pushing this thing right now. I don’t know if you know this but they’ve spent a lot of time trying to donate, not donate but to sell the property to a conservation group. If it is ever to be in the possession of a conservation group, it would have to be done without my client spending a tremendous amount of money in order to donate the property. What we’ve tried to do with the site since I got here was let you know that there’s a good chance this property would be donated at some point, but every time an expense gets added to this thing it’s less and less likely, I’ll tell you that. 

Mr. George Kimmerling stated right, but the problem is we’re a little bit over our barrel because…
Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated right, it’s a catch-22. The property to any of the residents, the property if they want to contact us through the town, the property is for sale. If they want to buy it, we’ll sell it to them.

Mr. Robert Foley stated because of a series of impacts and concerns, not just storm water runoff and the road widening, and the historical aspects of it. There’s quite a few issues. 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I’d just like you to keep in mind that it’s a three-lot subdivision on 25 acres but you can decide.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated in terms of the well issue, I understand, I read I guess it was your memo saying about the wells and saying it was – that there really wouldn’t be much of an effect – it came dated July 17th. 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded July 17th?

Mr. George Kimmerling stated your letter July 17th.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I have another letter July 19th I was going to hand to you today.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated we do have a letter on file dated July 17th.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated we did a response to another letter by the Nevin’s. The Nevin’s sent a letter. We did a response to that and this is the response. I don’t want to interrupt you but…

Mr. George Kimmerling stated my question was just in a situation like this where there’s a controversy about whether the new wells would have an effect or would not have an effect, how do we adjudicate that? I understand obviously sometimes there are well tests done but I don’t know what the threshold is for asking for well testing. Like with Hudson Wellness or…

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded I could tell you. I’m willing to bet on this but you and Mike, no one has ever done what we did at Hudson Wellness for a residential subdivision. Not only that, we actually went beyond that now. We evaluated every well near us and I can show you the chart. I’ve got it here with me. As a matter-of-fact, speakers here, his well is good for 35 gallons a minute. That’s what it’s rated at. Now, 35 gallons a minute is seven times what the minimum is. There is no indication that we would have any trouble finding water. The amount of water that this 25 acre property uses is only 10% of the amount of water that recharges. In other words, our 25 acres recharge let’s say 100 gallons. We only use 10 of that recharged water. There are really no indications that anyone needs to do anything. But I believe, you may not agree, but I believe that the proper authority in this case is the Health Department. The Health Department must approve the subdivision and they look at the wells. They look at distances from well to well. The distances from our well and anyone else’s well is in the report that we gave you. It’s typical. Our wells are typically distant from anyone else’s well as they are to their neighbor’s wells. We also did another study of how many subdivision there have been on Teatown Road. People get up, and they’re living there. Of course their property was a subdivision. That’s how they got to build a house there. That’s all we’re asking to do. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated Madame Chair I move that we adjourn this public hearing to our September 10th meeting.

Seconded.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked can I submit this today? Excuse me.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated Ralph you can drop it off to me. I’ll stamp it and make sure the board gets a copy.

With all in favor saying "aye". 

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated Ralph, we’ll see you in September.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked 2019?

Ms. Loretta Taylor responded yes.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated for any interested residents, the documentations that were submitted tonight are available at the Department of Technical Services in the Planning Division. You can stop by, take a look. It will also be uploaded onto the town’s website prior to the next meeting.

*



*



*

OLD BUSINESS 
PB 2019-1  a.
Application of Gas Land Petroleum, Inc. for the property of MF Point, LLC c/o Frank Righetti, for Site Development Plan approval, Tree Removal and Wetland Permits and a Special Permit for a gas station with a canopy and a convenience store located on an approximately 1 acre parcel of property at 2051 & 2053 E. Main St. (Cortlandt Boulevard) as shown on a 21 page set of drawings entitled “Site Plan-Gasland Cortlandt” prepared by Chazen Engineering latest revision dated July 9, 2019 (see prior PB’s 16-04, 24-05 & 13-10)

Mr. David Steinmetz stated good evening Madame Chair, members of the board, David Steinmetz from the law firm of Zarin & Steinmetz. Good to be back before the board this evening representing Gasland Petroleum. Our client’s present. Representatives of Chazen Engineering are present and representatives of Maser Consulting are present. We’re going to try to be somewhat efficient in light of much time you’ve spent on the earlier matters. But in summary, we are here tonight as the Chari indicated, in connection with a proposed new gasoline filling station and convenience store. It is located at 2051 & 2053 East Main Street. As the board is well aware we are in the HC or Highway Commercial zone which makes this use a permitted or special permit use. It is a one acre parcel. We were all able to conduct a site inspection together about 6 weeks ago. The proposal is for 6 pumps and 12 fueling stations and we’re also procedurally we have an application for a lot merger before you. Tonight we want to accomplish just a few things. One, we want to briefly go over some updates on the site plan. Most importantly we want to walk through some of the traffic measures that have been proposed by our development team. We’re very well aware that traffic in and around Route 6 at this area proximate to the Bear Mountain Parkway is an issue of concern for the area and for the town. We actually believe that many of the aspects that our consultants are proposing and our client is willing to install will actually improve conditions and certainly make the site functional. Unquestionably, the site right now is blighted as you all saw when you were out there. We’re very pleased that Gasland Petroleum has an excellent track record both as a business and as a design element introduced into various communities including here in Cortlandt right now in Montrose a site where our client has received accolades for the business that it operates there. With that in mind, we did reach out and received letters of commendation and recommendation that I simply want to make sure are part of the record including from the Orange County Chamber of Commerce, the Hudson Valley Gateway Chamber of Commerce, the Dutchess County Chamber of Commerce, the Montrose Business Association and several local businesses and residents. It’s relevant because as you know when we conducted the site inspection we know that there are neighbors that are concerned. They have every right to participate in the process but it’s critical that the board be mindful of the fact that local business organizations here in Cortlandt and local business organizations where my client transacts business elsewhere have found this to be an excellent, clean, productive, tax-paying use. That having being said, I’m going to turn it over to Chris to cover some of the highlights on the site plan and then Dr. Phil Grealy will go over our proposed modifications, mitigation and improvements on traffic. We finally are hoping this evening your board will be in a position to schedule a public hearing for September. We know the public wants to comment. We’re ready to engage and advance the project. 
Mr. Chris Lapine stated good evening Madame Chair, members of the board, Chris Lapine with the Chazen Companies. I’d like to take this opportunity to review the minor site plan changes we made as a result of our site visit and as a result of your request at the last Planning Board meeting. With regards to the site entrance off of Parkway Drive there was that large 26 inch tree that we were asked if we could consider modifying our plans so that we could preserve that tree and reorient the driveway. The plans that were submitted to the board reflect that request. As part of the traffic study and comments that were received we also incorporated a separate right turn egress out of our site to further minimize the onsite queuing. There was a request from the board to provide an environmental report. The applicant retained the services of DT Consulting Services. We’ve provided a copy of their report to you. They conducted up to six borings on site and investigated with the onsite soils were. They were mostly an overburdened urban fill consisting of clay on the site. Six analytical samples were taken. The conclusion of their study recommended that no further action on this parcel take place in terms of their investigation. Once again, a summary of their report in their analytical has been provided to the board. Lastly, we were in receipt of the town’s wetland consultant’s, Steven Coleman’s comments on the site. He took the opportunity to visit the adjoining property where there is a wetland located to the north eastern corner of the site. We received his comments. Certainly they were reflective of the existing manner in which the site was used prior to our ownership. There was debris that was left on the site. I think during the course of your site visit you noticed that as well in terms of the blocks and there’s some piping that was left. Since that time, the new owner of the property has since gone onto the adjoining property removed all the unsuitable debris and has removed it from the site as well. We’ve also taken the opportunity to address the comments within Steven’s letter some of which we had already previously addressed in our plans. Once again, for the record, I want to reiterate that there is no impervious area from our property being directed to this wetland. All of the impervious area from our site is going to a storm water treatment device as we’ve originally shown on our plans and what Steven Coleman had requested in his letter. At the request of Steven Coleman, we’ve also incorporated a fence along the northern portion of the property. He had asked that we separate the project site from the adjoining site. He asked that we restore the onsite vegetation on the adjoining property. We have done that. We have shown on our plans in a short summary. We’ve done a soil restoration beyond what he had asked for. We’ve incorporated a number of native species into a new planting program on that site. We also increased the amount of vegetation as it relates to our site and it abuts that. There was a concern about a drainage channel in the rear of our property which takes off site runoff not from our site but from adjoining properties and flows it into the wetland. We increased the density and variety of landscaping that area and also on the adjoining property so that we can reduce the volume of runoff that’s flowing into the wetland and improve the water quality of what’s actually flowing into the wetland. That’s a short summary of our response to the wetland comments and the environmental report.
Mr. Steven Kessler asked can I ask you a question on the DT Consulting Services about the soil?

Mr. Chris Lapine responded sure.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked what they said was that they recommend no action unless there’s excavation of subsurface materials. Are you saying there’s no excavation of subsurface materials occurring?

Mr. Chris Lapine responded they recommended no action based on the 6 borings or 6 samples that they had taken on the site. In the event that something comes up during the course of construction, they recommended then to take action in their report.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated they said we recommend that a future redevelopment occurs which involves excavation of subsurface materials, soils materials, a soils management plan should be developed and implemented. So my question again is, are you doing any excavation of subsurface materials?

Mr. Chris Lapine responded we are excavating subsurface materials on site.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated therefore you should do a soils materials management plan.

Mr. Chris Lapine responded under their soil characterization…

Mr. Steven Kessler stated it says, one more time “if development occurs which involves excavation of subsurface materials” it’s not easy to say “a soils materials management plan should be developed and implemented.” So you are and do you have a soils materials management plan? I’m just reading from the report. It’s your consultants.

Mr. Chris Lapine responded I’m reading that but it also it talks about the exceedance if there’s materials found to be in the exceedance of clean up levels. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated they found – they did find some exceedance. They say that. Two SVOC’s, whatever that is, were found to exceed soil quality standards as adopted by NYSDEC. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated so the concern is that the current use of the site could have led to contamination of subsurface material so whether or not preemptive subsurface soil mitigation policy and preventative maintenance plan that could be rolled into the site plan approval in the event that contaminated soils and materials are encountered when you excavate for the tanks, footings, foundations, etc. 

Mr. Chris Lapine stated we can incorporate a soil mitigation plan into our plans if they…

Mr. Steven Kessler stated I’m just saying it because your consultant recommended it.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated so two things Steve, as semi-volatile organic compounds, SVOCs.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated thank you.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated I wanted to make sure you got that. I appreciate it. And secondly, we did not ask our phase II consultant to be here this evening. We absolutely will do so for the public hearing or the next meeting. We will get you a clear and definitive statement. I understand what’s here. I don’t know…

Mr. Steven Kessler asked so you’re saying what’s here is not what they mean.

Mr. David Steinmetz responded no I’m saying there’s clearly some degree of disconnect between our consultant and what Chris is explaining and so rather than muddying the record with anything that’s inaccurate I want to make sure that we clarify it. I want to make it totally clear. Our client obviously with significant experience with gas stations with petroleum products which have SVOCs, were quite well aware that we need to have a site that’s clean. We don’t want to have an issue for ourselves. We don’t want to have an issue for any offsite migration of anything that’s there. So we understand that it needs to be addressed if there is a condition. So rather than creating some inaccuracy in the record, I hear the question. We owe you an answer and we will clear it up.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated okay, I appreciate it.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated so I think with that, I think we’re going to turn it over to Dr. Phil Grealy to cover traffic.

Dr. Phil Grealy stated good evening. Philip Grealy, Maser Consulting, members of the board, Madame Chairwoman. We prepared the traffic impact study which was submitted to the town dated April 2nd. We received comments from your consultant in May. We updated that report and resubmitted it June 14th. We also included an item-by-item response letter to the comments just for clarification. The June 14th report is our latest report. We did receive from the town yesterday some additional comments from your consultant which we can address. I’ll give you a quick synopsis. In the traffic study we documented the existing conditions, existing traffic volumes, looked at morning, afternoon and Saturday conditions. We had met early in the process with New York State DOT to discuss access to the property and as a result of that we have certain recommendations. We’ve looked at I think a total of 15 other projects in the area that would be contributing traffic to the roadway network. I think 6 or 7 of them are in the Town of Cortlandt, some are in Peekskill, some are in the Town of Yorktown. In terms of looking out into the future, not only did we look at traffic from this site, the redevelopment of this site but also other traffic in the area that would increase traffic conditions in the area. In terms of the improvements that we’ve identified to this point are outlined starting on page 7 of our report. Those improvements include traffic signal upgrades. What we analyzed here was the intersection of Jacob’s Hill Road, Parkway and Route 6 and also the existing ramp and the access to the project which is currently signalized. As you know, the site is currently served by three driveways. The proposed site plan has been revised to reflect an entry only access from Parkway Drive, no exiting traffic. A right turn entry only driveway which is somewhat the configuration that exists today on the westerly driveway on Route 6, it will be refined, additional signing to make sure that that’s used for right turn entries only. And that driveway’s important for delivery vehicles, for truck turning into the site which we’ll get into a little later and also we have the reconstruction of the main driveway which is opposite the ramp as you can see on the site plan on the screen. We will be widening that driveway to have three exiting lanes: one for left turns heading back to the west, one for movements directly onto the Bear Mountain Parkway on ramp, and one for right turns heading eastbound on Route 6. The plan reflects the number of lanes that would be added there. There are pedestrian improvements, crosswalks. I believe your consultant has made some suggestions about some additional sidewalks which we’ll incorporate into the plan. The existing signal system at the ramp and the current site driveway will be fully replaced with a new system including updated pedestrian modules. Also, as part of our initial discussions with New York State DOT, we will be installing the adaptive traffic control system similar to what the town had installed near Cortlandt Crossing project along Route 6 to improve traffic flow, be more responsive to actual conditions and actual traffic demands. Right now the adaptive traffic control would be installed at the Parkway Drive intersection as well as at the driveway parkway, the Bear Mountain Parkway intersection where we’re replacing the traffic signal. I think the comments that we received yesterday from your consultant are fairly straightforward in terms of some technical comments, in terms of operations of the signals, those are very straightforward. They raised a concern about the multiple driveways to the site but as they indicated there are three driveways today. The reason for the second – maintaining that second driveway on Route 6 is for delivery vehicles. It makes it more efficient in terms of getting those vehicles in and for the fuel deliveries so that we don’t have any congestion near the signalized intersection. So that is why that driveway is being maintained. It’s being modified to make sure that it’s only right turn entry. The other item relative to access to the property, as you’re coming from the east towards this site there is no left turn lane into the main driveway and the roadway is restricted just to the east because of the overpass of the Bear Mountain Parkway Extension there. So in this vicinity there’s two lanes in each direction just to the east of our driveway and to the west it opens up where there is a five lane cross section. So that five lane cross section includes left turns getting onto the ramp and a separate left turn lane for traffic to get onto Parkway Drive which was provided there about 15 years ago when that intersection was realigned and signalized. As part of our plan, we are not permitting left turns into the site, the main site access coming from the east and that was based on initial comments from New York State DOT. That traffic would advance to the signal at Parkway Drive, make left, and then enter in the entry only driveway. They would exit out the main signalized driveway. We did analyze that condition both ways and our recommendation at this point is to keep that operationally that way to avoid any backing up onto Route 6, any blockage or left turn conflicts. In terms of…
Mr. George Kimmerling asked can I ask a quick question? So the right turn as you’re going east would provide a way in for delivery and any trucks that want to make a delivery coming from the other direction, coming west on Route 6, they would turn onto Parkway and come in that way.

Dr. Philip Grealy responded no, truck traffic would be routed so that they enter from the west. If there was a smaller truck that was making a delivery, they would come in through Parkway Drive and enter but the larger truck deliveries would be routed so that they would arrive from the west or straight across from the Parkway.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked but what if they were coming from the east? 

Dr. Philip Grealy responded if the fuel deliveries, well we control where the fuel deliveries are coming from so they will be routed, so they won’t come from the east. But in terms of box truck deliveries and other deliveries, if they did arrive from the east, they would use the Parkway Drive access to get to the site, correct.
Mr. Steven Kessler asked or even axle trucks that wanted to fuel.

Dr. Philip Grealy responded correct. Any vehicles that want to fuel here coming from the east would arrive that way.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked what about trucks that deliver to the convenience store?

Dr. Philip Grealy responded for box trucks, yes. The last item which doesn’t show up on this drawing here but is identified in our study as part of our evaluation, we also looked at the westbound on/off ramp opposite the Sinclair Gas Station and there were some accident history there. There’s delays, not so much for the movements for our site but the traffic getting onto the westbound ramp queues up – there’s a left turn lane there, it does queue up and it does show some operational delays during peak hours. We’ve identified that. It doesn’t quite meet the DOT signal warrants under existing conditions, but as I indicated that will continue to increase traffic with these other projects that have come along. We looked at that intersection and in terms of our additional traffic which would probably be in the order of 3% of the volume there. So yes, we will be adding but if you look at the background traffic increases that will occur there, that will continue to experience delays at that location. Again, that’s something right now we’ve suggested that it at least continued to be monitored. If the Department of Transportation, the town, feels that’s something more needs to be done we would participate in that but I think the amount of our traffic that would be there should be taken into account. 

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked question on that intersection since you brought it up, there’s also an issue in my mind about the cars traveling eastbound making a left into the Sinclair Gas Station which is a dangerous maneuver. Is there any likelihood that that could be limited to no lefts going in that location? That causes queuing up too not too far east from your site.

Dr. Philip Grealy responded that’s correct. So that’s under the purview of New York State DOT in terms of that access there. We have provided the number of vehicles making that turn and a summary of all the accidents. That’s something is not our control but it’s something that the town could request the New York State DOT. 

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked it would have to be the Town that makes that request?

Dr. Philip Grealy responded we could make it but they’re going to tell us to have the input from the town. Through your consultant that could be requested. 
Mr. Robert Foley asked and also it would be up to the DOT to decide on it.

Dr. Philip Grealy responded absolutely, yes. 

Mr. Robert Foley stated it could take time and I’m curious, if I can, on the visual or optics standpoint there’s a lot of discussion about going westbound and you will not be permitted to make a left turn lane into Gasland. What type of signage or preventative measures to keep, especially new drivers/pass-throughs from hesitating there thinking they can turn in. Is it going to be an overhead sign?

Dr. Philip Grealy responded there will be no left turn signs posted, including on the new signal installation. It’ll be on the overhead on the signal installation so that it will be visible to the drivers there, plus it will be posted on either side of the driveway and on the near side of Route 6 heading westbound.

Mr. Robert Foley asked so if there is a car or even a box truck that’s not in it, just needs to get gas or wants a deli sandwich, and they’re in the left or center lane already thinking “oh there’s a gas station or deli, I’m going to make a left” and then they can’t they would have prior warning overhead that they can’t and proceed to the traffic light?

Dr. Philip Grealy responded that they would have to continue to Parkway Drive. Yes.

Mr. Robert Foley stated it’s a very complicated property. Probably the worst intersection in the town that you’re planning to do this on. 
Dr. Philip Grealy stated the last thing, there are a few other comments in your consultant’s memo from yesterday. We’ll submit a formal response but I believe most of those were just clarifications or minor technical comments. And in terms of the one item that was requested was the truck turning diagram. So we do have that and we will provide that to the board. We do have the actual delivery pads and the circulation on the site spelled out. 

Mr. Robert Foley asked and if I could, I think at the work session we were told by our consultant there is, and you may have alluded to it, a very high accident rate on both sides of the Bear Mountain Parkway.

Dr. Philip Grealy responded that’s correct.

Mr. Robert Foley stated and there had been a fatality there I believe last year or earlier this year.

Dr. Philip Grealy responded all the accidents were summarized and we’ve shown the collision diagrams and those were taken into account in our recommendations here.

Mr. Robert Foley asked through June right?

Dr. Philip Grealy responded I’m sorry.

Mr. Robert Foley asked through June of this year?

Dr. Philip Grealy responded the accidents – the reports that we received through the state I believe were through February of this year because they’re behind in terms of providing that information to us but…

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated the Town’s traffic consultant [ ] representing AKRF is present and is available to answer any additional comments that the board may have. 
Mr. George Kimmerling stated at the work session you talked about the special kind of signaling, I forget the name of it. 

Dr. Philip Grealy responded the adaptive traffic control.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated which you also discussed, is this what you wanted? Are they actually have that kind of adaptive traffic control so that it is one continuous – I think at the work session you expressed a concern that there might be a gap.

Ms. stated in our memo what we noted was that as of right now the adaptive – the applicant is proposing to make the two signals: Jacob’s Hill Road and their site driveway adaptive compatible and that the current system ends at Jerome Drive. So with that, the missing link would be Locust Avenue and so it wouldn’t be a complete system unless Locust Avenue was also included.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked and that’s a DOT decision?

Ms. responded it’s a DOT or a Town decision. 

Dr. Philip Grealy stated we discussed that briefly with the DOT and they didn’t give any real direction other than they’re aware of the system. We would work together with the Town on whatever direction you want to go with that.

Mr. Robert Foley asked so it would be one continuous run, from what I understand, from Lexington all the way through to Parkway Drive.

Dr. Philip Grealy responded correct, yes.

Mr. Robert Foley stated I expressed at the work session the concern I had. At Route 6 I know everyone has to move the traffic along Route 6 but the side roads where the residents live seem to have a longer queue or wait time, in my opinion, especially Westbrook and Lexington. So I don’t know about Locust now too.

Dr. Philip Grealy stated again, that can be adjusted somewhat but the whole concept of adaptive in those peak times within the peak hours is to make the through traffic flow more efficiently to reduce overall delays. Yes, what happens is some of the side roads do experience slightly longer delays but overall I think the system works more efficiently. It reduces queues, improves air quality, etc.

Mr. Robert Foley stated I think Marissa explained it, especially Lexington [ ] it just seems when you’re sitting there, as a local resident on the side road trying to get in, it’s a long wait. I hope the adaptive system works correctly. 
Dr. Philip Grealy stated thank you. I don’t know if there any other questions.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated I don’t think so. Thank you very much. It was very instructive.

Mr. Robert Foley stated I make a motion that we schedule a public hearing for September 10th on this application.

With all in favor saying "aye". 
PB 2019-13 b.
Application of MCAS Roofing & Contracting for the renewal of a Special Permit for a Specialty Trade Contractor and for Amended Site Plan approval for an approximately 1,160 sq. ft. storage shed located at 2006 Albany Post Road as shown on a drawing entitled “Amended Site Plan for MCAS Roofing and Contracting, Inc.” prepared by Joseph C. Riina, P.E. latest revision dated July 16, 2019 (see prior PB 4-16).

Mr. Joseph Riina stated good evening Chairperson Taylor, members of the Planning Board, I’m Joseph Riina the principal of Site Design Consultants, tonight representing MCAS Roofing. With me tonight is the owner of MCAS Roofing Michael Casolaro who has a business at 2006 Albany Post Road. In 2016 Mr. Casolaro was granted a special permit for a specialty trade contractor which is up for renewal. So we’re here to ask for an extension of that renewal or re-approval of that special permit. In addition, an amended site plan request because we are requesting to add a new storage building to the rear of the site. During the past three years, Mr. Casolaro has maintained his business there. The nature of his business has not changed. He has kept the site in a well and orderly manner and as far as we know there are no known complaints that have been received regarding his operation. So during that period he’s realized the original approval which had a 10 x 12 shed just was not adequate for storing material and equipment that he needs for his operation. We’re requesting to replace that existing shed with a 29 x 40 shed which would be located off the rear of the existing parking area. In order to get that shed in there’s some grading required and some cutting on one side. Other than that there are no, well I should not say that, there is an additional item we’re adding to the site plan and that’s a trash enclosure which was requested by the staff to show on the site plan and that’s located as point out to the right side of the proposed storage building. Other than that there are no other improvements or changes being proposed to the site. We’ve addressed memos from the town staff. There was one particular – if you want to just take a look, that is the proposed storage building. As you can see it’s a one story building with two garage doors to access it from the parking lot side. As I said, we had addressed memos from your Planner and your Town Engineer. One of the conditions that Mr. Casolaro was not in agreement with was to put a condition on limiting parking only business related vehicles on the site. He would like to be able to park personal vehicles or his boat for an extended period of time on the site. The parking is well off the road and hardly visible from the road and so if he were to park for example his boat there it would not be objectionable to anyone who’s driving by the site. An additional request that he’s like to make of the board is that there’s currently a county bus stop in front of his property. Across the street there is an adequate shelter for the bus stop. On his side there is not and people waiting for the bus use his front stoop as their bus stop and they litter his property and he’s constantly cleaning up there. There’s no proper waste containment there or no proper shelter and he would request the town lobby the county to provide that so that he does not have to have that continuous maintenance and nuisance on his property. Any questions?
Ms. Loretta Taylor asked any questions, comments, etc?

Mr. George Kimmerling stated Madame Chair I move that we schedule a public hearing on this for the next meeting which is on September 10th.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. Joseph Riina stated thank you.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated we’ll see you in September.

Mr. Joseph Riina responded see you then.
PB 2019-7  c.
Application of Nabil Khoury for Amended Site Development Plan approval and a Wetland Permit for a proposed 35 ft. by 75 ft. 4 bay garage, a 480 sq. ft. building addition and additional parking for an approximately 1.835 acre of property located at 2311 Crompond Road as shown on a 4 page set of drawings entitled “Westchester Auto Exchange” prepared by Architectural Visions, PLLC latest revision dated July 17, 2019 (see prior PB 10-07)

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated good evening.
Mr. Joel Greenberg introduced himself and stated good evening from Architectural Visions for the applicant. Madame Chairman and members of the board we have received the comments from the Planning Consultant and the Engineering Department. We have a letter dated July 16, 2019 which responds to the comments. We have added the additional items on the drawing that were requested. We’ve also submitted a long Environmental Assessment Form as requested by the Town Engineer and we have basically responded to the questions by both departments. We respectfully request that you schedule a site inspection so we can move the project along. If you have any questions I’d be happy to answer them.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked did you want to say anything about this Michael? I know we’re going to refer this back. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated the applicant is requesting a site inspection and we can schedule one. We do recommend for September 8th. That would be Sunday. So you can schedule that if you so choose. We do have additional comments. This property being located within the east of Hudson Watershed in New York City DEP watershed properties, we would like to see a preliminary storm water pollution prevention plan prepared prior to public hearing. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated we’re going to schedule that public hearing.

Mr. Joel Greenberg asked September 8th Mike?

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded it will be September 8th: 9:00/9:30.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated for the site inspection.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated site inspection.

Mr. Joel Greenberg stated between 9 and 9:30 at the site.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated yes, would 9:30 sound all right?

Members responded fine.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked just a question, what type of operations are you expected to carry out in this building?

Mr. Joel Greenberg responded in other words, when a car comes in and let’s say somebody is buying it, it’s prepped up just to make sure everything is okay, check the tires, the oil, things of that nature and we also have a – if you recall, if you look at the application, we have an area in the new building where the cars would be washed but it’s all recycled water as you can see from the Geomat flyer that I sent with the application. It’s all recycled water. If you recall seven years ago you approved this exact same operation for [ ] on Route 6. 
Mr. Steven Kessler asked so it’s just prepping cars is what you’re saying?

Mr. Joel Greenberg responded yes.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked there’s no auto body work involved?

Mr. Joel Greenberg responded auto body work, no. No.

Mr. Robert Foley asked it’s only a four bay garage?

Mr. Joel Greenberg responded yes. 

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated Madame Chair I’ll move that we set a site inspection for this on September 8th at 9:30 and refer this back to staff for further comments. 

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. Joel Greenberg stated thank you very much. You have no meeting in August so happy Labor Day.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated thank you very much Joel.
PB 2019-11 d.
Application of Dimension Energy LLC, for the property of Croton Realty and Development, Inc. for Site Development Plan approval and a Special Permit and for Tree Removal, Steep Slope and Wetland Permits for a proposed Solar Energy System known as the Croton Avenue Solar Project located on the east side of Croton Avenue approximately 500 ft. north of Furnace Dock Road as shown on a 7 page set of drawings entitled “Site Development for Croton Avenue Solar Project” prepared by Cronin Engineering, P.E., P.C. latest revision dated July 17, 2019 (see prior PB 1-11).

Mr. Kieran Siao stated good evening everybody. It’s great to see you all again and I hope everyone is having a great summer so far. My name is Kieran Siao. I’m the project development manager for Dimension Energy. Just for a quick refresher, we are community solar and battery storage developer. We’re headquartered in Atlanta. We have major offices in San Francisco and New York City where I’m based out of. We’re here tonight because we’re proposing to develop a three megawatt community solar project. The project’s going to be located at 200 Croton Avenue which I believe is a parcel that the Town is very familiar with. It was previously reviewed and approved as the Hanover Estates subdivision project. We first introduced this project to the town back at the Planning Board meeting in May. We were joined by our Engineer of Record Cronin Engineering who also served as the Engineer of Record for the original Hanover Estates project. Cronin did a great job comparing the two projects and demonstrating that by all measured criteria like earth disturbance, tree clearing, traffic, stress on town surfaces, our project compared to the Hanover Estates project would be less environmentally intrusive. And in fact, compared to the current land use of the site which consists of a handful of vacant residential structures and farm buildings, our project would yield in a decrease in impervious surface on the site because we would be demolishing those buildings and replacing them with maintained lawn comprised of native low-growth pollinators. Since that May meeting, Planning Department staff provided a memo, provided great feedback with comments and questions from the Planning Board about the project and Cronin’s been working diligently to implement those changes into our site plan and our supplementary material. We’ll have Tim and Katy join us up here and just a couple of minutes to walk us through those changes. But before that, I just wanted to provide the Planning Board with some additional information both about our company and this project specifically as in the past two months we have reached a handful of really great milestones that we’re excited to share with all of you. The first item I want to touch on is our prior experience in the state. We talked back in May and we discussed what Community Solar is, how it’ll benefit the community and what this would physically look like on the site. The Planning Board had a handful of questions about other projects we’ve completed in the state. So we provided this figure that gives a breakdown both of projects that employees at Dimension have previously completed as well as our current development pipeline in New York. You see here green pins represent previously completed projects. At least one per [ ] some of these pins represent several projects and blue are projects that we’re currently working on shepherding through engineering, permitting and interconnection. So the breakdown here is in the past handful of years our past employees have completed 25 projects in the state of New York comprising of around 65 megawatts of solar capacity. Currently we have nine projects in the pipeline for an aggregate of 53 megawatts of capacity. I think this shows that we’ve done a great deal of work in New York. Our team is a great bench of experience and talent and we have a bunch of projects in the hopper that we’re excited to drive and cross the finish line and this one in particular. So shifting over to this project in particular, since May we’ve executed a handful of strategic partnerships that have positioned this project for success once we have permits in hand and are ready to break ground. I just wanted to run you through each of those that we have executed in the past handful of months. The first strategic partnership is with an organization called MMA Energy Capital. They are an energy investment fund and they will be serving as our interconnection upgrade financier not only for this project but for all of our projects nationwide. It’s an 80 million dollar project vehicle and that will be used to finance the upgrades that utilities require in order to interconnect our projects. For example, the Croton Avenue solar project we’ve submitted our application to ConEd. They’re currently performing their interconnection review. That’s called the CESIR study which stands for Coordinated Electrical System Interconnection Review. They’re looking at our project in relation to the existing electrical distribution system in the area to determine what if any upgrades might be required. This could consist of elongating of existing distribution lines or potential upgrades back in the substation. This study is currently ongoing and it’s scheduled to be completed in September. Based on our analysis, as well as correspondence with ConEd up to this point, we expect these upgrade costs to be around 350,000 dollars. We have a financier who we can work with to finance these upgrade costs to make sure ConEd can perform these necessary upgrades so this project can be built expediently. Our next strategic partnership is with an organization called Algonquin Power. And we’re really excited to partner with Algonquin on this one. They’ll be serving as our construction financier and long term asset owner for the project. If anybody is unfamiliar with Algonquin, they are an energy developer and energy investor. Their assets are currently valued at around 10 billion dollars. They own tens of thousands of megawatts of energy projects, not only solar projects but also wind, hydro projects as well as a number of electrical gas and water utilities across the United States and Canada. So we’re really excited to work with them on this project not only during construction but for the long term success of the current avenue solar project. 
Mr. Steven Kessler stated you said the asset owner.

Mr. Kieran Siao responded yes, they will be the long term asset owner for the project.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked which means what?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded which means, as we move through the development pipeline, -- if you remember the presentation we provided back in May there was a timeline of the development. It went from out business development team at a macro level look at the different markets we can participate in, and then real estate, finding the pieces of land, project development which is the phase we’re in now and then financing.  So our company as we’re developing projects looks at several different financing options which could include minority stakes in the project, leasing projects or sale of assets. So in this case we’re partnering with Algonquin to acquire not only this project but our entire project portfolio and will be called notice to proceed which basically…
Mr. Steven Kessler asked so they’ll ultimately own it is my question?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded they’ll be the ultimate owner and responsible for operations. Our third strategic partnership is with an organization called ProTech Energy Solutions. They’ll be serving as our EPC (Engineering Procurement and Construction) of the project. They’ll be the ones physically responsible for installing the project once we have permits in hand and they’ll be working with several local contractors, civil, electrical, to install the project and get the job done. We’ve executed a supplier agreement with Longi Solar. They’re a solar panel manufacturer who will be supplying solar panels for our entire portfolio of projects. I really wanted to highlight this one because it’s critical to all of our project’s success. There’s no solar project without solar panels. If anybody’s been following the news over the past year, the solar panel supply and market has been pretty contentious as there have been tariffs passed on these solar panels. It’s a very competitive market in order to get product for these projects. It often results in situations where we receive permits and interconnections but they we go to construct and there’s no supply. So this is a very critical milestone to show that once we have permits in hand we have allocation for equipment to get this project done. Finally, we’ve executed an agreement with Arcadia Power who will be responsible for subscription management. Essentially what that means is once the project is built from day one through the entire lifespan of the project, they will make sure there will always be residential subscribers who will be able to take the off-take of the power produced by our solar project to make sure they save money on their electrical bills. They’re a boutique firm based out of DC and they are specialized in the subscription management so we’re really excited to partner with them on this project. I know that’s a lot of information. I’m happy to answer any questions but all this is to say we have a fully baked project here and we’re really excited about it. And we have full confidence that once we resolve just a few final open items on this project, we’re going to knock this ball out of the park. The remaining open items, as I mentioned the first one is our interconnection study. ConEd is currently performing the CESIR study. We expect that to be done in September. So far all of our conversations with them have been very productive and positive. And then the last milestone would be local permits which is what we’re doing here today. Based on the feedback provided in May and based on the revisions that Cronin has made to our plan set, I think we’ve been able to adequately demonstrate that from a land development perspective, our project is not going to result in an adverse impact to the environment and we’re designing the project to be in accordance with the local standards. I think it would be really great to see the Planning Board recommend a public hearing for the September Planning Board meeting with the hope that we have permits in hand by the end of the year so we can break ground and begin construction in spring of next year.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated when you started you said three megawatts?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded yes, correct.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked I thought your application was 4.1?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded so there’s a difference between DC and AC. So our DC rating for the system is 3.9 megawatts which is a slight decrease from the 4.1 that was originally applied for and then once the power’s converted from DC to AC there’s a system drop. So the AC voltage, capacity, which is what’s actually exported out to the grid is 3.0.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated got it.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated the success of a project like this has to be highly dependent upon how much you can sell, the energy that you can sell to your customers. What’s been your experience with your other installations in New York State? Have you sold a hundred percent of your power, been able to sell one hundred percent of your power to your customers?
Mr. Kieran Siao responded yes, certainly. So this is why we’re very excited in partnering with Arcadia Power. They are specialized in finding subscribers to serve as the off-take for these projects. In the past we’ve been very successful in finding off-takers for our projects. For a project of this size for residential off-take, this is enough power to supply around 700 homes and we’re confident that we’ll be able to find off-take for that. 

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked how have you confirmed that? Have you tried to do any marketing analysis or research? Because, again, we don’t want to authorize or approve a project that has some questionable marketing…

Mr. Kieran Siao responded I’ll let my colleague [ ] comment here. He’s our Chief Development Officer.

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded Vice Chair, great question. Just to provide some context. So our agreement with Arcadia Power requires an oversubscription of the projects. All the other dots that you saw on the map, those projects typically had anywhere from 125 to 150 percent of that capacity of folks either active on that garden or on a waiting list should someone turn over. For the state that no component of this project as it relates to its financing or execution is dependent on having the subscriptions for those projects in hand before construction or anything of that sort. The ability of our partners and ourselves to get those 700 customers frankly is not a risk to the project.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked so you feel confident that you’ll be able to…

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded extremely.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked I have a related question? How did you come to chose Cortlandt?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded our land development team had evaluated literally thousands of sites across the state of New York and we’ve been left with about 12 sites in the state that we think had a clean pass to permitting that did not disturb the local environment, did not impact wetlands, did not require the clear cutting of trees and forest and that were in line within 10 of the Community Solar legislation. Further, the market within Con Edison allows – there’s been recent changes in the regulatory framework that allows a project in Westchester County in ConEd territory to sell power to the remainder of ConEd territory where you can’t site projects such as Manhattan or Long Island or elsewhere.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked you can’t site projects in those areas?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded there’s no available land. If you were to go into the New York City metro region to site projects. And so the state enacted this component, this regulatory framework that allows you to site a project in the broader utility territory and sell it between the various area zones. So you can have a project in Buffalo self-power the capital region as an example. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked trying to make this work in my head. Do the residents in a particular area that you plan to site put the project in, do they get preference?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded absolutely. 

Mr. Steven Kessler asked but there’s a cap ultimately on the number of people that you will sign up?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded correct, absolutely. 

Mr. Steven Kessler asked if you cap it at 700 and they’re not using all your energy that goes back to ConEd?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded it’s unsubscribed energy and effectively we build a bank for about 6 months then someone can come into that garden and start taking advantage of the banked credits, but yes it’s going to be roughly between 700 and 900 homes depending on what the usage profile of those homes.

Mr. Robert Foley asked you showed the map with your completed projects are in New York State. Can you give me a few nearby projects? I’m looking up there. I guess there’s only one in Westchester. Is that the one we’re talking about?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded that is this project.

Mr. Robert Foley asked so whereabouts is the – to the west in Orange? You have a list of those places? Can you provide it? I’m just curious. I would like to visit one of your completed projects. 

Mr. Kieran Siao responded sure.

Mr. Robert Foley stated next county up would be Sullivan I guess. So let me know about those four possible.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated and just how they compare in size to the proposed one. We’re sort of interested in potentially visiting the sites that are comparable in terms of size. 

Mr. Kieran Siao responded sure. They’re all comparable. They’re all ground-mount community solar projects of around this size. I would say they are no smaller than two megawatts, so maybe slightly smaller but still sizable, comparable.

Mr. George Kimmerling asked can I just go back to the question of availability of solar panels? I didn’t quite understand your point. I understood your allusion to the tariff of problem but could you just talk about how the partnership is going to preclude you from not having solar panels at the moment when you need them. 

Mr. Kieran Siao responded there is a tariff  on imported solar panels which makes solar panels more expensive because that tariff is tacked on. There is a competition among solar developers to obtain adequate supplies. We’re really excited to Longi solar panels here because they are slightly different. They are bifacial solar panels which means both sides of the panel can be used to generate electricity. And because this is a slightly different technology, this is exempt from the tariff. Because of this, there is great competition among developers to utilize this kind of panel. It’s a great success that we were able to execute this agreement with Longi for our entire portfolio to ensure that we can have adequate supply for our project pipeline.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked what is the name of this again? The name of the panel?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded the name of the company is called Longi, L-O-N-G-I.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked both sides but if they’re lying at a 20 degree angle…

Mr. Kieran Siao responded that’s a great question. The way the bifacial panel works is that it assumes that some portion of light, which comes down to the ground, is reflected back up. We see this more effective if the substrate under the panel is white panel or concrete. Obviously this is not the case for this project. We’re using vegetation under the panel. In reality, we except the underside of the panel to produce relatively limited electricity especially compared to the that’s directly facing the sun but that is the purpose of the technology.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked how do you maintain the vegetation under the panels?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded we’re using low-growth native pollinator species. So throughout the year they’re not going to grow very high and our solar panels, if you look at our plan set sit two feet off the ground. So the lowest part of our panel are raised. So that prevents this vegetation from growing up above the panel. To ensure this, our operations for the long term asset manager of the project, they would utilize an operations and maintenance consultant who would come on a handful of times a year to mow and clear the site of brush.

Mr. George Kimmerling asked but that would be the responsibility of the asset owner, right?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded correct.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked I have a question. In your supplemental report you talk about decommissioning and I understand that there’s a stipulation that if you don’t produce power for a period of one year to the owner may opt to remove the solar panels or decommission. Just a question on what is the life on a solar panel? Is it a fixed or does it last for a very long period of time? Do you have to replace them as you need to?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded so the average life of a solar project is around 25 years. And that would be the subscription term of the panel itself. The project would be 25 years. The panels are expected to have a lifespan of around 35 years. So at the time of decommissioning those panels would be assessed to determine on whether they could be reutilized on other projects, resold on the market, or recycled and salvaged. 

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked have you ever decommissioned any facilities?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded I have not yet needed to decommission. 

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh stated the majority of this is going to be deployed as an organization [ ] to our prior experience are right now sitting at about 10 years on their first 20 years of contract. The decommissioning cost that we typically propose is based off of a number that we will get from our contractors on what it would cost if I could take apart the mechanical installation of the system. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked if you decommission a particular site, you don’t install or reinstall panels or what happens to the site? You have this whole thing there. I’m losing you. I don’t understand how this works. 

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded the concrete pads will be broken up and taken off the site. The poles will be pulled out of the ground. The soils, everything will be remediated to its original condition. The panels will either get recycled or deployed to a different project depending on what the world looks like 25 years from today.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked so there’s no guarantee that you would continue this project on that particular site and put in more panels or whatever?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded we would never be looking to expand the footprint of the project over time.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked no, no, right in the same site. 

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded after 25 years it will be dependent on what the regulatory framework and the state of New York is. The plant could turn merchant or the system could be decommissioned and the land would just be remediated to its original form.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked turned merchant?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded so we would be selling power on the spot market, like the big gas plants that you see on Long Island. We would decide to say that today we’re going to try and sell power into the grid and see what level of monetization the asset owner would be able to take advantage of.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked but ultimately, it’s Algonquin’s decision in 25 years.

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded absolutely. 

Mr. George Kimmerling asked and your company would not be involved in the decommissioning. They would have to figure it out.

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded correct.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked what happens to the subscribers?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded the program for the subscribers is only for 25 years. So the legislation that the state has passed for the community solar allows a 25 year tariff.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked when the subscriber signs on, he or she is aware of the fact that at the end of 25 years they will not have access to these discounted rates because of the panels and all of that? So then they have to go and do what? How do they get their power from that point on? What happens?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded the subscriber would continue to always get power from Con Edison. What they would receive from the solar plant is a credit on their bill at the end of their month that would effectively say: “you used 400 kilowatt/hours” just for simple arithmetic, 300 of that was by solar, at a 10% discount and then you just see the mechanism on your bill that shows you what you saved because of the solar system. We never provide the actual delivery of the electrons. All of that is still through Con Edison. What we are providing is a credit onto their bill for the power that they’re subscribing to from the garden.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated that’s during the period when their subscription is active. At the point that it’s inactive, at the end of 25 years, do they just make a simple switch back to ConEd or what?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded so they would never switch off ConEd in the first place. If someone signed on – and our contracts are monthly. Consumer protection is very important as it relates to renewable and community solar garden. A customer can cancel any month. Our contracts have no stated term but someone who’s in the program has the right to stay in the program on that garden for 25 years from, call it, November 2020 if you will. That December of, I guess it would be 45, the only difference that they would notice is that their bill would no longer have a credit on it.
Mr. Steven Kessler asked at the work session we were talking about the noise generated from these sites. Will you be able to provide us with – do you have studies where you measure the noise at your existing sites?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded I don’t know if we necessarily have studies for our previously completed sites but in our supplementary materials we provided a spec sheet for the inverters that we would use on the project. The inverters are the only piece of equipment that would generate noise. The inverter is rated at 65 decibels from three feet away, one meter away. We’ve run this through a noise attenuation calculator. So the idea is the further away you get from the source of the noise, the less noise it is.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked can you hire somebody to go to one of your sites and do measurements for us as to what is being, comparable site, what’s being generated at the middle of the site, at the edges of the site.

Mr. Kieran Siao responded that’s something we could certainly look into. Using this noise attenuation calculator we’re able to confirm that if from three feet away the decibel rating of the inverter is 65 feet and considering that we have a 200 foot parcel setback, assuming that the inverter is only 200 feet from the parcel boundary when in reality it’ll be much further away because it will in the center of our project, at 200 feet that 65 decibel rating drops around 30 decibels.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked so when you have the people do the study, it’ll prove what your attenuator says. 

Mr. Kieran Siao responded fine.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated perfect. I love validation.

Mr. George Kimmerling asked you have one inverter on the project or there’s more than one inverter?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded there are more than one. It’s represented on the site plan as dots that are on the inside of the project. They line the access road. We have 37 string inverters in total.

Mr. George Kimmerling asked so it’s 37 each of which are 65 decibels from 3 feet away?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded correct, and they’re spaced at around 13 feet from each other. That’s our row spacing.
Mr. Robert Foley asked on your completed sites that I asked about before in Orange and the one in Sullivan or even elsewhere into Pennsylvania if there aren’t any in that north eastern part of Pennsylvania, I’d like if you could provide that and second have any that you’ve done noise attenuation studies or are there examples at those sites? Have you had any complaints during the approval process? Was the same question asked?

Mr. Kieran Siao responded that’s something we could definitely look into for these previously completed projects. We would have to go back and look at the project records to see if that was something required at the time of approval.

Ms. Nicole Sidall stated I’m the Director of the Development team here so I work with Kieran and Sam on the daily. I can speak to the site at Sullivan, New York because I was involved in permitting and monitoring on that site. We did not have noise complaints at that site. It was similarly sized. I believe that one was about 3.5 or 4 megawatts. No noise complaints on that one and actually through the approval process we were not asked to do noise analysis on that one.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked was it in a residential area?

Ms. Nicole Sidall responded it was actually at an adult facility, an adult daycare kind of facility so on site it was providing power to that facility where residents lived. 

Mr. Steven Kessler asked how big of a facility was it?

Ms. Nicole Sidall responded it’s about 3.5 or 4 but we’ll get you all the particulars on that one, absolutely for sure, but we did not have complaints on that one so I could speak to that.

Mr. Robert Foley asked and that definitely a comparable size.

Ms. Nicole Sidall responded it was. 

Mr. George Kimmerling stated thank you.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked technology’s always improving for solar panels. Efficiencies are always increasing. Do you expect during that 25 years that you’re going to be replacing a lot of panels because there are better ones on the market now? Therefore your capacity may go up.

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded I guess I’ll answer those in two parts: one, the [ ] exactly as you see it, as a 3 megawatt AC plant selling power under the existing Con Edison BDR program. There is a capital reserve account when you underwrite these projects for the replacement of broken modules, for the replacement of any inverter after it goes past it’s useful life. You would never adjust the capacity of the system for a few reasons. One, that would blow up the entire system design and two you’d be violating your interconnection agreement with Con Edison. What Con Edison has approved for us, or what we’re hoping they will approve for us is a 3 megawatt AC system at a set production schedule for the next 20 years through an 8760. It’s one of those instances where folks – it’s probably the number one asked question anytime we’re in at a public approval which is: “what happens if technology improves?” We deploy it on a new project site is the short answer.

Mr. Robert Foley asked I was going to ask why the 25 year contract length, why not more? Can you partially answer that?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded by statute. 

Mr. Robert Foley asked is that subject to change or regulatory?

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded everything is subject to change. 

Mr. Robert Foley asked it’s not your limit.

Mr. Sam Youneszadeh responded it’s not our limit, no. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated Madame Chair I move that we declare ourselves lead agency and circulate the information to interested parties and I think we can schedule a public hearing for the next meeting. But I’d love to get in advance of that some information on the noise levels, otherwise we’ll just have to carry this thing over. Let’s take care of it at once.

Mr. Michael Cunningham stated I believe we may have already circulated notice of intent to be lead agency but we’ll check into that. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated yes we did. I believe we just have to circulate the revised plans. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated I’m sorry we did. You’re absolutely right.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated we just have to circulate the revised site plan to interested involved agencies including the Town Board.

Mr. Steven Kessler stated we did, you’re right. So let’s just schedule a public hearing for the next meeting.

Mr. Robert Foley asked on the question, could you get that information to staff pretty quickly?

Ms. Nicole Sidall responded we will get you that information, absolutely.

With all in favor saying "aye". 

Applicants thanked the board.

*



*



*

NEW BUSINESS 
PB 2019-14 a.
Application of Two Bayview Road, LLC for Amended Site Development Plan approval for a proposed 8,000 sq. ft. mechanic shop for property located at 2 Bayview Road as shown on a 4 page set of drawings prepared by Cronin Engineering, P.E., P.C. dated June 28, 2019 (see prior PB’s 11-11 & 2018-1)

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico stated good evening. Good to see everyone. Jim Annicchiarico from Cronin Engineering. The last time I was here I was here for this site, if you remember, for the compost facility which you approved and is underway in the building. It’s being cleaned up by Anthony right now. We are here now for a mechanic’s building, an 8,000 square foot mechanic’s building. It’ll be a steel building. It will be attached to the existing 2,200 square foot block building that they utilized for mechanic building. Mike if you could maybe go to the existing conditions plan? Right now…
Mr. Michael Preziosi stated I only have a single page on the PDF.

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico responded well, currently they utilize these two Quonset huts to supplement the existing mechanic’s building that’s not large enough for them right now to take care of their fleet. Those two buildings are basically – the Quonset huts are attached to the 2,200 square foot building. It’s probably on your plan. You can see it in your plan set. Between the existing office building and the mechanic’s building. Those will be removed if this application is approved and the building is built. The mechanic’s building will obviously take care of oil changes, tire changes, any mechanical issues with the truck fleet. They have about a 50 truck fleet. We have shown the setbacks to front, side, rear setbacks. We don’t need any zoning variances for that for anything there. The building will require a fire sprinkler system. We did meet with Martin Rogers in Code Enforcement and Mike Preziosi as well just to go over any issues that we maybe didn’t anticipate before we made the application. We were told we would need, due to the size, that we would need a fire sprinkler system. We anticipate putting most of the system in the existing building and using the existing building for part storage that way we’ll free up the new building for just space to work on the trucks. I’d be happy to answer any questions that anybody may have. 
Mr. Robert Foley asked no questions? You said the recyclables is in operation?

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico responded it’s not in operation. It’s being built at this time.

Mr. Robert Foley stated and this is very important to that whole project. 

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico stated this not so much to that whole project. This project is more important to the CRP Sanitation operation. This is where they work on the trucks for that operation.

Mr. Robert Foley stated I make a motion that we refer this back.

Seconded.

Mr. Robert Foley stated we need a review memo. 

With all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico stated any way to piggyback and get on a site inspection at the September site inspection day?

Mr. Steven Kessler stated wait for the review memo.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated we typically will issue a review memo first. the board has some experience with the site, with the composting facility.

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico stated just I think it’s not a very involved project that’s why I was just hoping maybe we could get a site inspection out of the way earlier.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated it’s up to the board but typically we’ll get the review memo first.

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico responded there’s no tree removal, no steep slopes. It’s just basically a building on a flat…

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated we have not reviewed the site but the board has familiarity with the site just being out there a few months back for the compost. It’s up to you. Typically the process is review memo first, but…

Mr. George Kimmerling stated I feel like we’ve been there. I kind of remember where the fuel tank is and the Quonset huts.

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico stated what we would do, whenever it happens obviously we’ll outline the new building location for you but I was just trying to get that out of the way.

Mr. Robert Foley asked how many other site visits do we have that day?

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded so far the one.

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico stated if you wanted to visit again after the review memo is issued, obviously we could do that but I wouldn’t think you would need to.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated I don’t feel I need to see it at this moment.

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico asked don’t need to see it at all? That’s fine.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated there’s a certain familiarity. 

Mr. Robert Foley stated there wouldn’t be a requirement but we just wait for the review memo.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated you don’t have to have a site visit. You’re all very familiar with the site. It’s up to your purview.

Mr. Jim Annicchiarico stated thank you very much.
PB 2019-15 b.
Application of CVE North America, for the property of Hyman Mendelowitz, for Site Development Plan approval and a Special Permit and for Tree Removal, Steep Slope and Wetland Permits for a proposed Solar Energy System to be located on the north side of Cortlandt Boulevard (Route 6) approximately 800 feet east of Baker Street as shown on a 5 page set of drawings entitled “CVE Cortlandt (Lexington) prepared by Tectonic Engineering dated May 9, 2019

Ms. Annie Kline stated good evening. My name is Annie Kline. I’m an associate with Delbello Donnellan Weingarten Wise & Wiederkehr in White Plains. I’m here on behalf of CVE North America and with me is Will Greco from Tectonic and Alex Fox from CVE. So the property is located on East Main Street about 800 feet from the intersection of East Main Street and Lexington Avenue. It’s about 28.77 acres in size. We are proposing the development of a tier 3 solar energy system which would be about 1.35 megawatt capacity. That’s 3,368 ground-mounted solar panels. They would be installed in an approximately 3.9 acre portion of the property closest to East Main Street. The property is divided into two districts. It’s R40 to the north and Highway Commercial to the south. We are proposing to only build in the Highway Commercial portion of the property to avoid the wetlands and minimize environmental impacts. We’ve applied for a site plan approval from your board and we will be applying for a special permit from the Town Board. I can have Lou go through the plans and also Alex can speak on CVE and their operations. They’re a little different from the company that presented earlier. Alex do you want to go…

Mr. Alex Fox introduced himself and stated I work CVE. We’re the part of the project. I thought I’d just give the board a quick little overview of who we are, what we’re doing and what we would like to do here in town. CVE is an international IPP or Independent Power Producer. We were founded in Marseilles France in 2009 essentially with the mission of bringing renewable distributed generation, the benefits of that and the electricity from that directly to commercial, industrial, municipal and institutional off takers through direct power purchase model. We’re currently have operations in France, Africa, Chile and most recently in the United States where we are headquartered in New York City. Like our friends that were here earlier from Dimension Energy we are conceiving of this project as a community solar project and the electricity generated from the project will be sold to residential off takers in the local community or in the Con Edison service territory more in generally. I guess just to put it in a little bit of context. We are an independent power producer meaning that our business is actually owning and operating the asset and we plan to own and operate this asset here long term, which for us means 20 to 40 years. We basically operate in four units of business. Like Dimension, we develop sites such as this. We find properties. We develop them through getting permitting and appropriate utility approvals but then we also finance build and then ultimately own, operate and manage those assets long term. We found the site here in town which we think is a great candidate. We’re in the incipient stages of our design. We have actually already completed a CESIR study on the site and obtained an interconnection approval from the utility and we have actually made our first interconnection payment as well. We are locked in and there’s no issue with us interconnecting at the site and having a system that will generate energy and link up to the grid there. I can certainly answer any questions that the board may have sort of generally or I can turn it over to Lou from Tectonic to talk a little bit more specifically about the site. We’ve certainly done sound attenuation studies and other things like that in the past and are happy to conduct one here and provide it to the board.
Mr. George Kimmerling stated you have the benefit of the prior conversation

Mr. Alex Fox stated the benefit of listening earlier. We also have supply agreements with [ ] manufacturers, etc. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated we did learn something new as with the other application, is this a 1.35 megawatt AC output or DC?

Mr. Alex Fox responded I don’t believe there’s a DC size of this particular project.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated just a question, I’m a little confused as to exactly where this site is. Is it between Cortlandt Crossing and Lexington? 

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded yes, Baker Street and Regina Avenue. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked you mentioned having connected with the utility. What are we talking about here?

Mr. Alex Fox responded we have an interconnection agreement with Con Edison.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated that’s what I thought. I just wanted to be sure.

Mr. Robert Foley stated you said that the only build would be in the HC zone and that would be further – would be up towards Lexington more? Location wise?
Mr. Alex Fox responded Lou can speak a little bit more to the exact site but I guess this is…

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated on that map Lexington would be to the right of the screen. North is to the top of the screen so Lexington would be to your right, Regina would be directly south of the screen.

Mr. Robert Foley asked so it would be between Lexington and Regina on the opposite side of the road, not all the way down? not the Baker Street almost?

Mr. Alex Fox responded correct. Baker Street, my understanding is probably down here. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated more so directly across Regina where the former billboards were set up.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked how do you differ from the previous applicant, Dimension Energy or is there any difference?

Mr. Alex Fox responded I’m not all that familiar with them but from what I can glean there, they seem to essentially be acting in a development capacity. They have various partners who are going to finance the construction of their project, who are ultimately going to own and operate the asset. We do those activities as well. We do our own development of sites. We oversee – but we also finance our own construction and other things internally. We have a separate finance division for that that’s part of our company. 

Mr. Steven Kessler stated you’re self-contained and they’re sort of…

Mr. Alex Fox responded we do all the things they do in house effectively as opposed to…

Mr. Steven Kessler stated and they probably get together with other partners.

Mr. Alex Fox responded correct. We do reserve the right to sell the asset if we wanted to but it’s our plan to own and operate it. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated so one of the major differences between this application and the other is that this is a wooded lot with steep slopes so the board should touch base and maybe afford engineer an opportunity to discuss environmental impacts.

Mr. Alex Fox responded and yes, Lou can speak a little bit more directly to that if there aren’t any other questions about the company.

Mr. Lou Greco stated good evening. Lou Greco from Tectonic. If I can just highlight what we feel are probably your key questions. Since Mike has already spoken about the wetlands, yes there are wetland son the site, however we’re honoring the hundred foot buffer so nothing would encroach. There would be no impact, no wetlands permitting there. In terms of storm water, that would be [ ].

Mr. Steven Kessler stated excuse, one second, you have down there’s a wetland permit as part of the application.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated yes, we typically indicate that when there’s wetlands on site. As we go through the review process, if they’re outside the buffer and maintain the hundred foot then a wetlands permit would not be necessary.

Mr. Lou Greco stated in terms of the storm water everything that would [ ] flow would be captured by vegetative swells that would be directed to a DEC storm water pocket pond. Those pocket ponds would treat quality and quantity before discharging pre-condition – discharge from the ponds would be at pre-construction levels as per DEC permits. As of right now, this is just an advanced concept plan so of course there would be storm water pollution prevention plan that would be prepared. Trees would be cut in order to complete the array, however we would contribute to the tree mitigation fund as was stated during a previous meeting. Slopes, as you can see, there is this band that cuts through the site that is localized. We would do immediate grading just to level that, however, to the east running along Main Street there is steeper slopes. We would be able to achieve, as you can see, the equipment is passing into the steep slopes. We would be able to grade those areas down to the minimum slope that would be feasible for the racking systems and then we would armor those slopes so that there isn’t erosion and sediment control issues. Those are, as we envision probably the key areas but if there are further questions.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked what’s your compelling reason for needing a variance on the setback?

Mr. Lou Greco responded primarily it is because of the shading and allowing the setback – allowing the array to basically push towards Main Street, because as you know, the underlying area, the underlying HC district is a 30 foot offset for the setback. These panels wouldn’t be greater than 6.5 feet tall which would be significantly less than if it were a supermarket, a shopping mall, so on and so forth and we would have screening in front of it. But in terms of how we would go about – the board would go about determining that interpretation, I’ll pass that onto …

Ms. Annie Kline stated the biggest reason is to avoid environmental impacts on the wetlands to the north of the property and the steep slopes. We have discussed with staff and are awaiting their comments on that particular issue. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated there was a question comment by Mr. Kessler earlier, I’ll allude it a little bit more. We have not fully reviewed this application, but have you reached out to the New York State DEC to see if they would be amenable to a potential minimum encroachment to the wetland buffer if it allows the site to be pushed back further in and not be as close to the Route 6 corridor?
Mr. Lou Greco responded we have not. 

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated that would be one of our comments as, based upon your map, there are some more suitable graded areas that are within the buffer which could help alleviate the need for a zoning variance. 

Mr. Lou Greco responded we can look into that.

Mr. Steven Kessler asked is there a minimum number of panels to make this site viable? Is it a showstopper if 3,200 or 2,200?

Mr. Alex Fox responded there is some variance, but there could be some variability there but in order for us to really get a project to work financially we need to get – this is about as small as we can really go which is really the primary impetus behind us asking 

Mr. Steven Kessler asked would this be the smallest project that you’ve done?

Mr. Alex Fox responded I mean, we do operate a smaller asset in Massachusetts but yes, this is essentially the smallest we can do and still get it to work. That’s sort of been the impetus behind the encroachment. We can certainly work with – and then also without having trying to minimize any potential environmental impact but we can certainly work with the DEC to see if there’s any latitude there. Generally speaking when we’ve worked with other communities, I mean a large concern of people seems to be esthetic which I think we can address more. You can address more effectively by putting in screening sometimes than by actually pushing it back further. We would certainly have implemented in our design and would implement screening measures that would be quite substantial to effectuate that.

Mr. Robert Foley asked would those screening measures mitigate any solar reflection on Route 6 from the west?

Mr. Alex Fox responded yes, that’s also sort of a byproduct of it obviously. If you can’t see the solar panels then you can’t see any glare coming off of them. However, glare is not a big issue. We do and have conducted glare studies for other municipalities. We’d be happy to conduct one in relation to this project. Solar panels are routinely installed at airports all around the country and the FAA has guidelines and we adhere to those. 

Mr. Robert Foley stated it’s a high car traffic area.

Mr. Alex Fox stated I understand that.

Mr. Robert Foley stated and that’s why I’m wondering because when the sun is not setting in the west but up there, there is quite a glare.

Mr. Alex Fox stated it’s certainly a concern. It’s certainly one we’re familiar with and we’d be happy to conduct and submit a glare study to the board to demonstrate that there’s no issue. The panels themselves do use antireflective glass. I’m happy to go into that sort of stuff in more detail. 

Mr. Robert Foley asked where nearby or what other locations have you completed that are within striking distance of our town?

Mr. Alex Fox responded we have not actually – CVE has been in North America for basically two years during which time we’ve developed a portfolio in Massachusetts which we’re about to begin construction on. So we don’t have any sites ourselves in this area. However, I could arrange for construction contractors that we’ve worked with who have completed sites to allow the board to visit those. 

Mr. Steven Kessler asked or a trip to France?

Mr. Alex Fox responded if you would like to go to Marseilles or somewhere in Provence we do have a lot of assets there. 

Mr. Robert Foley asked what about the one in Massachusetts, western Mass near Boston or where?

Mr. Alex Fox responded we’re beginning construction on our Massachusetts portfolio now. The operating asset that we have in Massachusetts is near Boston. I’m happy to have the board out there if you’d like.

Mr. George Kimmerling stated Madame Chair I’d like to make a motion to declare our intent to be lead agency and to refer this back to staff.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

*



*



*

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. George Kimmerling stated Madame Chair it’s 9:40 p.m., we’re adjourned.


*
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Next Meeting: TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 2019
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