
Meeting Minutes
THE REGULAR MEETING of the PLANNING BOARD of the Town of Cortlandt was conducted at the Town Hall, 1 Heady St., Cortlandt Manor, NY on Tuesday, January 8th, 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 (absent)



Robert Foley, Board Member (absent)
Jeff Rothfeder, Board Member

Peter Daly, Board Member 

George Kimmerling, Board Member (absent)

ALSO PRESENT:




Michael Cunningham, Town Attorney 




Michael Preziosi, Deputy Director, DOTS



Chris Kehoe, Deputy Director for Planning


*



*



*
Ms. Loretta Taylor stated as we begin the first session of the 2019 calendar, on behalf of the board, I want to wish everyone a New Year filled with good luck, good health and all the things you really want and none of the things you don’t. I think we have a fairly attenuated agenda tonight so hopefully we’ll be able to get out of here on the early side.



*



*



*
CHANGES TO THE AGENDA
Ms. Loretta Taylor stated there were no changes to the agenda.



*



*



*
ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF DECEMBER 4, 2018 
Ms. Loretta Taylor asked can I have a motion to adopt the minutes of last meeting?
So moved, seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 



*



*



*
CORRESPONDENCE:

PB 3-09          a. Letter dated December 5, 2018 from Keith Staudohar of Cronin Engineering requesting the 1st, one-year time extension of Site Development Plan approval for the Pondview project located on Cortlandt Boulevard.

Mr. Peter Daly stated Madame Chair I move that we adopt Resolution 1-19 in favor of this extension. 
Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

PB 4-14         b.
Receive and file a memorandum from the Town Attorney’s office regarding the Abee Rose subdivision.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated we received a memo from Thomas Wood, the Town Attorney and in it he writes that “this memorandum is to inform you that the Town Board has agreed to purchase the remaining property that was to be part of the Abee Rose subdivision from the applicant. The Town and the applicant will close on January 16th, 2019 therefore the application for the Abee Rose subdivision is withdrawn.” While I’m on the Abee Rose situation – no, I think I’m very good with that.

Mr. Peter Daly stated Madame Chair I move that we receive and file this memo.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 



*



*



*
RESOLUTION:

PB 2018-22  a.
Application of Appian Way Ventures, LLC for amended Site Development Plan approval for 3 proposed chain link fence enclosed dog runs for a tenant, 2nd Chance Rescue, located at the southeast side of the existing building at 260 6th Street as shown on a drawing entitled “Existing Site Plan, Location Map, Zoning Map” prepared by Steven J. Basini, R.A. dated September 4, 2018 (see prior PB’s 7-14 & 5-16). 

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated good evening.
Mr. Steven Basini stated good evening. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked did you want to say …

Mr. Steven Basini responded happy New Year by the way. I did receive a copy of the draft resolution and I had one concern I was hoping to discuss briefly before it was adopted. Is that all right?

Ms. Loretta Taylor responded yes.

Mr. Steven Basini stated item #5 which discusses the escrow amount, I understand that there’s an ongoing concern that there may be complaints coming from the neighbor already complained or from other neighbors in the area. I know at the site walk I think helped to assuage some of those concerns but I also know, like I said, that you’re also concerned for the future. The question is the amount of the escrow. The client’s willing to obviously put up money for those reasons but $3,500 is being requested. It’s a non-profit organization. There’s several reasons why we’re asking for it to be reduced. It’s a non-profit organization. All money comes from donors and they have to keep a certain amount of open books for these donors to see where their money is going. The $3,500 if you broke it down is actually more than one month’s rent in that facility which houses 25 dogs for a month. It also would go towards about 18 dogs to be spayed, neutered and all their shots. It’s a good portion of money that donors put up. If they put up $3,000 and expect it to go someplace and it sits in an escrow account they may not be too happy and it affects the business. Also, the last few ones is that there is another business, obviously K9 Kindergarten we’ve discussed in past meetings that as we’ve seen they keep their windows open occasionally. It has more dogs in their pens than they’re proposing with 2nd Chance and I guess it would be a concern of the applicant to have a noise complaint being investigated by the department and paid for by an escrow account only to be determined that it was not from their facility and I don’t know how that gets reconciled then. We’re asking for a reduction up to half of what that is; $1,750 and reduced from two years to a year if it would suit the board for those reasons.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated I can sympathize with what you’re saying regarding the difficulty with respect to this particular amount yet the board tends to align itself with the Engineer, Mr. Preziosi because that is his line of work. He knows what generally these costs run. So for us to sort of step in and change it means that we may put him and his duties in straights, for example. We can’t, I think, as a body decide for him what the fee should be.

Mr. Steven Basini stated I understand. Is that something I can address with him today?

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded I would be willing to meet halfway and cut it down to a year, 12 months rather than two. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked would it be the $3,500 for the one year.

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded one year as opposed to two.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked now you recognize he’s asking for $1,750?

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded the reason for the $3,500 came about was in lieu of an erosion sedimentation control bond which is standard for every application, we rolled that into the noise ordinance, noise complaints because that was the predominant concern. $3,500 is roughly what the industry standards would be for 8 to 10 hours of work for that sort of study and then one or two memorandums back. That’s where that number came from. So one year/12 months would be a compromise, I think a fair compromise. 

Mr. Steven Basini stated I appreciate that. Thank you. I guess for the amount of work we’re talking about as far as the erosion control would really be the stairs. The rest of it is just on flat ground which really wouldn’t be eroding or requiring any grading necessarily.
Mr. Michael Preziosi stated we didn’t ask for erosion sedimentation control bond. We rolled it into this instead as opposed to – the predominant concern being noise.

Mr. Steven Basini asked is there any chance of a reduction in cost to $2,500? I’m just thinking of the donors and how much really that goes towards. That’s money that’s out-of-pocket for that long of a time. It doesn’t serve purpose to them at all.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated if the board’s willing $2,750/12 months. I really wouldn’t want to go below that as we have other issues of the noise studies that we’ve done in the past and the industry standards is roughly about 10 hours worth of work plus memo. That’s where that number would come from. I don’t want to go less than that because that would put the Town as an expense.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated $2,750. Peter you’re okay with that?
Mr. Peter Daly responded yes.

Mr. Steven Basini stated I appreciate that. Thank you. Is there also a chance to put in wording in your language regarding this that says: if it is discovered in the research that it is coming from the other facility that that money not come from this escrow account but that it be paid directly by the other business? Because if that comes out that there’s a noise complaint and someone says the dogs are barking and there’s nothing coming from my client’s facility but it’s coming from there that money is then spent out of their pocket to investigate.

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded the intent is actually is if there’s multiple concerns. If it’s just one barking and we investigate it, we would try to investigate it ourselves first, if it’s prolonged noise, etc in which we feel it rises to the need of a separate consultant to do a noise study, that’s when we would go to that escrow account. It could be that no complaints are had in the first 12 months and then the escrow would be released back upon request by the applicant.

Mr. Steven Basini responded understood. Is there a possibility of putting that in there though that if it’s discovered it’s not from our facility or no? I’m just asking because the client has no recourse of that if it comes out we have to do an acoustical study and we determine it’s coming from there not here than that’s…

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated I think what Mr. Preziosi is saying is that they would make an attempt to find out exactly where that noise is coming from. And then they would hire a noise…

Mr. Steven Basini stated the money wouldn’t be used for that initial investigation.

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded no.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated well I’m sure staff will revise the wording here accordingly so can I have a motion on this?

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated Madame Chair I move that we adopt Resolution #2-19 to grant the request.

Seconded.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated just on the question, we’ll change condition #5 from two years down to one year and the amount from $3,500 to $2,750.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated on the question, should we also add in the event of noise complaints persist from this facility – is that acceptable? [inaudible]

Mr. Michael Preziosi responded yes, we can change it.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked is that it for comments, questions?

With all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. Steven Basini stated thanks very much.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated you’re welcome.



*



*



*
PUBLIC HEARING (NEW):

PB 2018-27 a.
Public Hearing: Application of Yeshiva Ohr Hameir for a renewal of a Special Permit for a University, College or Seminary for property located at 141 Furnace Woods Road as described in a letter dated November 2, 2018 from David Steinmetz, Esq. and as shown on a 3 page set of drawings entitled “Site Plan” prepared by Ciarcia Engineering, P.C. latest revision June 19, 2014 (see prior PB’s 7-09, 1-13 & 12-15).

Mr. David Steinmetz stated good evening Madame Chair, members of the board, David Steinmetz from the law firm of Zarin & Steinmetz here representing Yeshiva Ohr Hameir. Happy New Year to you all and Madame Chair thank you for your kind words at the opening of the meeting. I’m here this evening joined by Rabbi Gwertzman from the Yeshiva’s Executive Board, David Wald as well as our project engineer Dan Ciarcia. We’re here simply for an extension or continuation of the existing special use permit. I’m pleased to say that the Town did conduct its annual fire and compliance review. We received a memorandum dated December 5th of 2018 confirming that the site is in compliance. In addition, there have been no changes on the site at all. As we indicated to you in our submission in accordance with Atlantic Cement vs. Williams, a well recognized case with regard to special permit renewals. This is a type II action. It is essentially ministerial if there are no changes. The only update that we did provide you is that we have been in close contact and working quite extensively with your staff on a continued endeavor for a sewer connection. Beyond that, nothing else has changed and we look forward to receipt of an extension of our special permit.
Ms. Loretta Taylor stated as far as this board is concerned we’re ready to grant you your renewal. Is there anything that…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated well it is a public hearing so you have to see if there are any comments. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked I want to know. Is there anyone here from the – come on up. Give us your name and your residence please.

Mr. Joel Benedict introduced himself and stated Lakeview West. My question: this is a new public hearing? It’s not a continuation of the old one?

Ms. Loretta Taylor responded it’s new.

Mr. Joel Benedict asked why does it become new?

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked because that’s how staff has recorded it, as new. 

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated the Yeshiva operates under…

Mr. Joel Benedict asked nothing else has changed?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded right, the Yeshiva operates under a special permit that they need to renew every three years and part of that renewal they’re required to have a public hearing. 

Mr. Joel Benedict asked can I ask a question about the sewers or anything that are going in? I’d like to throw an idea out there frankly. If you’re going to go through with the sewer district, is there any way to put the schools in that district? If you run a line from the two public schools straight through the reservation, it’s like less than three quarters of a mile. I don’t know if there’s a possibility of maybe getting the school board involved and maybe help out a lot more people than just along the route. That’s all.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated the sewers really aren’t an issue that the Planning Board have been dealing with too much. Staff has been dealing with it.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated I’d be happy to speak to you outside about the sewer district etc, process for extensions, district formations. In this application, the Yeshiva is working on rectifying an ongoing sanitary issue on the site which would entail an extension of a sewer district and sewer main north towards town receiving distribution system.

Mr. Joel Benedict stated it looks like we’re going to go ahead with the sewer district. I was just hoping the plan may be a little further down the road because I know the schools are going to have to do something.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated I’ll be happy to talk to you outside of the public hearing to discuss what district formation etc, and what can and can’t be done within the area. Just swing around and give me your information.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked is there anybody else who wants to comment on this renewal?
Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated Madame Chair I move that we close the public hearing and have staff prepare a Resolution of approval for the special permit for next meeting.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. David Steinmetz stated thank you Madame Chair, members of the board.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated you’re welcome.



*



*



*
OLD BUSINESS:

PB 6-15  a. Application of Hudson Ridge Wellness Center, Inc. for Site Development Plan approval and a Special Permit to reuse the seven existing buildings located at the former Hudson Institute property to provide a 92 bed private residential treatment program for individuals who are recovering from chemical dependency on a 20.83 acre property located at 2016 Quaker Ridge Road as shown on a 7 page set of drawings entitled “Hudson Ridge Wellness Center” prepared by Ralph G. Mastromonaco, P.E. latest revision dated December 4, 2018.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated good evening Mr. Davis.
Mr. Bob Davis stated good evening Madame Chairperson, members of the board. I’m Robert Davis. I’m the attorney for the applicant and with me tonight is Rich Pearson, our Traffic Engineer from John Meyer Consulting who will talk to you tonight about traffic and parking related matters and that will be the focal point of our appearance before you this evening. Since we restarted this application with you in earnest in August of 2017 we’ve done a great deal of work with your professional staff and your traffic expert, Mr. Holt, and had a lot of input and guidance from them on traffic matters just as we did with respect to potential well impacts as we discussed with you in December. So while Rich will go into detail with you shortly and give you a PowerPoint presentation on traffic, it should be noted at the outset that our efforts with the Town and its expert to address traffic issues have been quite productive. Those efforts have insured that just as we demonstrated to you in December that there’s a lack of potential significant adverse impacts with respect to neighboring wells, there will be no potential significant adverse impact with respect to traffic on the neighborhood associated with the proposed Specialty Hospital. It should also be noted from the outset that the proposed use would generate much less traffic than other non-residential uses permitted as-of-right on the property such as religious uses, schools and government offices. The use will actually generate traffic that’s very similar to a 20 to 24 lot residential subdivision for which the applicant’s two adjoining parcels, one is controlled by an affiliate, which comprise about 50 acres could be developed as-of-right. There’ll also be less traffic than prior institutional uses that were given special permits by the town including IBM, Hudson Institute and a hospital use approved in 1989 that never commenced all of which permitted up to 225 people on the site at one time. Of course the original hospital use that operated for about 30 years had no limits at all. But the maximum people we would have on site at one time that’s essentially for one shift and also is only if we actually do reach capacity would only be 129 people and that would comprise a maximum of 92 patients none of whom would have vehicles and 37 employees on our maximum morning combined shifts and many of those would be shuttled to the site. Even with our ultra conservative analysis by our traffic expert, the traffic generated by the proposed use will not cause any discernible delays on area roads. All area intersections will continue to operate at level of service A which is the best possible rating which means the least delays. Notwithstanding that, in conjunction with the Town’s expert Mr. Holt, we put together a Traffic Management Plan which would remain in place as a condition of approval and that includes a number of ongoing requirements to the Town and numerous mitigation measures that are aimed at preventing any significant traffic impacts. And those mitigation measures, just to summarize, would include but not be limited to the following: the patients will not be permitted to have vehicles or to use vehicles during their stay, employee arrival and departure times are staggered outside of existing peak traffic hours on the area roadways. As most traffic will consist of staff, staff will be spread over four shifts and many of them will be brought to the site by two shuttle vans. A substantial number will be shuttled from pickup points outside of the area. There will only be a projected five to six deliveries to the hospital per week with once-a-week garbage pick-up and laundry service and probably once-a-day during weekdays UPS pick up. Delivery vehicles would be similar in size to the type of trucks you associate with Peapod and other grocery store deliveries, probably of which are used by some of the neighbors already. Tractor trailers will be prohibited from coming to the site and there will be no weekend deliveries. Delivery vehicles will be directed and required to take specific routes from Routes 9 and 9A over the safest and most efficient local roadways. And it’s important that 95% of the traffic associated with the use will be approaching from and departing by way of the south area of the site and only 5% will be approaching or leaving north of the site on Quaker Ridge Road. The existing security gate will be moved inward, relocated and the entranceway to the site improved to prevent any queuing on Quaker Ridge Road. That probably would not occur anyway because the security gate will remain open during the day hours. Visitation for each patient will be limited to one weekend day per month and only 25% of patients will have visitation on any given weekend. Snow removal and grounds maintenance will be handled by personnel on site. There will be more than adequate parking to serve the use, much of it is already existing. This specialty hospital will generate far less traffic than a general hospital or your typical nursing home use because it will cause less people to come to the site than those uses. For example, unlike a general hospital, there will be no outpatient services and there will be no emergency room, and unlike a typical nursing home, visitation will be severely limited and as I said many of the employees will be shuttled to the site. There will be an ongoing parking utilization monitoring program with required reporting to the town with similar reporting on traffic along Quaker Ridge Road as the use proceeds. In terms of road conditions in the area and adequacy, we surveyed the area of Quaker Ridge Road north and south of the site as requested by the staff and we demonstrated that the road generally has a width of 20 feet or greater and that there is certainly adequate turning radius for fire trucks and other vehicles into the site. We will remove any existing vegetation or debris on the existing pavement along Quaker Ridge Road. In fact, the Town of New Castle has already done that in connection with the recent improvements it made to the road to the south of the site. But in any event, we’ll be generating far less traffic than the recognized additional traffic capacity of Quaker Ridge Road would absorb. In fact, we’ll be using only about 15% of the existing excess capacity. In short, given the proposed limited specialty use of the existing hospital buildings with no new construction, and all of the mitigation measures that are built into our application, there will be no significant adverse traffic impacts on the character of Quaker Ridge Road as a recently designated historic road, on the safe and efficient use of the area roads by neighbors and emergency vehicles or the quality of life in the neighborhood in general from a traffic perspective. What I’d like to do now is turn the floor over to Rich Pearson who will take you over to some of the points I’ve made in a little greater detail and then we’ll be happy to answer any questions. Thank you.
Mr. Rich Pearson stated good evening Rich Pearson with JMC. I’m a professional Engineer and a professional Traffic Operations Engineer. I’ve been with JMC for 35 years now and I’m a Senior Associate Principal of the firm. Bob Davis gave a very thorough overview and summary, as usual, and I will try to minimize how much of the information I repeat and I’ll try more to fill in some of the details and feel free to ask any questions along the way or at the end. As Bob mentioned, there will be no potential for any significant adverse traffic impacts on the neighborhood. Also there will be no significant impacts on the historic road character. The site traffic will be staggered over four scheduled off-peak shifts and there will be two shuttle vans provided to transport the employees and the clients. We’re going to have the proposed use generating less traffic than other proposed uses as Bob mentioned, including potential residential subdivision. Even with our ultra conservative analysis, traffic would not cause any discernible delays on the area roadways. All area roadways will continue to operate at the best possible level of service A. Traffic generated is well below the excess capacity of the roadway to absorb it in the area intersections. There’s going to be ample on-site parking and we’ve demonstrated in our submissions of why we believe that is sufficient on-site parking and we’ll continue to monitor actual parking conditions in the future as part of our Traffic Management Plan. We’ve been working with the Town’s traffic expert and the Town staff to develop the Traffic Management Plan. Next slide please. So regarding the width of Quaker Ridge Road, that was initially a concern to the town. There will be no potential for any significant adverse impact on the neighborhood. The area traffic volumes are relatively low. In fact, over my 35 years these volumes are some of the lowest area intersections that we’ve analyzed. The roadway varies in width from when you actually go out there and measure from what appears to be the edges of the road based on the soil or grass there. Much of the roadway is 20 feet wide but there are other places where it narrows to as much as approximately 18 feet and when we went out this past winter, as you can see there’s a picture of one of my colleagues Bob Peek there, he and I discovered that the actual pavement surface extends beyond the visible edge of pavement and it’s just because over the years some of the soil and grass has sort of grown into the road and not been maintained to bring it back to the former edge of pavement. What we’re going to do is go through, if we’re approved, is to go through and just remove the overburden and that way we would have the 20 feet of pavement width that your consultant is looking for the existing traffic volumes and projected traffic volumes. With that, there would be potential locations where the roadway surface might be a little bit broken up and so we would repair those areas on an as need basis and we would work with your consultants on those locations. The 20 foot pavement can accommodate up to 800 more vehicles approximately. It’s actually more than 800 vehicles based on the road width and national criteria for these types of daily traffic volumes that we’re looking at for this project. We’re adding approximately 120 daily trips on a conservative analysis representing, as Bob mentioned, about 15 to 17% of the overall excess capacity of the roadway. We’ve also looked at, along with Mr. Mastromonaco’s office, regarding turning roadway of vehicles, different designed vehicles at the site driveway including delivery vehicles and emergency service vehicles; fire trucks. We’ve also looked at area intersections for the truck deliveries to make sure that there will be no significant impact on the truck deliveries being able to get to and from the site. Next slide please. As far as site traffic generation, we will be providing, as we mentioned, two shuttle vans and those will be taking people, patients as well as employees to and from the site. The balance of the property, when you look at both properties combined it’s approximately 48 acres; 27.8 acres of the property will be kept as open space and remain undeveloped. The facilities for picking up the employees would include the train station as well as the Park-and-Ride that we have had discussions and have approval to utilize that Park-and-Ride facility. The roadway hours based on our previous traffic counts occur from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. for the peak roadway volumes and 3:45 to 4:45 p.m. Our employee shifts have been scheduled to be out of phase with the peak hours of the area roadway intersections. Shift 1 as we call it occurs from 6:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. Shift 1A is 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Shift 2 is 2:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. Shift 3 is 10:00 p.m. to 6: 00 a.m. Visitation for each patient is limited to one weekend day per month with only 25% of patients having visitation on any particular weekend. As Bob mentioned, the patients will not be permitted to have their own vehicles and we would have no outpatient or emergency services. Deliveries would be typical deliveries. Five to six per week for supplies and then you would have your typical weekly garbage, laundry service, UPS trucks etc. Delivery vehicles would be routed through Crotonville and tractor trailers would be prohibited. Daily traffic is approximately 60 entering and 60 exiting vehicles spread over the 24 hours with the use of the proposed shuttle vans. There would be no impact on historical road character or safety since we’re not actually widening the road or making any significant modification to the roadway surface. Regarding the roadway also is the Town of New Castle just did some improvements over the past I would say four or five months where they did something similar where they had a resurfacing project but rather than just laying the new pavement over the existing roadway, they removed the overburden over the existing roadway and effectively widened the roadway without actually doing any physical widening of the roadway for a full depth pavement section so that area we have included in our submission for that area of Quaker Ridge Road south of our property that has basically a newly conditioned road of more than 20 feet in width. We would be having less traffic than many of the similar potential uses, excuse me not similar potential uses but we have a variety of development types that we’ve compared to here. We’ve looked at the private school which would have approximately 137 trips during the peak weekday a.m. hour and 212 trips during the peak day p.m. hours. Our projected traffic would be approximately 28 trips in the morning peak hour. By combining both of our shifts 1 and 1A even though they occur three hours apart, and then we would have 45 trips in the afternoon peak hour. So, as you can see, there’s a substantial reduction with the proposed use as compared to the permitted private school which would not be required to have access to a state highway. We also looked at a house of worship with religious school which could have trips of approximately 175 trips during the peak p.m. hour and medical dental office buildings would have 96 trips during the peak morning hour and 133 trips during the peak afternoon hour. Single-family homes, approximately 24 homes would have similar trips: 22 in the morning and 26 in the afternoon. A hospital, typical type of hospital as you may think of a hospital when you’re just looking at potentially how your code was written would have 127 trips in the peak a.m. hour and 150 trips during the peak p.m. hour. So we are approximately 25% of the hospital trips during our peak a.m. hour again very conservatively assessed peak a.m. hour from our perspective inside generated traffic and our traffic during the weekday during the afternoon hour would be approximately 30% of the typical hospital traffic. We also looked at in comparison 225 employees for an office type of use that were previously permitted on the property and those would generate approximately 86 and 84 trips during the peak a.m. and p.m. hours. Next slide please. We did a very conservative traffic analysis of how the area of roadway intersections operate. We look at roadway operations in terms of levels of service. They range from A to F, similar to a report card: A is obviously preferred. The intersections in this area all operate at a level service A, the best possible levels of service for all potential movements and their substantial excess capacity to accommodate additional traffic. We did not take any credits for the shuttle vans when we ran our analysis. We also superimposed our peak site traffic on the area roadway traffic even though they were out of phase with the area roadway peak hours by, in some cases, a couple of hours different. We were trying to be extremely conservative on how we ran our analysis and even with that we still have levels of service A. As I mentioned earlier, shifts 1 and 1A in the morning were combined as one shift for our analysis even though 6 o’clock and 9 o’clock, they start three hours apart. I don’t think we could have been much more conservative with this analysis. Traffic from the Sunshine Home expansion was also included in our analysis. As Bob mentioned, 95% of our traffic is projected to arrive to and from the south with only 5% from the north on Quaker Ridge Road. The Town of Ossining had their traffic consultant review our traffic studies and they had a memorandum which we have reviewed. Just to quote one aspect of that memorandum, it says: “it is our opinion that the proposed use of the site in Cortlandt will have an insignificant if any impact on the overall operation of roadways and intersections within the Town of Ossining. Results of the analyses indicate that the existing level of service would not change which we agree with based on our review.” Next slide please. This table I won’t spend much time on but these are the actual results of our analyses during the peak weekday a.m. and p.m. hours. I mentioned how conservative our analyses are and as you can see it’s all levels of service A which represent delays of 10 seconds or less per vehicle on average. Next slide please. We have a Traffic Management Plan which I mentioned was developed in coordination with your staff and traffic consultant and we have various mitigation measures including the following: that patients will not be permitted to have vehicles on site or to use vehicles during their stay. Employee arrival and departure times will be scheduled outside of existing peak traffic hours on area roads. Staffing will consist of four shifts: two shuttle vans will transport a substantial number of employees form pickup points outside the area. The estimated supply deliveries to the hospital are five to six per week, weekdays only as well as once-a-week garbage and laundry service and daily UPS vehicles. Delivery vehicles will be directed to arrive via Routes 9 and 9A through Crotonville. Tractor trailer trucks will be prohibited. The existing security gate will be relocated and remain open during the day. The existing entranceway will be improved to prevent any queuing on Quaker Ridge Road. Visitation for each patient is limited to one weekend day per month with only 25% of patients having visitation on any weekend. Snow removal and grounds maintenance will be handled on site. There will be more than adequate parking on site, much is already existing. The Specialty Hospital will require much less parking than a general hospital or nursing home because it will have much fewer people coming to the site than those uses. There’s no emergency room or outpatient treatment. Visitation is very limited. Many employees will use the shuttle vans. There will be an ongoing parking utilization monitoring program with required reporting to the town with similar reporting on traffic volumes along Quaker Ridge Road and the site driveway. Next slide please. Finally, relative to the Quaker Ridge Road quality of life, we would have no impact on the historical roadway characteristics, no significant adverse impact on vehicular or pedestrian safety. There has been no significant accident history at the area intersections and the adequate roadway width, as I discussed before, with proposed clearing of dirt and grass overburden can accommodate more than 800 additional vehicles. There’s no impact on emergency vehicles and we will have no large trucks with trailers. 
Mr. Bob Davis stated I’d just like to clarify one point that Rich made in his presentation with respect to open space so there’s no confusion. The property that’s the subject of this application in the Town of Cortlandt is a 20.3 acre site. The applicant’s affiliate owns an adjoining parcel of 27 acres plus in the Town of New Castle. That entire 27 acre parcel in the Town of New Castle we’ve indicated to you before has a condition of approval we would stipulate that as so long as the hospital use would exist that 27.8 acres would never be developed so that of course it would not generate any traffic. It should also be mentioned though that the current site that’s before you, the 20.3 acre site currently has about 75% existing open space and that open space also would remain, that 75% of the existing site so it’s quite a bit of savings of open space on the two parcels combined that otherwise could be both developed for residential subdivisions.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated so Loretta, we have our traffic consultant here as well, Mr. Holt. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked are you Mr. Holt or Mr. Carlito?

Mr. Carlito Holt stated Mr. Holt, Carlito is my first name. Good evening. Carlito Holt. I’m a partner and Senior Project Manager with Provident Design Engineering. I’m a licensed professional engineer as well as a professional traffic operations engineer. I have 20 years experience in the industry. As the applicant had mentioned, there’s been a lot of back-and-forth with us, staff and them. More specifically we’ve issued three review letters dated October 26th, 2017, March 23rd, 2018 and June 11th, 2018 as well as had four meetings with staff, the applicant and ourselves to work on matters relating to the site plan and the traffic analysis. This has resulted in improvements to the site plan as well as clarifying certain items with respect to the traffic analysis. There are still some items that are outstanding that we’re working through with the applicant which I’ll go through in a little more detail, the first of which is the grade of the driveway. The approach grade on the driveway is currently proposed as 13% as it approaches Quaker Ridge Road and it transitions to 5% in the immediate vicinity of Quaker Ridge Road. Referring the DOT design manual, they would recommend a maximum grade of 10%. The applicant has made reference to the fact that the town in the past has gone above the 12% maximum that’s allowed in the fire access code but we would like for them to site certain specific developments where this has occurred but also let us know why the more desirable 10% or less grade cannot be achieved. Is it a cross constraint? Are there environmental constraints? But they should be looking to make that grade as close to the 10% using the maximum extent practicable that they could achieve. The reason being is that the 13% approach grade, if you have a slippery road surface, all vehicles have to stop as they approach Quaker Ridge Road. You don’t want anyone sliding out into the intersection and it creates a safety issue. The next item which the applicant went into some detail on was the width of Quaker Ridge Road. They have agreed to widen Quaker Ridge Road to achieve the 20 foot width in the vicinity of the project. There is one location where they may not quite achieve the 20 foot width primarily due to a utility pole that is right up against the edge of pavement. We would recommend for them to investigate whether they could achieve the widening on the other side of Quaker Ridge Road to get the full 20 foot width. I think there was some back-and-forth as to when they would provide the level of detail to show how they’re going to achieve the 20 foot width. So eventually they would need to prepare a construction plan that would have to be reviewed by town staff. They have looked to defer that as a condition of approval but they should provide some level of detailed concept at a minimum to ensure that it’s something that can be achieved prior to the board granting any approval.
Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated they were going to achieve that by cleaning out the over-brush on the side.

Mr. Carlito Holt stated there’s some minor widening that they’re proposing because they’re reconfiguring the driveway so as part of that driveway reconfiguration they were looking to extend some of the improvements that would effectuate the 20 foot width. 

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder asked but do you think by cleaning out on that road that will accomplish it where they’ve said…

Mr. Carlito Holt responded that would be part of the construction plan because there’s also places where the asphalt is in disrepair, as the applicant noted, and that they would have to repair that. 

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder asked so whatever didn’t make it they would have to do on their own then and repair that. Is that correct?

Mr. Carlito Holt responded yes. The next item dealt with the fire and delivery truck movements. The applicant did provide a truck turning template for a 47 foot fire ladder truck turning into and out of the driveway in both directions along Quaker Ridge Road. While the vehicle can adequately make the turning movement within the pavement width, there would be overhang on the back side and the front side of the fire apparatus, meaning that the wheels would stay within the edge of the pavement but the tail or the front would have to go substantially outside the traveled way width. So they would just have to ensure that there’s no vertical conflicts in those areas such as vegetation or anything else that may be going in there, even grade. If there’s a significant upgrade, that could conflict with the fire apparatus. They also provided turning movements for two types of single unit delivery vehicles. They’ve only provided the entering movements for those on the latest plan so they would need to provide the exiting movements but similar to the fire apparatus, there would likely be some overhang beyond the edge of travel way but the wheels would stay within the edge of pavement. The next item dealt with parking. The applicant is requesting a waiver essentially for 50% reduction in parking from what the zoning calls for. They were originally looking at doing land bank parking, however they’ve now just shown parking as a potential for where it could go in the future which means if they did have a shortage of parking after they opened, they would have to come back to the board for an amended site plan approval. The concern there being that if the board decided not to approve that site plan, it doesn’t resolve the parking shortage. I think one of the things that the town code allows for is if the applicant’s requesting a waiver that they provide a detailed parking demand study supporting that waiver. We would recommend that the board request that. In addition, the parking would be something that would be part of the Transportation Management Plan and they would be monitoring it at particular occupancy thresholds so you would want to find a way to tie those monitoring thresholds to potentially when they apply to the Department of Health say for certain occupancy levels as far as beds and then you can tie the amount of parking they’re generating to their occupied bed count to get a sense of whether the parking is going to be adequate when they reach full occupancy so at least they’re getting a little bit ahead of it in case it becomes an issue down the road. The next one was their daily trip calculation. The big thing about this application is not so much the peak hour trips. I think the applicants demonstrated that the peak hour trips are not a significant intersection capacity impact. There’s not a significant amount of peak hour trips that are going to create a level of service issue, but the daily trips are what kind of go towards that quality of life impact. So the applicants estimated 110 daily trips. They’ve indicated 106 of these trips are attributed to employees. Essentially what that means is that there’s four trips a day that are non-employee trips. If you count mail delivery as one of those vehicles that’s essentially two trips so that means that there’s only one other vehicle per day that would be coming to or from the site besides an employee trip. This seems low, but again, the monitoring that they’re outlining in the Transportation Management Plan would be something that we would be looking at and that this could be resolved as part of that monitoring they’d be doing the ATR counts where they’re putting the traffic tubes down to make sure that the amount of traffic that they’re projecting is accurate.  The last two were minor ones. They have proposed sidewalks that goes from the main employee parking area. They just have to ensure that that sidewalk would be ADA compliant where applicable. The shuttle van, we’ve just requested that they provide a specification for the type of shuttle van because there’s some concern about the clearance with the overhang at the main entrance, so just to ensure that it’s low enough that it wouldn’t hit the overhang. That’s all I had. If you have any questions…
Mr. Bob Davis stated just briefly, as Mr. Holt mentioned these are things mainly to complete and resolve with staff. We’ve been working on that. We believe that our December submission did address quite a number of the issues that Mr. Holt just referenced and we’ll go over those with staff. They might require some clarification. The plans do show certain things. Perhaps they need to be blown up a little more or a little more detailed. The grade, we’ll go over again the grade of the driveway issue with Mr. Preziosi and staff. We’ve indicated that we did have that checked out with the Department of State who runs the interpretations of the New York State Code and also the fire authority is the Village of Croton for this property and we’ve gone over it with them in quite a level of detail but we need to do that with the town staff on site as well and we intend to do that. Just to clarify, we’re not widening the road as Mr. Rothfeder pointed out, we’re removing debris on existing pavement. There is some slight widening right on the edge of the driveway to create the turning radius and we’ve dealt, I think in our most recent plans, with the turning radii issues that Mr. Holt referenced but we’ll go over those and make sure everyone’s agreeable to those. With respect to parking, we’ve submitted quite a bit of information on that but again we’ll clarify that which we’ve submitted. Specs on the vans were in our existing, in our latest presentation and we have made them more conservative analysis along the lines of what Mr. Holt was mentioning in our current submission in terms of the daily trips. These are issues that we’re very amenable to dealing with. We’ll look at that issue of the utility pole that he did mention. What we’d be amenable to continuing to doing, we have some other issues to clear up before we come back to the board that we’re still working on and certainly we’ll resolve the issues that Mr. Holt has raised before we come back to the board again. 
Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked did we receive a copy of our consultant’s report yet?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded I think in the format of question and response and what the applicant submitted but we can make sure. What Mr. Holt was reading was from a question and answer that they put back into their report. That’s correct?

Mr. Bob Davis responded we’ve done that. We’ve revised that several times working off of Mr. Holt’s memos and doing responses to that. As he mentioned, we had a number of back-and-forth both written submissions and oral conversations about it so we’ll bring that to, based on the matters that he mentioned tonight, we’ll bring that to a conclusion before the next meeting. 

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder asked so you’re saying that you’re going to monitor traffic volume when the patient occupancy reaches 75% within two years. What exactly is 75% and when do you think you’ll reach that?

Mr. Bob Davis responded that’s really difficult to say. We projected that will take several years to reach capacity, that within the first year we might have 50% capacity so we would anticipate as with any new use of this type that it would take at least several years to reach capacity. 

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder asked and the capacity is again?

Mr. Bob Davis responded the maximum capacity is 92 patients. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked I’ve got a quick question too. I may have missed it. How many passengers does each van carry?

Mr. Bob Davis responded I’ll let Mr. Pearson talk to that. I believe it 15. It will be two 15 passenger vans operating. As I said, the maximum employees for example on the combining the 6:00 a.m. shift and the 9:00 a.m. shift which is when most people would be there in the morning as opposed to late afternoon and night, that would total a maximum of 37 employees. The vans would cover up to 30 of those. What we would expect is we’d mainly applied the vans to the larger 6:00 a.m. portion of that shift that we call 1A. The 9 o’clock shift would be expected to have a number of doctors and professionals who may not be taking the van. Again, we can work out more figures on that but the vans are relatively small vans. They’re about 7 feet high. They’re not like a big bus and they accommodate 15 people and they’ll pick up from off site.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked what happens, I’m just sort of the logistics of this, what happens in really bad weather? Do you make more trips if people are ill? 

Mr. Bob Davis responded I think bad weather would apply whether people were coming in their private cars or in the van. I think it will be more efficient to pick them up in the vans.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked no I’m speaking of delays. If somebody’s taking a train; trains are delayed sometimes and so somebody’s not going to be there at the time…
Mr. Bob Davis responded we would expect most of the people to be, in terms of employees, to be meeting at the central parking area that we mentioned in the FDR park. I think relatively few would be coming from trains, but it would be a condition of people’s employment of the large portion of the staff that they utilize the van and not bring their private vehicle to the site and the details of delays and so forth will be worked out. That’s really fine tuning the use of the van. The main issue is that because of the vans there’ll be much fewer trips generated to the site. They’ll be used primarily, the vans, in the daytime. That’s when the most people will be there. The night shift has the least amount of people, the 10 to 6 shift.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder asked just on the monitoring again, it’s likely that I’m sure you’ll be amenable to coming before the board in set periods of time; every six months or whatever…

Mr. Bob Davis responded absolutely. I think what will happen is, as we’ve done a recent project for a significant school addition down in White Plains and basically what happens is we would, at the required intervals which would be a condition of approval we would submit a report from one of our professionals on whatever the statistics are for parking or the traffic on the roadway and then that would go to staff. Depending on the significance of it would indicate whether it should actually come before the board with a formal meeting as opposed to merely be given to the board. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked any other questions?

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated I’m a little confused on the parking. You’re requesting a waiver of 50% is what…

Mr. Bob Davis responded I can give you some information on that in which Pearson can…

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked can you clarify a little bit about that.

Mr. Bob Davis responded sure, there’s already 33 parking spaces on site that exist as of today; 32 would be added essentially along the driveway that’s currently on the site for a total of 65. Your code requires for a hospital use, because it doesn’t differentiate between hospitals, it would require 129 spaces which I believe is one per bed and one per patient, excuse me, one per bed and one per employee on the maximum shift.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated that’s your total occupancy is 129.

Mr. Bob Davis stated I mentioned that before that that would be a total of 129. We’ve given analysis that shows that based on the fact that we don’t have an emergency room. We don’t have outpatient services. We do have shuttle vans all of which differentiate us from – we have severe limits on visitation, all of which differentiate us from hospitals and typical nursing homes. A nursing home under your code would require 74 spaces. We’re providing 65. We’ve also provided a plan in our December submission that shows that we, because we have over 20 acres, 75% open space. We’ve given you a plan that just for purposes of requesting the waiver shows where we could easily construct along the driveway the additional 64 spaces to reach 129 and we have a note on the plan as your staff wished us to do that we couldn’t build any more spaces without coming before your board for an evaluation of the situation and an amended site approval with respect to any such spaces. But we don’t believe – we think we’ll be over provided with the 65 spaces we have given the lack of visitation, given the lack of the outpatient, the emergency room and the shuttle van. We don’t even think we’ll use the 65 but if we do we certainly have ample space to provide it. I think initially when we came before the board we had somewhat more parking and a couple of the board members indicated why do we need so much parking and we reevaluated the situation. We added an additional shuttle van beyond what we originally anticipated so we think that the parking will be more than adequate. 

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked so you’re heavily relying on the use of the shuttle van to reduce the number of parking. I guess my question is, what if people decide that they’d rather drive than take the shuttle?

Mr. Bob Davis responded it’s going to be a condition of…

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked what is the penalty for the lack of a better term?

Mr. Bob Davis responded well they’re violating their condition of employment certainly and that pay could be withheld or other things but we can propose what the penalties will be. It will be part of their employment contract with the facility. They are not allowed to bring their cars to the site. It won’t be too difficult to monitor. It’ll be pretty obvious.
Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated okay, thank you.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked do you have any questions over there?

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded you might want to mention for the record that correspondence you received…

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated yes, but I wanted to know whether you had questions at this point. We did receive, as Chris just mentioned, we did receive a letter from the Citizen’s Group.

Mr. Bob Davis responded we’ll prepare a response for that in the very near future probably within the next week or so and we’ll submit that for the record.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated I’d just like to say preliminarily, after reading that memo, and we need to discuss this more as a board with all seven members present certainly, so this requires additional discussion I think. But from my point-of-view, I thought there were several advantages to going with a positive declaration under SEQRA and one of them is that there are many facets to this project. As we’re discussing in detail the water, hydrology, the traffic, the use of the land, the parking and several other environmental issues, not to mention the zoning issue that’s out there somewhere and I don’t think it’s resolved and I don’t know where that is right now, but I think having all of the information for this project in one place is advantageous. I think furthermore and maybe more importantly it will facilitate public comment at the future public hearing that we have, to have all this information in a place where people can review it logically, methodically and come up with meaningful comments. 

Mr. Bob Davis stated we think we can accomplish that and we would just – your points are well taken, we would just ask the board to keep an open mind until we respond to Mr. Steinmetz’s letter. This issue came up before the Zoning Board in April of 2017 and we gave a very comprehensive response of course. We further modified the application in the last almost two years since then so we’re going to update what we have to say on the issue at that time and we would ask the board to consider it. I’m sure the Town Attorney will offer some opinion and the town staff as well. We understand your points and certainly at the very least we’re completely amenable and willing to – you’ve had a voluminous amount of material over the last couple of years and I can understand why that’s difficult to get a mind around or a handle around to accommodate that. Certainly at the very least, as indicated in Mr. Steinmetz’s letter we will endeavor to consolidate that updated material, but we would like to be heard on the SEQRA issue as well and we will respond to that.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated as you mentioned, this voluminous material available out there on this project. You may have addressed many of the facets of the EIS already but to have it in a logical sequence in one place is advantageous, from my viewpoint.

Mr. Bob Davis stated we understand that and we don’t disagree with that aspect of it. It is voluminous. Certain submissions have superseded earlier ones with respect to the information so we would try to make it user friendly for both the board and the public in any event.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated just with respect to your comment with respect to the zoning issue, it is on the Zoning Board agenda for next Wednesday just for, I guess they call it calendar control purposes, they’ll adjourn it for another couple of months because they have to wait for you.

Mr. Bob Davis stated we started with the Zoning Board as you know and then there was some litigation that was involved in that on an interim determination they made. Mr. Wood then suggested that the matter then proceed before the Planning Board and under SEQRA, as you probably know, since you’re the lead agency you have to make a SEQRA determination before the Zoning Board could act. At present, the idea is to go forward with the Planning Board through a SEQRA determination before the Zoning Board can legally take action.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked that’s the way it has to work that we have to make a pos. dec. before they take this issue into consideration.
Mr. Bob Davis stated you have to make a dec. whether it be positive or negative. If it’s positive, then of course you have to complete, either way, you have to complete the SEQRA process with the findings one way or the other you have to make a determination under SEQRA if it’s a positive dec. your ultimate findings would be based on the Environmental Impact Statement and that whole review process and that would have to be completed before the Zoning Board would act.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked say that again. You went too fast. You said it would have to be completed. What would have to be completed?
Mr. Bob Davis responded ultimately, you have to render what’s called findings under the SEQRA regulations. You have to evaluate the project under all of the environmental criteria from SEQRA and come out with a determination whether in essence, whether there’s an adverse impact or not an adverse impact. You have to complete that process before the Zoning Board can render a decision on the matter. Your decision on that would be binding on the Zoning Board.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated okay, thank you.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated I would just add to what Mr. Bianchi said that the other advantage of an EIS from a pos. dec. would be being able to look at potential alternative scenarios. If you’re addressing it, you might want to consider that as well, addressing it in a way that you can try to convince us not to go that way because I think the process is just more open and gives the community as well as us more information to look at alternatives.

Mr. Bob Davis stated you’re referring to alternatives other than the hospital use. 

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated no, no I’m talking alternatives in each of the areas of potential environmental impacts.

Mr. Bob Davis stated I think if we consolidate what we’ve done and put it in a format, as I think you’ll see when we respond to this letter, we’ll make it a lot more direct when you look at the actual SEQRA criteria of significance and you break this project down to what are relatively few relevant issues under those enumerated issues. We’ve looked at two of course, as you know, well impacts and traffic impacts. You’ll see when you go through it that list that a number of the SEQRA issues for which significance is determined are not relevant to this particular project, especially since there’s no construction. 

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated and I just want to say for the record that our Town Attorney, Tom Wood, is not here this evening. He is advising your board on this case. We don’t want to get too far field without a respect to Mr. Davis for him telling you what – we want to hear from our own Town Attorney at the next meeting as well.

Mr. Bob Davis stated yes, I had mentioned that and certainly that’s the case.

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked is there anything else from the board?
Mr. Peter Daly stated Madame Chair I move that we refer this back to staff.

Seconded.

[unidentified speaker] stated I’m a community member here and after the conversation we’ve heard, I think it’s very appropriate that once all this information is put together for the community to see that we would get at least the minimum of 60 days to review all this material so that [inaudible] make our comments. They’ve had three years. I think to ask for a time period for us to review all of this information that we can get back [inaudible] affecting our community is only fair.
Mr. Bob Davis stated I don’t think that there’s any question that there will be time afforded to do that, we would all expect that. There’s going to be a public hearing process. It’s certainly not going to be concluded in one evening and it’s going to take some time to do so. 

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated we haven’t even gotten to the public hearing yet. At that point you’ll have the opportunity and public hearing’s likely to go on for a couple of meetings or more.


[unidentified speaker] stated thank you.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated thank you.

With all in favor saying "aye". 

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated this will be going back for additional study.

PB 2018-12  b.
Application of Dr. Ravikumar, for the property of Richard DiLorenzo, for Site Development Plan approval and a Special Permit for an office for a health care practitioner located in an existing building at 2 Ogden Avenue as shown on a 10 page set of drawings entitled “Site Plan” prepared by Thomas M. Leigh, R.A., latest revision dated November 13, 2018.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated good evening. 
Mr. Thomas Leigh stated good evening. I understand you’ve got your tree consultant’s report back.

Ms. Loretta Taylor responded yes we did. Have you seen it?

Mr. Thomas Leigh responded I have. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor asked you have any comments you want to make about that?

Mr. Thomas Leigh responded it pretty much reiterates our intention to remove select trees that are in poor condition and overhang the roof as a liability issue. 

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated in other words, you are okay with this report and you will act upon it based on the recommendations here?

Mr. Thomas Leigh responded the board had a comment regarding a honey locust on the right rear corner. We had initially wanted to take the tree down as part of our extended initial parking lot. Now that parking lot is no longer going to be affected. The tree in question, when we made our site visit, appeared to be off balance and it was suggested that possibly pruning a branch off to rebalance the tree was a possibility. We don’t have any objection to rebalancing the tree and leaving it as is, where it is.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated here it says the honey locust would not be a protected or specimen tree so you can work on that. At this particular point we’re looking at maybe scheduling a public hearing for you on this application.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated we still have questions about the traffic and the parking and how it’s going to be – we thought the doctor was going to be here tonight. Wasn’t he supposed…

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded I think we discussed at the work session though that we can make sure that he’s at the public hearing to try to flush out some of these issues with the public if the public is interested but your point is just the fact that it’s being taken to the public hearing doesn’t mean that the Planning Board is satisfied with all of the responses to the issues with respect to parking and how the lot works but at least staff is recommending that to get it in front of the public to keep the process going and hearing from the public’s part of the process.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated okay, so he’ll be here for that.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated yes, because the board does have a lot of questions, as you have addressed in the past about his business operation and his model, and how realistic that is.

Mr. Thomas Leigh stated I went to his office the other night and there was a van there. The van operator stays with the vehicle while the patient is inside with a possible aide. So if the van operator had to move the van to another position in the parking lot to allow another customer in that’s more than possible. And as the plan shows, there are two additional spaces on the right side that are available for additional patients if they so need it. We would like to keep the loading area in front of the house in the courtyard area so-to-speak. We’re not trying to add additional parking for the handicap but we do have the ability to move vehicles in and out if necessary.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated the problem with your description is that it’s all very jerry-rigged and it depends on the van operator staying in the van, another ambulance not arriving a minute later. You’ve got four operating rooms or four treatment rooms.

Mr. Thomas Leigh stated the doctor also has a full blown operating room set up in his Dobbs Ferry office. 

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated no we understand but I think our problem is that there’s so many moving pieces to this parking there and depending on how many people are showing up at the same time. At least for me, I don’t really have a good sense of how this operation’s going to work and certainly you can’t have cars pulling in down into that driveway and then having to back out because, like you just said, someone else is coming, he’ll be able to back out. I don’t think we can approve something that has so many ifs to it.

Mr. Thomas Leigh stated the parking layout that is currently there is not going to be in that configuration. We are taking out five feet of the front retaining wall to allow cars to turn in 90 degrees to the wall and be able to back out.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated all I’m getting at though is that – we need a better sense of how this operation’s going to work and how the cars are going to pull in and pull out independently of each other, so they don’t have to ask each other to move or sit there, or wait while I’m in the operating room. There are too many ifs. That’s all we want…

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated the way you’ve actually have laid this out, the way you configured the parking creates a problem for most of us on the board. We just can’t figure how that’s all going to work.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated so one of the things that the board was thinking about is that the doctor should attend the hearing to try to explain to their satisfaction if possible his normal day.

Mr. Thomas Leigh stated okay. I will extend that to him. 

Mr. Peter Daly stated Madame Chair I move that we refer this back to staff and schedule a public hearing for the next meeting. 
Seconded.

Mr. Thomas Leigh asked the sign board that’s on the front lawn, you’re going to modify it. 

Mr. Chris Kehoe responded no, you’ll get a different one. I’ll be in touch.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated a different one.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated that looks a lot like the one that’s already there. 

With all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. Thomas Leigh stated thank you.

PB 2018-26  c.
Application of  New York SMSA Limited Partnership, d/b/a Verizon Wireless, for the property of the Cortlandt Engine Company, Inc., for a proposed public utility personal wireless facility on the rooftop of the existing Montrose Fire Department building located at 2143 Albany Post Road as shown on a 9 page set of drawings entitled “Zoning Drawings” prepared by Peter J. Tardy, P.E. dated October 10, 2018.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated I think as we discussed at the work session this case should be referred back.
Ms. Loretta Taylor stated so nobody’s here for that one.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated no.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated you did get the drawings so that’s another reason it’s going back.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated Madame Chair I’ll move that we refer this back to staff.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

PB 11-16     d.
Application and Expanded Environmental Assessment Form of NY Indoor Sports, Inc. for Site Development Plan approval and for Wetland and Tree Removal Permits for the construction of an indoor/outdoor recreational sports facility with a 67,700 sq. ft. building to include a turf field and accessory uses such as a weight room, a small concession area, offices, reception area, etc.,  and a parking lot for property located at 2226 Crompond Road (Route 202) as shown on an 18 page set of drawings entitled “Cortlandt Pitch” prepared by Divney, Tung & Schwalbe latest revision dated September 17, 2018.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated good evening Madame Chair, members of the board, David Steinmetz from the law firm of Zarin & Steinmetz here representing NY Sports also known as Cortlandt Pitch. With me this evening I’m pleased to say is Marty Russo, a principal of NY Sports and a resident of the Town of Cortlandt, and an active member of your Soccer and Recreational Youth Sports community as well as our Project Engineer Jerry Schwalbe from Divney, Tung & Schwalbe. I think I can be fairly brief. We are here to make as much of a presentation as your board would like. As the Chair indicated, I think you’re familiar with the property. You’re familiar with the location. Specifically, we are here tonight with regard to a referral on our zoning petition. We filed a rezoning petition with the Town Board back in June of 2016. We have been processing in front of the Town Board to some extent to a larger extent we have really been working quite closely with staff, with your outside consultants, particularly focused on traffic. We have also been working with the community and with the New York State DOT. It’s a unique piece of property. I know based upon some of the comments you made during the work session, obviously location, traffic, intersection, access both in and out are important issues. Tonight is really not a site plan review meeting. Tonight is a zoning referral. We are in front of the Town Board.
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated David though, the Planning Board has already written their zoning referral memo back to the Town Board.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated I was absolutely going to remind them of that. We’re happy to go deeper into the site plan Chris, in fact, when I went back through my notes I realized that you all had actually opined on the zoning. Despite some of the comments made at the work session, you had actually written a memo to the Town Board back in January of 2017 effectively supporting the rezoning. So we’re going back in front of the Town Board next week specifically with regard to a public hearing on the zoning. And the zoning in just one or two sentences we’re seeking to rezone the property from the R20 zone into the CC zone and make some textual changes to permit this use. I think we have a fair amount of support from the Town Board. I think they’re excited about the project. There’s nobody more excited about it than Marty and Marty can walk you through the details if you wish to understand more about the program. If however, following Chris’s partial lead there, you want to better understand how we evolved in terms of access to where we are. I can imagine to the extent that you’ve been sitting on the sidelines and not necessarily know what Anthony Russo and his colleagues at AKRF have been saying, and what the DOT has been saying, and what the Town Board has said with regard to minimizing impact on the community. There are reasons that we have evolved to the point, essentially, of right-in/right-out. I know you’ve specifically asked questions at the work session last week about how would this work and how would this impact the community. We’re happy to go into that. Marty and Jerry can explain, not only how we evolved with DOT but this particular use, because it has two critical components: one is a regular weekday community soccer or athletic training facility, the other component is, on occasion, certain times throughout the year which Marty can explain, it will be used for tournaments. Those are two different uses of the same type of effective use, meaning two different implementations of the use: one is for local folks who know the roads and know where they’re going all the time and have established patterns of getting in and out. The other is going to be, admittedly, and you addressed this in your work session, folks from out of town. We have a pretty good handle on how that would occur and how that could occur with minimal impact to the community and how Marty and his partners can share that with coaches and folks who would coming in tournaments. If you want to get into that level of detail, and Chris I’m trying to read what you were signaling, we’re going to the Town Board next week on zoning. We’re not going to the Town Board next week on…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated but I want to be clear on that is that the Town Board is the lead agent so they are doing not only the zoning, they will have to environmentally clear the project. It’s the Cortlandt Crossing model and then the Planning Board is going to ultimately be approving the site plan. There’s the fine line where you’re obviously involved more than just what the building looks like and the landscaping but you may not be totally in charge of the access. I mean that’s a Town Board thing. So it’s really up to the Board. I sort of envisioned the discussion of a general site plan discussion: proposing a 67,000 square foot build, this and that and you can touch on the access issues but I just wanted the Board to know, as we discussed a little at the work session, that’s ultimately what the Town Board but with you to a certain extent.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated we have multiple options but two primary options. Jerry’s here and he can certainly walk through the site plan and we can explain the site plan, the parking, the storm water, utility connections, the access points. Marty has a PowerPoint, to the extent you’re interested, better explain kind of the workings of the site, more inside the building and what’s happening inside the building which directly relates to who goes to the building and when. We are here, Madame Chair, members of the board at your disposal and we will pivot any direction you wish, no pun intended.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated speaking for myself, I’m concerned with the site plan and the intersection and the traffic more than how the inside is going to work. Not that that’s not important but that’s my focus.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated got it. So Jerry, let’s cover…

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated I’m just speaking for myself I don’t know if anybody else agrees.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated I think so.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated let us walk through, Madame Chair, if the board will permit, Jerry’s going to walk through the site plan drawing. We’re going to explain it. We’re going to explain those points of access and I think maybe in responding to some questions, there may be some operational issues that Marty will be able to address. Let’s go to the site plan slides.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated if I could just preface before Jerry speaks, the traffic analysis was prepared by the town’s consultant AKRF after they looked at a variety of traffic improvements based upon the proposed developments. It’s been an ongoing discussion with the State DOT in correspondence with the town and Jerry’s office to try to resolve the traffic issues, etc. So I think Jerry’s also going to touch upon the evolution of the initial access to the site and their proposed access based upon this revised site plan.

Ms. Loretta Taylor stated you know we’re very interested in that so…

Mr. Jerry Schwalbe stated thank you David. So the first slide we’ve put up is actually an aerial of the site that you probably remember. It’s predominantly vacant. It’s an old farm site. There’s an existing building on it. I can’t point to it but it’s the center portion where the little white house is and the driveway that goes down to 202/Crompond Road which is on the bottom of the sheet. Bear Mountain Parkway is that little curved road that comes in off to the left there and just above that is the Cortlandt Lanes Bowling Alley site with the parking which has a separate driveway that parallels the Bear Mountain Parkway and also connects to Route 202. Further to the right you’ll see another angled roadway that’s Maple Row and that goes off to the right towards the side of the page. On the top of the area where you have the ball field and the two buildings that look like two buildings is Lincoln Titus Elementary School and that’s their ball field. And just to the left of the ball field is a paper street called Lincoln Avenue which is still I guess on the town’s roll as a town property but it’s not an improved roadway. It’s a paper street and there’s no improvements planned for any of that. The site, because it has access to Route 202, it also has about 260 feet from the property boundary to 202 to itself – this was way past back in the 30s and 40s, they had planned for the Bear Mountain Parkway to extends to all the way to the Taconic Parkway. That land was reserved for that purpose, although it was never improved and my understanding is that DOT is never going to do that anyway. So they’re working within the right-of-ways that they have with the current roadway systems. Next slide. This is the Cortlandt Pitch project site plan. The beige center area is the proposed building of about 67,000 or 68,000 square feet. It’s a two-story building. Obviously the center of the building is open air and we’ll see the floor plans in a minute which describe the different uses in the building. The driveway currently is proposed down to Route 202 in the same location as it currently exists. As you all noted, there’s a right turn in and a right turn out as we had negotiated with New York State DOT. That was the only way they would allow for the access out to 202 in that direction. That also maintains the bowling alley driveway to the left because that is under a different use, different permit I assume and we don’t have control over that as well. That would be something DOT would have to look into with that property owner in the future if need be. The site then is served with a driveway coming into the right hand side of that parking lot, and then it wraps around to the left side of the building where you see that little protrusion out of the building. That’s actually the entrance to the building. To the left of that is an open field primarily used for the septic system as proposed for that site if there’s no sewers in that area. And then on the left in the top part of the property you’ll see those more greener site areas. There’s three basins located there: two of which are for storm water and the center one in the corner is for a replacement wetland. There’s about 12,000 square feet of wetland in the center of the property that will be affected by the development and filled in. The wetland’s also in the area where the old farm used to be so it’s kind of an affected wetland in that sense. So we’re planning to replace that wetland in a more managed and more designed sense. Steve Marino from Tim Miller’s office had assisted in developing that plan for that purpose. The idea is to get the drainage from the building, and parts of the parking lot, treated and then discharged into the storm water basin and then that overflows actually into the wetland basin and then from there it goes out to the north. There’s an existing pipe system that collects the drainage right at the property line of the school and there’s a pipe we traced that goes all the way down to the left across Lincoln Street, the paper street, and then down to the left and it’s part of the Peekskill Hollow watershed. In the front you’ll see there’s a row of trees, and the buffer from the parking lot in the front, and then more importantly to the right there’s an existing residential house there where we are proposing a buffer about 28 feet wide between the property line and the building and that’s about 135 feet from the property line to the structure itself. One of the changes that we had made since the last time, I think your board had seen it, the building was actually a little further to the west and we increased that buffer pushing it back out, I’m sorry to the east, we pushed it back out to the west. We also pulled it down from the school a little bit more too to create that buffer. So we have about 135 feet to the residential side to the east and we have about a little over 100 to 110, it varies because it’s an angled property line to the school site to give that more buffer and open this as well, and keep the parking lot and the uses the activities itself mostly on the west side where you have the bowling alley and the play field of the school where they would not impact the residents of the adjoining properties. So on the left side there’s no activities at all. There is a fire access road that goes around it which is a grass fire access road. In reviewing this with the Building Department, they required for fire protection, an access road around the entire building. We don’t want to pave it but it would be suitable for – the grass, stabilized grass surface that they could use it in case of an emergency if they had to. That’s the only reason for having sort of an access to that site, but otherwise it’s not used at all.
Mr. Thomas Bianchi asked and what’s the impediment to having access to Maple Row to this site again?

Mr. Jerry Schwalbe responded the last plan that we had we had both the entrance out to 202 and we had an entrance out to Maple Row. The idea of the traffic coming out there and the impacts in that area, the concern was that it would be better to keep it minimized down to Route 202. We reviewed that with DOT and it would lessen the impacts on Maple Row intersection and the right-in/right-out is something the applicant is in favor of because he feels he can manage his program with that access road and simplifies the project a little bit more. It would avoid the concern of people actually using Maple Row to come back into that driveway because I think that was you recall we had a left into the driveway from Maple Row and then limiting access left out onto Maple Row going north. That was something we had on the original plan which we don’t have at this point.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated the obvious problem is people can’t make a left into that site if they’re travelling west.

Mr. Jerry Schwalbe stated as David mentioned, there’s two groups of visitors coming to the site: one is the ever day trainee or child that’s coming there with their parents, maybe in groups and so forth like that. They’ll know how to get there. They’ll know the right way to get there. Maybe they’ll go up Croton Avenue to the Maple Row light, make a left there and cut into the site or they’ll find a different way. As you’re coming in from the other side on the east side, you’re always going to come down the Taconic and come in. so Lower Westchester folks coming in obviously learn to take the Taconic and come in and they’re right at the site, and the right turn in. Going out, there’s actually an easy way to do that is you come out of the driveway, you go west on 202 to Arlo Lane, you go down Arlo Lane, it’s very easy and open, and you go back a right onto Bear Mountain Parkway and then you’re heading eastbound again.

Mr. Thomas Bianchi stated that’s a little convoluted though.

Mr. Jerry Schwalbe stated it’s 0.7 miles though. It’s not a lot of distance to that you know. In the event you have a tournament, as David mentioned there’ll be a schedule of directions: if you’re coming from here, if you’re coming from the Tappan Zee bridge and those things, they’ll direct you in the right – coming up the Taconic or coming up Croton Avenue are different ways. We actually did a number of tests with either Google Maps or Bing and those kinds of things and try to test which way it would take and in many cases it would take you from the east to the west. It was interesting to see that, only in a few cases. Now local people will have knowledge of that and they’ll know where to go. Obviously if you have a training session every Wednesday afternoon you know which way you’re going to go to come into the site. That’s more manageable. It’s trying to make sure we tell the folks that are coming from a distance who have not been here before that that’s just something you have to outline the right way to come to. There is a way to work it out and DOT’s okay with this plan. Unfortunately Anthony Russo is not here tonight so I can’t explain all the traffic numbers and everything but basically there are some impacts to signals and the way we left with DOT at the current moment, now it could change a little bit as we go through the process with them, is there’s some signal timing going to be done at Maple Row intersection to improve some of the circulation there and some signal timing at the Bear Mountain Parkway and Route 202. Anthony’s proposal in his report indicated limiting the left turn on from Route 202 onto the Bear Mountain Parkway. As you know it’s an acute angle anyway and then providing direction down Conklin Avenue to Route 6 in which way you can get that direction much easier.
Mr. Michael Preziosi stated I can touch upon that briefly. The DOT did comment recently. I believe the correspondence was sent out. What they’re looking at as far as this proposal would be just to allow the driveway to connect to Route 202 as a right-in/right-out as you’re showing on the plan with mitigation measures which would include modifications to the two traffic signal heads at the intersection of the Bear Mountain and 202 and Croton and Maple Row and 202 and that would be a new signal head with potential for future adaptive traffic controls. But new signalization phasing timing plan along with the not the elimination of a left turn onto 202. They were evaluating that. They decided that they could not permit it but they would be looking to allow, to improve the level of service at the Bear Mountain to construct a small queuing lane so that vehicles that are going to try to make a left turn onto 202 would not block vehicles traveling east through. So that would improve the level of service in a similar manner than eliminating the turn altogether and the DOT was more comfortable with that. Anthony Russo who’s the Town’s traffic consultant on this from AKRF, he’s not available for tonight’s meeting and/or the upcoming public hearing with the Town Board. He will be watching both videos. He will be listening to the public comments and prepare a response and be available for a follow-up conversation and discussion as it pertains to traffic.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated maybe one of you could just explain to the Planning Board why we’re not signalizing our driveway because a lot of people might not understand why can’t you just make lefts in and out…

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated so DOT has elaborated on that and commented. Their concern is that you’re going to be – if you signalize the site driveway, you would have a third signalized traffic head between Croton Avenue and 202 which is too grouped and not within their regular standards. So they’re looking for ways to minimize crossing conflicts, left turning movements across travel way through two lanes of traffic onto 202. So based upon, I would say, and I may be underplaying this, probably 18 months worth of conversation and discussions and multiple memos back-and-forth to the DOT, they have finally provided a fairly comprehensive and favorable comments for this layout. 
Mr. David Steinmetz stated maybe you can just address, the applicant is willing to be amenable in any one of these multiple ways [to be prefer -inaudible].

Mr. Jerry Schwalbe stated as Michael mentioned there was maybe 18 months between the last time we were here and now back-and-forth many times, researching many different options. So this is what we came up with and DOT is supporting this obviously with some, as Michael mentioned, some improvements to signals and things like that and the possibility of a left turn on 202 into the Bear Mountain Parkway, it’s tight there. We have to look at it and we are going to look at it. If we can’t, that would be something we have to discuss with DOT, but making that left, but getting those cars off the main thoroughfare would allow the traffic to move more easily through without having to worry about number of cars. In looking at the traffic counts, it’s not a little of movements in that direction in the first place.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated right, it’s a very small movement…

Mr. Jerry Schwalbe stated it would just be one car right.

Mr. Michael Preziosi stated it blocks travel lane, that’s what creates the delay in the traffic analysis.

Mr. Jerry Schwalbe stated and some of these things are simple things to do and other things are, like signals are a little bit more complicated but by doing those improvements also provides the future improvements: an adaptive signals they try and do in the corridor, and other things for emergency purposes as well with the fire department and so forth.

Mr. David Steinmetz asked Jerry, would there be a physical impediment to prevent somebody from, assuming it’s right-in/right-out and that’s what’s required by the Town and the State, is somebody physically precluded from making a left out as a result of a pork chop or some…

Mr. Jerry Schwalbe responded there’s a physical DOT is making us put a physical, I’m going to call it a pork chop or a concrete median so-to-speak where you can’t drive across. You can’t make a left in either because it will come out – if you look at the diagram, it shows a very long area where you have to actually go up into the opposing lane to come back in which would be suicidal but certainly it’s not permitted. That’s the plan that we have. If you want to go to the next slide Chris. So the next slide shows – because one of the things DOT asked us is to make provisions for the future bowling alley. The applicants actually tried to reach out to them and to coordinate efforts and so forth but there’s no been no response from them on that at all. But we are still providing a design and a plan that shows how that could be connected because everyone would like to get rid of their driveway which is so close to the Bear Mountain intersection so this would allow them to get through there. It also allows another secondary access into the site in the future if need be. The grades, they are very flat. There’s no issues with that at all. The only thing we’d have to watch out is the water transmission line goes through there is parallel to the property so that you couldn’t excavate out because of that condition but very simple to do in a sense. So that would be easy to do. Let me just go through a couple more things real quick. I mentioned the storm water basins. And one thing you should be aware of and I think I mentioned it the last time I was here was the New York watershed should divide. It happens to fall right around where that house is so everything to the right of that house is in the New York City watershed and everything to the left is in the Peekskill Hollow watershed. So what we met with DEP on this early on and they said: as long as you don’t discharge directly to our watershed we’re okay with the plan. So what we’re doing is everything now that to the right of the building, or to the east of the building up to the property line we have our basins installed there, that are proposed to be installed there that would collect the water and then bring it back to the Peekskill Hollow drainage district. Obviously we’re over-detaining the water so as to meet the existing conditions that are there today but then DEP will have no concerns because we’re not really effect anything in their watershed from a storm water point-of-view. So that shouldn’t e any problem for them there. We had already indicated some green measures that we had proposed early on and one of the things in terms of some of it’s just the design of the building; for instance, natural lighting inside the top of the building to let light in. It’s a big atrium in there. The construction is steel construction, not a lot of waste in the type of design and prefabrication of that building. There’s also a solar wall. Can we go to the next picture? So that’s a view of the building from the west looking eastward to the front and that’s the front of the building. So that’s the short side of the building and the long side is on the right hand side. So you see those black boxes along the side, those are areas where it allows the air to be passively convey through those membranes so-to-speak when the sun is shining and preheats the air as it goes through the ventilation system. That’s a passive wall there and it’s a long wall so that it allows the sun to really get the heat absorbed into the panels and heat up the air going through it. We also have the roof designed to allow for solar panels in the event that that seems to work out in the future so we can do that as well. We have the storm water quality aspect of our system and the building is going to be very energy efficient as well. Next slide. This is the building, and maybe this might be a good time to transition to Marty because I think some of this building, the building performance and how it’s used may be a time that he can go through that with you. But basically this shows the bottom level of the building, the fields, the turf fields, artificial turf in there and the beige area up on the left is the first level of the building where the entrance is on the left hand side and there’s like a weight training room, a concession stand, toilets and things like that. So you come into there and you’re in the building. You can see everything around the back end is really the building. There are exit doors for fire exits only but no access to the back, no access to the outside from those directions. Everything is towards the west side on the front of the building.
Mr. Marty Russo stated my name is Martin Russo. I’m one of the co-owners of NY Indoor Sports. It’s 45% owned by town residents that have raised their families and coached in this community. The remaining of the investors are my friends who are sports enthusiasts who I played soccer with as a child. This field was designed, this indoor facility was designed because there is a need here in our community for fields from the time period of late November to sometimes May because of the weather conditions. When you play on grass, when you play soccer, lacrosse, all kinds of sports like that on grass, the injury is much higher than the modern turf fields. When you play on grass that’s mud and wet, the injury level is even higher. Not only do you have the problem of children not being able to play because the fields are unplayable but there’s also a much higher risk of injury. This facility was designed pursuant to US Youth’s Soccer which equally apply to lacrosse field sizes for children of different age levels. We used the different field sizes to create a master field which will allow for different levels of play. By way of example…

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated I can go to your slide if you want me to.

Mr. Marty Russo asked could you do that? That would be great. Thank you. Could you just advance it until we see the field area? That’s great. What we’ve done is we’ve designed a sports complex for our community and the reason why I say it’s for our community is the facility itself could only accommodate approximately 24 teams for a week here in Cortlandt, for practices, because you assume they practice twice a week and if you do the average team size, we’re talking about 24 teams. Now, the Town of Cortlandt soccer program, the Town program has nine teams. The Cortlandt Cobras were another local team, have 17. That’s 16 of the teams and you haven’t even started counting lacrosse and other field sports. This would be a facility that would be utilized by the community. There’s also a plan to do some adult leagues in the evening so that local adults could play. What we’ve created here is perfect for youth programs which is we’ve isolated the coaches and the players from the parents and so you don’t have a case of screaming parents yelling at children or any of that stuff. There’s a length of the facility, a balcony which allows the parents to be warm and have a drink – I mean a non-alcoholic drink, but to sit down, watch their children but not be yelling at them. There’s a warm-up and waiting area for the children so they can’t get injured by playing without warming up. There’s no columns on the playing field. The playing area is temperature controlled to be optimal for children playing. It’s not necessarily 72 degrees. There are versatile field configurations and if you could hit the slide, and those field configurations are essentially what are considered to be the best for learning sports for children, and you’ll see that U6, U7 and U8 they recommend that you’re on a 30 x 20 yard field playing four against four. It helps with the different types of motor skills and cognitive skills that children employ while they’re learning a sport and then the field gets slightly bigger to 47 by 30 yards for U9 and U10 and then ultimately for full games U11 and U12 are 9 by 9. Could you go back one slide? If you look at this, we have three fields next to each other. Those are the middle field, the 30 x 47 size field, so that’s for U8 and U9. They can be broken into six fields for our peewees which means that the Town program for the peewees which starts I think around U7 or so, we could play, if there’s a rainy day, we could play an entire round of them in two or three hours and they’d never miss a game but also they’d be warm, they’d be safe. They wouldn’t get injured and we could accommodate that. As they get older, the field configuration’s allows us, for example if our high school teams were doing well and they needed to practice and they couldn’t practice, we could open two bays for them and they could actually have a full size half field to play on. In any event, the field is configured so that it serves the youth of our community. There will be safety nets across the fields that can be drawn for whatever field configuration you need so that you don’t have to worry about a soccer ball hitting you from a different field or a lacrosse ball hitting you from a different field. And we will have video cameras in the ceiling so that coaches can review the play and actually have programs where they get US coaching licenses because in order to do that these days there’s a very strict requirement that coaches actually film their training sessions. In any event, I’m going on I think far too long about this. Without going any further on the slide, there’s also going to be a sport specific weight training room and program which will allow our children as they get past the 11 year old age to start actually training the way professional athletes train, the way today’s athletes train by doing sport specific training to make them stronger in the ways that they need to be to avoid injury. It’s a great facility. I’m very proud of it. I’m hoping that we can employ it.
Mr. David Steinmetz asked can you address to the tournaments and explain to the Planning Board how often out of towners are going to come?

Mr. Marty Russo responded let’s address the two groups: first is the weekday practices, those practices are really going to be active from November through March, maybe into April if you have a very wet season. We estimated that you’ll have approximately I think it’s 45 players in the facility at any time after 3 o’clock in the evening until about 9 o’clock and so in order to do that for our traffic studies, we said well okay every player is coming in his own car. As a practical matter, that doesn’t happen. In any event, the mitigation measures improve the quality of the traffic under no bill condition so that’s not really I think a concern. The concern is tournaments and we were honest. We said: look, we’re probably going to have some tournaments. Those tournaments would normally occur between late November and mid March when people go back outdoors for tournaments. When you consider the holidays that you have in there, President’s week and New Year’s and Christmas and Thanksgiving, what you end up with is at a maximum 12 to 14 weekends where there could possibly be a tournament. We estimated, we went ultra conservative as you’ve heard a million times today, and we said okay let’s assume that everybody comes in their own car which is not going to happen in any event. But even with that situation, the mitigation measures as they’ve been currently calculated, and I don’t know how they’re going to change when they do these new things, only resulted in a Saturday afternoon I believe degradation of the traffic. It’s still within the same letter which was F to begin with because of the situation. That being said, you need to understand where these people are coming from because I think that’ll answer your question a bit about should we be concerned about right-in and right-out? I think the only time where right in and right out may become confusing or cause people to do things that might impact our traffic is during these tournament days because otherwise the locals will know how to get there, they’ll know how to get out and they’ll figure it out. When you look at the demographics of where the facilities are that currently service indoor soccer or will soon be servicing indoor soccer, an inescapable conclusion is that we, if we service any kind of outsiders, we’ll be servicing people from the south not from the north. The reason for that is that there’s currently a facility in Marlboro, New York, the Hudson Valley Dome which already has tons of tournaments. There’s a facility in Poughkeepsie called The Net which has tons of tournaments. There’s a new facility, a super facility being built in Fishkill which will have tons of tournaments. If you keep going across there’s one in Danbury and I think there’s even one in Brewster. So, people are not going to be coming down this way. We’re not going to have the draw of a national tournament. It’s never going to happen here. We’re not big enough. When you have a national tournament where people are traveling, it’s a situation where they have 40 fields going around Long Island and people come from Delaware or elsewhere. Here, it would be a local tournament. Sure we’ll get one or two teams that decide to come down from the north and those are the only people that might come down 9 into Peekskill and have to come across and have a problem making a left, everyone else, and we did this on Google Maps, everyone else coming from the south or even from across the river if they’re below the Bear Mountain Parkway, are going to come up the Taconic and then it’s an easy right in and an easy right out and then a turn around Arlo Lane. That’s the demographic of the situation. It’s also highly optimistic to think that this traffic situation is going to happen more than 14 times a year because it’s just not the case that we’re going to have tournaments on every weekend during that time period. We were just being over-optimistic and ultra conservative. That’s the demographics of it. Is there any questions that I can answer about who will be coming and where we see them coming from? Thank you very much for your time.
Mr. David Steinmetz stated we have a public hearing next month in front of the Town Board as Chris and Michael explained. This is kind of being double tracked with the Town Board serving as the lead agency, your board, and we appreciate beginning to simultaneously process. We’ve, as you probably can imagine, we filed the application, the petition in June of 2016. We’ve been waiting a long time to kind of get to this stage. A lot is because of intensive review by DOT. Despite everything that the Town staff and consultant did to keep pushing, it took a while to get to this point. So we’re excited to move forward. We know we have some issues that we still have to grapple with but we look forward to appearing in front of the Town Board at a public hearing next week and continuing to return before your board and address specific site plan issues.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated and ultimately you’ll have a public hearing on the site plan here as well, but I think you’ll be one or two meetings in front of the Town Board before you end up back here.

Mr. David Steinmetz stated correct. So hopefully we’ve at least begun to address what I know you talked about at your work session. We hear you and we’re mindful and if anybody should be concerned about how to deal with right-in and right-out it’s Marty because Marty is going to have to make this site work productively for his teams and his coaches and obviously do it in a way that he’s not going to get complaints from the community. He lives here. He’s going to be the first one to hear it. Thank you.

Mr. Jeff Rothfeder stated Madame Chair I move that we refer the application back to staff. 

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. David Steinmetz stated not bad. You can get out of here 9:05, not bad.

*



*



*
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Peter Daly stated I move that we adjourn.


*



*



*
Next Meeting: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 2019
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