Village of Tarrytown

Planning Board

Regular Meeting (Via Zoom Video Conference)
November 23, 2020 6:00 pm

PRESENT: Chairman Friedlander, Members Aukland, Birgy, Raiselis, Tedesco,

Alternate Member Lawrence, Counsel Zalantis, Village Engineer Pennella,
Village Planner Galvin; Secretary Meszaros

ABSENT: All Present

**This meeting is being held via Zoom video conference in accordance with the
Governors Executive Order issued in response to the COVID-19 Pandemic that
authorizes public meetings to be held in this manner. The public will be able to view the
meeting through the Zoom application and be given the opportunity to speak during the
public comment period for each application by pressing the “raise your hand” icon to
speak or *9 on their phone.***

Chairman Friedlander called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m.

Approval of Minutes — October 13, 2020

Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Aukland, to approve the minutes of the regular October
13, 2020 Planning Board meeting.

Dr. Friedlander asked for a rolt calt vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes

Member Aukland: Yes

Member Tedesco: Yes

Member Birgy: Yes

Chair Friedlander; Abstained

The minutes were approved 4-0, with one abstention.

Approval of Minutes — October 26. 2020

Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Aukland, to approve the minutes of the regular October
26, 2020 Planning Board meeting.

Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes

Member Aukland: Yes
Member Tedesco: Yes

Member Birgy: Yes
Chair Friedlander: Yes

The minutes were approved 5-0.
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HOUSING COMMITTEE PRESENTATION

See attached PowerPoint Presentation attached as “Exhibit A” of these minutes:

Sadie McKeown, village resident and Chair of the Tarrytown Housing Committee,
introduced Peter Feroe, another member of the Housing Committee. She briefly stated
that this committee was an offshoot of the Comprehensive Plan Management
Committee and most of the committee members have extensive experience in the real
estate business. The goal of their committee is to provide the village with an
understanding of the existing housing supply, identify housing needs and trends,
support the current and future populations of the village, and to find opportunities within
the existing stack and in future developments. The biggest outcome of the
Comprehensive Plan as it related to housing was around affordability, integration and
providing housing that the village doesn't already have, which is their biggest charge.
They are not a decision making beard. They meet once a month to tackle a robust
agenda of items, including evaluating the existing housing ordinances and proposing
ways to integrate affordable housing into the existing stock. The committee received a
$200,000 donation during the onset of the pandemic and created an affordable housing
fund for rental assistance to village residents impacted by the unemployment due to
COVID. They have also assisted the YMCA to maintain the current resident housing on
site. A future affordable housing fund is forthcoming which the committee will advise on
with regard to the Franklin Terrace/Court project. Ms. McKeown is on the Franklin
Board Housing Committee and they wiil be recommending how they go forward, looking
at zoning changes and other tools to create affordable housing options, and will advise
the village on new development projects to ensure that they further the housing goals
identified in the Comprehensive Plan.

Peter Feroe, committee member briefly stated that between 1960 and 2010, a period of
60 years, the population of the village was relatively flat, growing by1.5%, a little over
1000 people. Most of the other river towns, excluding Hastings, which saw a steep
decline, have experienced increased populations. He referred to the Westchester
County Housing Needs Assessment indicating that since the year 2000, only 204 units
of new housing has been constructed within the village, which is about 4.5% of our
existing stock. The report also noted that 15% of the households in Tarrytown are
severely cost burdened, which means that these households pay more than 50% of
their pretax income towards housing. This is not sustainable and it represents the need
for affordable housing in the village. Westchester County is in need of 83,000 units of
affordable housing. In terms of economic development, jobs follow housing. While a
little over 200,000 people commute out of Westchester each day, 173,000 live and work
in Westchester, and about 200,000 commute into Westchester. The mission of this
committee guided by the Comprehensive Plan, produced over four years and 19 public
meetings, is to expand the village's range of offerings with regard to affordable housing.
They are looking at diversity of housing types and stock, walkability and density of
downtown retail. The downtown station area represents a significant opportunity to
leverage sustainable land use policies, and expand transit oriented development.
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Ms. McKeown briefly went over the current projects before the Planning Board and
offered the housing committee's perspective. Artis and Sunrise are terrific because they
provide that diversity of needed housing. The village does not have assisted living
facilities. The projects are located out on 119, which is remote to the downtown and
station area. The YMCA is a terrific project, since it provides affordable senior housing,
additional parking for the village business area, retains housing for the existing
residents, has no impacts to the school district, and will provide tax revenue which did
not exist before. The 29 South Depot Plaza project represents something very different,
not being in the central business district of Tarrytown. it is immediately adjacent to the
to the train station and is a perfect TOD (Transit Oriented Development). The units
again will be smaller; these are new type of units to the village. There are not a lot of the
smaller units that are offered in in Tarrytown. It will provide an alternative for those who
want to live near the train station, but can't afford to live in Hudson Harbor, or do not
want to wait on the waiting list of either Asbury Terrace, or Franklin Towers or Courts, or
may not qualify for affordable housing. This project will provide an opportunity to create
a neighborhood and a community in the area. The 39-51 North Broadway project,
another 80 units, is located in the central business district, which will provide boots on
the ground people, shopping locally and walking. She lives in the village and walks
everywhere. It will replace the vacant retail which has been hard to recruit larger
retailers. She feels that this is a good reuse of this particular property and consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan for a downtown redevelopment type of project.

Mr. Feroe showed the slide of the projects currently on the Board to show where these
projects fall in the approval process. It is important to note where these projects are in
terms of having the zoning adopted, which iay the rules of the game for the site pian
process.

Ms. McKeown jumped in to discuss Franklin Terrace/Courts which has been deemed
obsolete by HUD and will go through a prescribed process for renovation. The Franklin
Courts will have to be taken down and replaced. They are at the beginning of a very
long process as described by HUD. There have been rumors of a second tower, but
there's no proposal for that. They will engage an attorney, have a tenant engagement
process, put together an RFP and engage a developer who will take the project through
a re-development of that community. There are no current plans to add units, the
Tower will stay and get a renovation, but the courts will have to be replaced.

Mr. Feroe discussed that traffic is one of the biggest issues related to housing is traffic.
And not all housing is equal when it comes 1o traffic based upon the type and location.
They realize the elephant in the room when it comes to traffic is the Edge on Hudson
project in Sleepy Hollow, which they cannot ignore as a housing committee. it is not
their focus, but would support opportunities to be proactive about traffic in our
community and look at ways to enhance traffic calming in our neighborhoods. The
parking management committee has reported to the Board of Trustees, pedestrian and
bike mobility improvements, which have the potential to really improve transportation
within our downtown. The Station Area Zoning is a big issue and the Housing
Committee is looking into opportunities where they can be strategic, and advance their
housing goals within the framework set out by the Comprehensive Plan, and in a way
that complements our character.
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Mr. Feroe said that the goal of the committee is to promote affordable, integrated
housing. The village needs more housing. It is important from an equity and economic
perspective. They also know that the details matter and the public review of different
projects is very important. The type, the location, and the design of projects are
critically important as we move forward. We should not forget where we came from,
which was the Comprehensive Plan, which said that the downtown in the station area,
in general, are good places for us to be looking for appropriately placed housing to
sustain our downtown businesses and be more sustainable.

To conclude, Ms. McKeown said that the County has grown significantly, but the village
population has remained flat. The needs for affordable housing across the county have
also grown and sg it is incumbent on our village to do our share. The 80,000 units of
housing, obviously are county wide. But in our village, we should take that seriously and
try to provide better housing options for young people that want to stay in the village or
older people that want to sell their homes and remain in the village that are having a
hard time finding locations that are affordable. She thanked the Board for the
opportunity to present.

Since there was a long agenda, Dr. Friedlander asked Ms. McKeown to come back at
the end of the applications to answer some of the Board's questions if it is not too late.
Ms. McKeown said she would come back later on. Mr. Aukland thanked the committee
for the presentation. Mr. Tedesco said the presentation was done very well and would
like a copy provided to the Board.

Dr. Friedlander announced the following adjournments:

Adjournments:

Tarrytown Snack Mart, inc. (tenant)

440 South Broadway

Expansion to existing automotive filling station to include

a net increase of 776 s f. to the existing convenience store
with store front parking and other related site improvements.

39-51 North Broadway Associates

39-51 North Broadway

Referral by Board of Trustees for review and recommendation of a Zoning Petition to allow for the
development of a mixed-use project in the RR zone and for site plan approval for 80 residential units
with retail and off-street parking pending adoption of the zoning by the Board of Trustees.

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING-Lexington 202 Group.LLC -29 South Depot Plaza
Re-referral by Board of Trustees for review and recommendation of a petition for zone change to
allow for 88 residential units above a self-storage facility with parking.

Mr. Tedesco described for the benefit of the public that the Planning Board is currently
reviewing the impacts of this project in accordance with SEQRA. It is important to hear
from the public. He advised that if a majority of the Planning Board approves a Negative
Declaration and recommends the adoption of zoning text amendment to the Board of
Trustees, the Board and minority would submit a minority report to the Board of Trustees.
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This minority report would include the reasons for opposing the zoning text amendment,
and also include reference to all of the public comments that have been made on the
application, which are part of the record. At that point, it would be the decision of the
Board of Trustees, who will hold a public hearing on the zoning text amendment. This
public hearing will give the public another opportunity to express their views and
concerns before the Board of Trustees makes its decision. If the Board of Trustees
adopts the zoning text amendment, the application would still come back to the Planning
Board for Site Plan review. The public again will have the opportunity to be part of the
process at every step and they are important and will become part of the record. He
noted that each person will be given three minutes with a one and a half minute foliow
up if they desire in order to make sure everybody who wants to speak tonight gets a
chance to speak on this application and we leave time to address the other items on the
agenda.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:

James Wilson, 109 West Franklin Street, just caddy-corner to the fire station. He noted
the flyer left in his mailbox and thanked the community outreach. He is concerned
about the 60 foot height which will impact the views in the village which are precious.
He understands that housing at the bottom level is not feasible due to a flood zone, but
still feels it is too high. His chief concern is the traffic impact. He lives right in the path
of the very busy corner. With the Sleepy Hollow development coming, he is expecting
even more traffic, especially on the H-bridge. He wholeheartedly supports diversity in
housing and additional units of various types but thinks we have to be very smart about
the traffic and finding creative solutions for that.

John Stiloski, 155 Wildey Street, advised the Board that there are people getting paid to
put flyers in people’s mailbox’s basically trying to shoot this project down for some
unknown reason. He asked the Chairman who suggested that this applicant put
residential units on top of the approved self-storage facility.

Chairman Friedlander said there was an application for storage facility which was
approved. After that, the Board had said that we would prefer having a mixed use down
there, because we were working on a station area zoning that encouraged mixed use.
Everyone thought that a mixed use would be better than just having a storage facility so
the Board recommended to the applicant to consider having a mixed use and residential
above the storage.

Mr. Stiloski asked the Chairman why he recused himself from the storage application
but not the current application before this Board.

Dr. Friedlander said that at the time of the storage application, the applicant made some
references that he might have a conflict of interest and he didn't want to have an
appearance of a conflict of interest, so he recused himself. This is a new project and he
did not feel that it is was necessary to recuse himself. A discussion tock place about
the possibility of 107 units. Dr. Friedlander said that the Board had suggested that they
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provide a mixed use and the number was 48, never 107. The developer came in with
more numbers of units after that. That's the best of his recollection.

Mr. Stiloski advised that somebody is being paid on this project. Mr. Fry said he is doing
this because he loves Tarrytown and he loves being here but in reality he is being paid
by people in this village. Dr. Friedlander said he was not aware of this.

Mr. Stilosiki asked Dr. Friedlander if anybody on the Board took money at any point
from a builder because that is what everybody is saying. Dr. Friedlander thought this
was inappropriate. Mr. Stiloski said it is not inappropriate because this is what people
are saying on the outside. Dr. Friedlander said as far as the Board is concerned, they
have not done anything inappropriate, that anyone of them is aware of.

Leslie Gordon, 4" generation resident of the village, who lives on East Elizabeth Street,
said that the really significant height variances have the potential to dwarf the
surrounding buildings. As former speakers shared, she has real concerns about the
historical view shed challenges that will arise from the additional height. More
significantly, if there's a variance to the zoning, there's the potential long term to give
Developer’s preference over what we would really prefer to see and believe is relevant
for the community. Regarding traffic, people zoom up East Elizabeth Street, Archer
Place and across Grove Street all the time, and so traffic is concerning.

Katie Kreider, 42 North Washington Street, said that prior to COVID, people worked
from home and companies could save on rent and utilities (referred to as hoteling).
During COVID, more people will be staying home and not going to the train but will be
driving in the village, so traffic is a big issue. Height is also a big issue, and there may
be some strain on infrastructure. When she works from home, she uses more electricity,
water, more connectivity, and it becomes expensive. She decided it was just as easy to
travel to the city, but that may not be an option for a lot of people. The traffic is also
crazy, even with COVID, because the rush hour lasts a good part of the morning, and it
continues from two o'clock in the afternoon, up into the evening. The character of our
village is a huge issue. She has been listening to the Board of Trustees meetings and
thought that the village would just take care of things, like the height of this building. She
feels that the public sense of trust has been shaken, and that so many people feel so
strongly that they have come out. She hopes the Planning Board will listen to all of us.
We are just disembodied voices in the dark. You can't see us. You don't know us. You
cannot feel our frustration. She, herself, does not know 90% or 85% of the people
talking, but she shares their views. She is asking the Board to please listen too many
who are saying this project is too big and the traffic is bad. The world is changing and
before big decisions are made that could set precedent, she would ask that the Board
do a traffic study, and make sure our infrastructure can handle it and that the ground
down there can handle it. The traffic on Central Avenue and Wildey Street is dangerous
now and if you start adding more cars, it is going to be a nightmare.

Dolf Beil, 108 Main Street, showed some slides from the applicant's August 2, 2020
environmental submission to the Planning Board, attached as “Exhibit B” of these
minutes. Exhibit six shows a rendering from Franklin Court and Franklin Street. In his
opinion, there is a misrepresentation in this artist's rendering with regard to the view. in
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April of this year, the applicant agreed to perform a balloon test to show what the height
would be. He has not seen any record of this taking place and does not think that any
action can be taken on the Negative Declaration until the commitment made in April is
fulfiled. He showed another slide showing the impact of the building on the view of the
Bridge and then detail of how the drone measurements were made of Wildey Street. He
pointed out that 46 units at 40 feet was profitable in February and January of 2019 and
wondered why exactly.

Dean Gallea, 28 Wildey Street, read his statement into the record on behalf of TEAC:

To: Stanley Friedlander, Chair, Tarrytown Planning Commission
From: Tarrytown Environmental Advisory Council (TEAC)

Dean Gallea and Rachel Tieger, Co-Chairs, TEAC

RE: 29 South Depot Plaza SEQRA process

We understand that construction of the proposed building at 29 Depot Plaza will entail
partial or complete excavation of the in-place concrete cap forming the base slab and
foundation of the existing structure. This will necessarily expose the old fill material that
forms the land mass under the building. The fill was placed, as we understand it, at a time
when environmental standards and practices, and regulations for such materials, were
not compliant with current standards based on health and safety. We have not been able
to ascertain whether there has been any testing of the fill showing that it is free from
volatile contaminants that would be of concern to potential residents. Given this concern,
and the possibility of other issues within the EAF, we believe that a positive declaration
is warranted, and recommend that a full DEIS be produced for further examination by
stakeholders prior to any furtherance of the project.

Anthony Paladino, 26 Riverview Avenue, moved to Tarrytown this year. The historic
character is what attracted his family to the village. The building is tall and will really change
the character of this village. The views will be impacted not only from residential areas, but
from Main Street, the library, and the parks. The traffic getting down to the Riverwailk and
train station is moderately bad now even with few commuters due to COVID. He can't
imagine what it will be like when we add residential units to the existing train traffic. He joins
the majority of the residents of this neighborhood and opposing changes to the zoning and
hope the trustees will consider that.

Mark Fry, who lives in Ossining, said to address John Stiloski's comment, he has
received a very small stipend, less than $6 per hour. He is doing this for his love of
Tarrytown and is happy to donate the money to Riverkeeper, a modest amount of
money, should that be an issue. He referred to his two letters sent to the Planning
Board today raising similar concerns of Dean Gallea. After further review of all the
documents he has concluded that the application is not complete. In his professional
view, the applicant’s submissions contain many substantive errors and the Planning
Board may not legally issue a Negative Declaration, because it has not yet completed
its legally required hard look at all of the important potential negative impacts which is
what is required of all Boards across New York State. They've got to take a hard look at
all of the impacts and the applicant should be required to produce an environmental
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impact statement. There is question about the potential that the site itself is severely
contaminated. Apparently, there were tests done, but he does not have the resuits. The
visual simulations have also not been provided. He wanted to share his visual
simulations with the Board. Dr. Friedlander said they could be discussed after everyone
else has a chance to speak and if there is time.

Lisette Mendez, 159 Grove Street, is disheartened by the public comment because this
is an opportunity for Tarrytown to provide affordable housing for many families in need
in Westchester. In Tarrytown, 15% of families are severely cost burdened and we are
only concerned only about the impacts on views and not the impacts on family. She is
an architect and planner and can assure the public that TOD development is a very
established way of working and reducing traffic, while increasing sensible density.
Based on the Comprehensive Pian, that we all did in 2018, holding 19 meetings, we all
agreed that this was necessary. Those that are concerned on Franklin Street and
Riverview, it is about 200 to 300 feet away from the site at a 50 foot elevation. The top
of the building will be seen. It will not impact your water view. She visited the area and
is making it clear that it will not impact the view as terribly as people think. She
questions the height, architecture and the massing, but does not question the need for
retail for TOD development that is going to bring walkability sustainability to our village.
With regard to traffic concerns, she is asking that everyone consider how they can
reduce traffic, by walking to the train station or into town. Everyone needs to do their
part. We cannot expect everyone else to do it and we get to drive our car around. She
understands the COVID concerns and there are people that are going to be working
from home, but they will still be traveling and using the metro station. So why not use
this site for future housing which will help pecple, rather than a storage facility. She is
asking that people look at the big picture, not their immediate needs that are going to
change over time.

Kristen Albright, who lives on MacArthur Lane, thanked the Board for hosting the
meeting and Dolf Beil for his presentation, showing the view analysis that would block
the views. She would ask the village to understand and realize that this is only one
point of view, but the 180-degree views would be blocked significantly. This is also
precedent setting. This would be the first construction and she would like to know where
it will end and where else is it going to impact others views? With respect to the traffic,
we do our best to walk into town and when we have to drive someplace, it is right now
even during COVID, the traffic is pretty challenging. She asked if Tarrytown has the
infrastructure to support a building of this height and housing. We understand
affordable housing is an issue and support it, but we ask that it not deplete or defray the
value of our homes. We have put significant investment into our home and plan to retire
here. if the village is going to block our views, make no mistake, they will not hesitate to
leave Tarrytown. This is her dream home, it is a tiny home, and if she can't maintain
what they have, then they will be forced to leave the village. She wonders how many
other people feel the same way. She apologized for being so brash but this is where
she stands right now.
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Olivia Gerth, who lives on LeGrande Avenue, has been to a number of these meetings
and feels that a majority of the public voicing opposition have been pretty
straightforward with their concerns with these large projects and hope to see a
compromise with these stakehoiders for the 29 South Depot and 39-51 North Broadway
projects. Again, the size and density of these projects are not reasonable. Addressing
the scale of these projects is one way to gain public support, something that a denial of
the rezoning application could assist with. The traffic studies submitted are not
complete. Looking at the big picture, we have to consider the potential effects of all
these projects: 29 S. Depot Plaza, 39-51 North Broadway, in addition to Edge on
Hudson, and not view each project in a vacuum because that is just not the realistic
impact. |t is important recognize that there are unknown effects from a global pandemic
on commuting and traffic that are not being taken into consideration in these traffic
studies. These concerns are not coming from an anti-diversity or an anti-development
sentiment, just simply that they want and deserve the research to be done before
implementing lasting change in our village. She would like these drastic measures that
will inevitably create precedent, be put on pause until we are not in the middle of a
global health emergency. They seem like pretty reasonable requests to her considering
the decisions we make now will have a permanent effect on the village later. At the
Board of Trustees meeting last week, they were told that they should be presenting our
views to the Planning Board rather than the Board of Trustees. She also remembers
being told at a prior Planning Board meeting that they should be expressing their views
with the Board of Trustees. At this juncture, she is here yet again because she cares
about the town, has a vested interest in the town and its future, and would like to be a
part of the discussion to make sure that the public’'s valid concerns are not being swept
under the rug.

David Barnett, 104 Main Street, addressed the 29th South Depot Plaza project in
context of the comprehensive plan with a short slide presentation, attached as “Exhibit
C”. Members of this Planning Board along with residents of the community worked for
several years to complete this carefully constructed study which documents a

vision for the future of Tarrytown and continues to be a source of reference as we
proceed. Unfortunately, he believes that it is currently being misrepresented and
compromised in ways that help defend and justify certain directions that are at odds with
this community. He hopes the members of this Board hear our frustration because the
decisions you make tonight could change the direction and negatively impact
Tarrytown's future development and infrastructure. He has read and re-read this Comp
Plan and has found only three references to height and stories and stories you will see
on this slide. The first reference is on page 134. In the Comp Plan under the heading
economy, built environment and estate, it says, anywhere there was one story make it
two, which sound fine. The second reference says, on page 135, references the
maximum height of 3 to 5 stories if built up. Apparently, this is still an open guestion.
And based on comments by the residents tonight and past meetings, nobody is
endorsing five stories.

The second slide shows an image from the Comp Plan on page 101. It addresses the
issue of climate change on our village. The photograph shows a large portion of the
station area that | imagine would also impact 29 South Depot Plaza that are within 100
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within the hundred year flood zone. And it states on page 102, that "Tarrytown needs to
recognize the current and future impacts that climate change will have on the local
community”. He remembers Hurricane Sandy when the Hudson flooded the train
station crossing the railroad tracks onto Depot Plaza and finally stopping in front of the
Portuguese American cultural center. If we continue to choose asphait and concrete
over open green spaces, we will reduce the options for floodwaters recede. And closing
again he would like to quote from the Comp Plan that, "sea level rise must be accounted
for especially in relation to how it threatens new developments along the waterfront.

The alternative could prove costly and dangerous to both village residents and
businesses”.

Katie Scully, 3 Hillside Place, thanked Lizette Mendez and others for bringing this
matter to her attention and the Housing Committee that presented earlier. She chose
this village to raise her family in a community of people from all walks of life,
economically, socially, racially. She feels that the village must also take on the issue of
the lack of affordable housing in the village which already represents this kind of
diversity. She is on the District Equity Committee which aligns with these goals. She
has a background in art and architecture and understands the concerns about height.
She thinks that there is clearly a compromise that can happen and appreciates that the
Board agrees that affordable housing is a priority of the village.

Robert Singer, 15 Park Avenue, said that many of his concerns about this project have
been expressed. His main concern is the impact of traffic in Miller Park. Speed bumps
were installed last year to slow down the traffic going to and from the train station. One
of his cars was totaled by cut through traffic going down Park Avenue, so there are real
effects. He is concerned about the safety of the many children in the neighborhood with
the increase in traffic. He would like to see a more comprehensive traffic plan. He does
not see how the current roads can sustain this traffic. He feels that the density is setting
a scary precedent. If this level of density continues, the roads will not handle that. There
are also the additional school costs, and the elephant in the room here is the
development in Sleepy Hollow. We can't change that, we can only change what we do
going forward, which is why a lot of people talking about this particular development. He
agrees with the concerns about height and the obstruction of the view, but the density
precedent and the traffic concerns are his first and foremost concerns.

Doug Fox, 42 North Washington Street, said the main issue is that this site is a landfill.
He has a map from 1891 that shows his house and the area south of the actual
turnaround on Franklin Street and the Village Hall, where those existing warehouses
are. The reality is that it was swamp land. All of the area down by the waterfront was
filled in during the late 1800’s and early 1900s. He recalls watching as the railroad
blew out all the old 70s built platforms and there was absolutely no resistance to any of
the pilings that they were putting into the ground to shore up the foundation for the new
platforms. He feels that this entire area is compromised and is in a flocdplain, which
was proven with Sandy. The new housing that was put on the west side of the tracks
does not have anything on the first fioor levels. His main contention is that there are no
studies to tell us exactly what's going to happen in the area.

10
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Colin VanderHorn, who lives on LeGrande Avenue, feels it would have been helpful if
the applicant had presented first so that people could familiarize themselves with the
project. There was an entire section dedicated to the fact that Tarrytown is in great
fiscal shape so why is there such a need to increase the population? He sympathizes
with those househoids that are cost burdened, but we should start by attempting to
reduce the tax burden on households. His taxes are a little over a third of his mortgage,
which is pretty shocking. He does not feel that the residents should be responsible for
the 82,000 affordability units that are needed in Westchester County. it doesn't seem
like people could foresee the faults of the Comp Plan, but we do care about the real-
world consequences. He agrees with Dave Barnett that the Comp Plan is being
misrepresented. The height is too tall, too tall for the neighborhood and too tall for
people who live behind them. He would like to see us move closer to existing zoning.
He noted that during that presentation 39 — 51 North Broadway was described as
replacing vacant retail. That project would not be replacing just vacant retail it would be
replacing the CVS that is severely needed. The Board of Trustees meeting was a little
bit disheartening. The Board of Trustees and Mayor have made their views very
transparent, and they intend to approve these projects. This is the proper avenue for
community intervention and people should speak up. it doesn't matter if you have never
spoken, please do not hesitate to speak up. He thinks that telling people that there will
be many more chances to appeal is a little bit misleading, especially if you've attended
one of those Board of Trustees meeting, you know where the heart of the trustees is
and especially the heart of the Mayor. ltis not a bad view, but he is not in agreement
with some of the public views voiced tonight. He would like to express to the Planning
Board that the community clearly does not want the developments of this scale, this
density level or this height. He would appeal to the Board to take these public
comments into consideration now and in the long term.

Daniel Blatz, 107 MacArthur lane, recently just moved into town to raise his family. He
is in complete favor of affordable housing but he thinks the town and developers need to
do their due diligence on the impacts associated with the project. He would like to see a
traffic study completed and a property value assessment completed which should be
paid for by the applicant. He appreciates the sentiments of all of the people that have
spoken tonight and he would like to hear more on the project.

Judith (no last name), lives at 18 North Broadway, in the Landmark building. She is a
minority voice and is in support of this project and other projects like this that would
bring more affordable housing to Tarrytown. She thinks there are lots of competing
priorities. She respects her neighbor's comments, but feels the need for affordable
housing really must take precedence over those other priorities. One of the things they
love most about Tarrytown is the diversity of the community which is just as important
as the look of the buildings and the views. She is very happy when she thinks of these
buildings coming in bringing new people coming into the community, shopping it at our
local stores, and keeping 2all the other wonderful shops and local restaurants open and
hanging out by our beautiful Waterfront Park. This is what we need in Tarrytown,
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Heather Haggerty, who lives on Kaldenberg with her husband, is originally from Dobbs
Ferry and she has seen what happens with over-development. There has been a lot of
talk about affordable housing but she has been to a lot of these meetings and she still
does not know what the rents will be and if they will be rent stabilized or if it is
affordable. In Dobbs Ferry, they have provided affordable housing for their firefighters.
She does not feel that this village has taken care of the volunteers. Many of them are
only able to live here because they live in family homes. She feels there is more we can
do for the firefighters and people that actually work for town and this has not been
discussed. With regard to fraffic, she is one of those who only have one car and she
walks around fown. Most of the people around her have two cars. There are some new
apartments near her on Main Street that just from these two new apartments, the
amount of traffic that has increased on her little street because people are going to
grocery stores, going to the gym, etc. and they do get in their cars. She and her
husband attempted to {ry a lifestyle without a car in town which they found is almost
impossible to do. This should be taken into consideration since you really do need a car
and the new rentals coming in will most likely have two cars per family. The traffic on
Central Avenue is a mess blocked in by trucks and buses.

Monica Shepherd, 71 Miller Avenue, feels that villagers have reason to be concerned
and not trust what is happening when the proposed height that we see in the pictures
has been increased multiple times over the past months. The presentations by the
developer have been misleading. She also has concerns about the traffic in the Miller
Park area. This neighborhood sustains an enormous amount of traffic between Park
Miller and Independence and there are about 26 children in the area with loads of cars
coming through. The speed humps have helped a lot, but she does not think the
neighborhood that is full of kids can sustain or tolerate a lot more traffic coming through
here and people living down there. You might say that they are not going to use their
cars, but they will.

Amy Wessan, 85 Main Street, a village resident for 25 years, said that Tarrytown is
known as one of the top 10 villages by Forbes Magazine in the United States for its
beauty. We have a special architectural beauty and charm. Some of these proposals
have absolutely nothing to do with that charm and they do not fit in with the village. There
is no place in the history for these larger clunky buildings. Franklin Courts and Asbury
Terrace should not set a precedent for the height in this area. She asked if the village
has a vision of the area showing what it would actually look like (electronically) to have
a scattered little village down there. This area should be connected from the train station
to Main Street to give a feeling of a really warm, inviting place. She appreciates all of
the people here tonight. She would like to note that over the past hour and a half, only
two speakers have been somewhat positive towards this building.

Laura Burke, 40 North Washington Street, has lived here since 1999. Her taxes are half
of her mortgage and they weren't like that when she moved here. She does not feel that
Hudson Harbor gave the village the tax revenue it wanted. She is not against developing
the village, she just has issue with the scope and the size of this project. She thinks it
should be haif of what it is. And if it is not profitable for the developer, that is not really
the village’s problem. She wanted to know how much of the project is designated as
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affordable housing and would like to see more details about that the percentage of
affordable and what the proposed rates are for the apartments. She noted that with
regard to the 38-51 North Broadway project, the vacant storefronts are not really helping
the walkability and getting rid of CVS as part of that development up there is not going
to help with walkability either.

Howard Smith, 87 Main Street, sent a communication to the Planning Board members
earlier today and most of them bounced back. This communication included a photo of
an overhead shot of the parking areas near the train station to illustrate the point that
nine months into a pandemic and the parking lots are more than half empty. He wants to
know why the village is talking about making a significant change in their approach to
development at this time without taking the time to do a more long range study of the
potential impact of the pandemic. He is concerned with the impact of the Edge on
Hudson development. It is not technically in the village but the 1177 residential units will
house somewhere around 2400 residents and 3,400 parking spaces, which translates to
a lot of cars. If the Walgreens Plaza were to be developed at the density level comparable
to 29 South Depot, that could add another 450 new residents and another 400 cars. He
feels that it would be a real mistake to interpret all these concerns as being anti-
development or anti-affordable housing. The developer lost him when he went from the
thoughtfully designed 4 story concept that was presented initially and then got greedy
and went for the 60 foot tall, massive structure. They are proposing to turn what used to
be a warehouse for things, to a warehouse for people, and are only proposing eight
affordable units. He also is concerned about the environmental issues that have been
discussed tonight, all of which suggests that a lot of work needs to be done first before
we move in this direction.

Harley Denver, of 85 Main Street, a 25-year village resident, referred to his background
picture of the view from his balcony. He finds the disconnect between the Planning
Board, the Board of Trustees, and the villagers very frightening. it is aimost as divided
as this country. {t makes him question the motive behind this. He heard Peter Feroe's
presentation about how housing brings jobs but, at what point do you stop and say,
enough is enough? He is really frightened that there is just going to be a big boxy
building, like they have in Yonkers. He has done a lot of business and tourism
development in both South America and Asia, particularly Argentina, and Brazil,
Malaysia and the way you get things done is who to pay off. He was a little frightened
when that was considered to be an inappropriate question that was asked earlier? He
thinks the answer was inappropriate. He is not saying that this is happening, he just
does not understand what the disconnect is. With regard to the traffic, he asked why we
don't take care of the traffic first, before we do the development.

Suzanne Bartolacci, 67 Miller Avenue, agrees with a number of comments tonight,
particularly the neighbors in the Miller Park neighborhood. Her main concerns are
around the density and the volume of cars and traffic that will come through her not only
her neighborhood, but the town in general. She noted a Miller Park traffic study done
prior to the traffic calming which said that about 3000 cars a day went past her home. it
is nowhere near that level now and the children can play somewhat safely outside. The
road humps have also had a huge difference. Her concern is when things get back to
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normal, the traffic will increase and go back to what it was and if you layer on all the
additional development particularly the Edge development, cars will be cutting through
their neighborhood and all of the residential neighborhoods in town. This is a serious
concern from a property value perspective as well as a safety issue for the people in the
neighborhood. She feels that the views from the village parks, from the school and
everywhere else are a special part of what makes Tarrytown what it is. A re-evaluation
was done a few years ago for their property taxes which placed a 25% Premium on
properties that had a river view. So, it is not just the residents that are placing a premium
on that view, it is also the village, who is getting effectively additional tax dollars from
these views. She thinks an assessment needs to be done of what would happen if all
those views were lost or impaired. She thinks that this should be considered not just for
this development but for all future developments down in this area because she thinks
this is start of many more to come.

Patrick and Lynn Jones, live at 111 MacArthur Lane. Mr. Jones is concerned with the
parking in general in the village and the additional people who will be driving into the
village from the new development. Ms. Jones came on and said she is concerned about
the tall building that will obstruct her view of the river which gives her a sense of peace
and would lower her property value. They have lived here since 1973 and it would hurt
them if an eight story building were put down there.

Mark Fry, returned to comment on the issue of affordability and noted documents he
downloaded from the village website. The rents have gone up substantially. The project
began with two stories of self-storage and then it went to three-stories and 46 units. Then
itwent to four-stories and 69 units. Then it went to five-stories at 88 units and the monthly
rents are as foliows: Studios will be $1,950; 1 bedrooms will be $3,000, and 2 bedrooms
will cost $4,100. With regard to the calculations for affordability which were provided, the
one bedrooms require an income of $120,000, which is above the 100% of AMI. So, the
48-1-bedroom apartments are not affordable. The 2 bedrooms require an income of
$164,000 a year. Again, the 100% of adjusted mean income is $120,000, so also not
affordable. You have to make 80,000 a year to live in the studio, so they are not
affordable.

Barbara Barnett, has lived at 104 Main Street for 10 years. The back of her house looks
out to the Train Station. The proposed 29 South Depot Plaza project is out of character
with Tarrytown. She agrees with Amy Wessan that when people arrive by train to the
charming village, there should be a wel! thought out architecturally designed gateway to
Main Street instead of a five-story building standing out like a sore thumb. She is afraid
that the project will set a negative precedent for the rest of the village. Even though many
years were spent on the Comprehensive Plan, there does not seem to be any cohesive
strategy to complete the train station area. It seems that once again, developers are in
charge and not the people of Tarrytown. We need the Planning Board to stand by what
the taxpaying residents want for their village. Additionally, at this time of the pandemic,
with businesses closing and people working remaotely, we should not make any rash
decisions. Healthcare experts warn that things will get worse before they'll get better. We
need to wait to evaluate the new normal and closely determine what our needs will be.
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Adam Bergadamo, a new resident of Wilson Park Drive, came from neighboring
Elmsford. They spent the better part of the last four years locking at different towns in
Westchester and were very attracted to Tarrytown due to its character. He feels that
these projects: 62 Main Street, 29 South Depot and the North Broadway proposal all put
this at risk to some degree. He will make 11 points briefly and thanked the other
speakers who have spoken. He thanked the people who dropped off the flyers raising
community awareness on this topic. He suggested creating an email group or some way
to organize to be more thorough in their approach. He is concerned about the height of
the building. He is concerned about the precedent this sets for material zoning variations
which is a bit alarming. The character of the town is what draws many people here. The
village is known as one of the prettiest towns in America and it is important to maintain
the character of the taxpaying residents of this town. Point number four relates to traffic.
This is a commuter county and people need to be able to walk here but clearly residents
coming in will come with cars and they will need to drive that has been said by many
residents here. The next point is he would urge the Board to take the totality of all the
projects under consideration into account. Piecemeal studies done one at a time wili not
do service to what the burden on the infrastructure of the town will be and there are a
number of large projects under consideration given the size of our town. The next point
is that this tends to be a family-oriented community. It is not clear to him that small
apartments fill the needs for that affordable housing for what would actually be needed
to live in this area for the reason so many people do here. The next point is that the
architectural designs shown in the drawings here do not appear to be consistent with the
feeling of the town buildings. They are too tall and too modern looking with the stick frame
architecture which does not fit into the character of the town. The next point echoes the
last caller that there should be no new major decisions made during the pandemic. The
next point is that there is no need of growth for growth's sake, we are not running a
corporation, we are running a town, which should defer to the residents, which has been
pretty clear and how it has been expressed here. The next point is that he would like to
say thank you to Mr. Fry for bringing those numbers to all of our attention, which really
makes the affordable housing argument quite frankly, farcical and fantastical. $4,000 for
a two bedroom apartment is hardly within the reaim of affordability. Lastly, he will echo
the comments on getting a gateway from the train station to the broader downtown area,
this would be particularly relevant to the South Depot Plaza, rather than a large five story
building, with storage units underneath. A more comprehensive thought out plan that
mirrors the image of the overall town in design as well as feel would be a better approach.

Peter Bartolacci, 67 Miller Avenue, is a resident, in other words, he lives here and is a
taxpayer. It is important to note with regard to the discussion about the Broadway
Development, by the area of Mrs. Green’s, the clothing store and the CVS area, there
was reference to a traffic study that was done for the Edge on Hudson project. The study
concluded that most of the traffic leaving Edge on Hudson would not be going up
Beekman and onto Broadway, but rather would be traveling over the H-bridge and up
Frankliin and then through the Miller Park neighborhood to get to Broadway. This needs
to be considered when looking at the station area development. We are going to see a
huge increase in traffic once the Edge on Hudson comes fully online. We can’t lock at
each project in isolation. if you have the density of this South Depot Plaza, spread across
the 15 developable acres of the stationary overlay zone, we could be talking about over
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1000 units, which is a serious issue. He feels it will impact the entire village but in
particular, the Miller Park area. He agrees with the points made tonight, especially
concerning the height of the building. He had no issue with this project when it was a
three-story 46-unit project. He thought it was better than what was down there now and
better than self-storage. But it has now ballooned to 88 units and five stories, 60 feet high
which he thinks would set an incredibly dangerous precedent, and really needs to be
thought about, again, not in isolation as to just this project, but what that means for all of
the land down near the station area overlay.

Rob Wingate, who lives on North Broadway, has questions about environmental
conditions and possible heights of the river impacting developments. He does not
directly oppose development that could be more affordable in scope. He is in support of
it in some parts of the village. He is concerned about this development in terms of scale
and size. He thinks it is worth thinking about what it means to develop affordable
housing in terms of a diverse community and what the properties look like. He thinks the
two are intertwined. He has concern about some of the some of the earlier general
commentary about what it means to develop affordable housing, and yet how we feel
like we have to resist a certain number of units along the way, and he guesses that is
the nature of the contradictory times we live in. With regard to the YMCA property, in
terms of affordable housing, the residents wiil stay and that is unique, and it really is
affordable in terms of that proposal. It is important that we do not forget that property in
those terms. Having space for residents to stay in Tarrytown is a form of affordable
housing, and it is a form of diversity. It also allows the YMCA to be able to find

funds to relocate and set up operations at another site. He hopes that this is part of the
conversation. He feels like we are stuck in sort of a two dimensional set of
conversations. If we are looking at our population and what is diversity in our
community, he thinks people need to be more a part of that, and not just to the size of
the buildings.

Lisette Mendez, Grove Street resident, returned and thanked the speakers, even though
they may not agree, she understands the concerns, she owns property and wants to
preserve her view as well. With regard to the Comprehensive Plan, it looks at specific
sites that will impact the least amount of people in the neighborhood and having
development near the train station at a lower elevation on landfill which is feasible. She
agrees with Heather Haggerty about the need to provide housing for firefighters, police
officers, for teachers, which will reduce traffic because they will live where they work.
This is the kind of thinking that we need to be looking at. Transit Oriented Development
is not only about affordable housing, it is about a new way of looking at how you
commute, how you are sustainable. If people are concerned about sustainability, dense
development that is sensible to the historic fabric and not too tall, is extremely
sustainable.

Colin VanderHorn returned and was wondering if there was going to be an opportunity
to address the Board before they vote after the applicant presentation. Mr. Ringel said
that this is the time for public comment. Mr. VanderHorn said then that he would just
appeal to the Board to take all these comments into consideration this evening.
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Howard Smith, 87 Main Street, returned and said that using the term affordable is kind
of disingenuous when you talk about the proposed rents for the project. The only
legitimate reference to affordable is the eight proposed affordable units. The parking
that the developer is proposing is currently leased by the railroad to the village. And for
a private individual to have access to parking that is leased to the village for public
purposes, for their profit, seems questionable. It is important to realize that what makes
the business community viable here is not just adding a few more residents. For
businesses to be viable, they need to bring people in from the outside and what attracts
people from the outside is the charm and the character and the community that we
have. Right now he would urge the Board to give proper consideration to the kind of
questions that are being raised to make a positive declaration and insist that the

. appropriate environmental impact process is followed.

John Stiloski, of Wildey Street, returned and asked at what point the Board at prior to
this becoming an issue where everybody has come forward. He wanted to know it this
was put out to a vote at some point. Mr. Ringel said he does not believe there has been
a vote on this project yet. Dr. Friedlander confirmed that they have done the impact
studies, including traffic. Mr. Stiloski said so the studies are in front of you. He said that
the Board has to run with some true facts. There are rents being thrown out there, what
it is going to cost and all that stuff and you also have allegations that there are people
on your Board taking money from people in trench coats, $150,000 over dinner, which
he finds hard to believe since he knows the Board Members personally. He thinks the
Board has to run with the facts and he wonders where some of this stuff is coming from.
He said there are people that are non-residents that love this village, then you have
people paying people to turn around and put stuff in mailboxes, and he does not get
where this is going. He does not get how that is love in Tarrytown, when you got to get
paid to do something.

Dolf Beil, 108 Main Street, returned to say he has some concerns before the Board
votes. There are several significant material defects in the submission, which has been
brought up tonight. Specifically, he talked about the height and the applicant's
agreement to put up balloons so that everyone could see what the impact was. He
asked for that to be done before any vote is taken on the negative declaration. He was
not aware of the foundation issues and the potential for disturbing the sub soil and
having significant contamination. He thinks this needs to be examined before you
decide whether there is a material opportunity for environmental impact. Last, but
certainly not least, TEAC is the organization which is designed to advise this Board on
environment issues and they have clearly said that the Board should not to vote on the
Negative Declaration. He does not understand any way that this board can tonight,
approve a Negative Declaration and send it to the Board of Trustees.

Kyle Moto, of Browning Lane, suggested, rather that the balloon test, a bucket truck will
bring the person directly up to that 60-foot level, to take a look. Two bucket trucks can
also be put at the corner of each of the building to really assess how the building would
look and what the actual height would be. He thinks part of the outpouring of support
against this project, is that they have been lied to by a developer that is going to show
you pictures that misrepresent a specific height. He thinks this really needs to be
addressed.

17



Planning Board - Village of Tarrytown November 23, 2020

END OF PUBLIC COMMENT
Mr. Ringel advised that there is no one else in the public that wishes to comment.

Dr. Friedlander asked the applicant to speak.

Linda Whitehead, attorney with firm of McCullough, Goldberger and Staudt,
representing the applicant, said she will be brief since it is late. She is concerned that
there has been a iot of inaccurate information and misleading information provided here
tonight. It is unfortunate that so much of the public commenting now has only come in
the last two or three months. There has been a lot of information provided to this Board.
This current plan is for 88 units and this height has been the plan that the Board has
been looking at since at least this January. It has not changed since then. This Board
sent us back to the Board of Trustees to have them re-refer it which was done in the
spring. This Board retained Chazen as their consultant to review some issues. This
included density and parking and a number of other issues that have been looked at. A
traffic report traffic study was done. Height and view studies were done. In fact, some of
the view simulations shown tonight have been out of context. We advised the Board that
these submissions that we submitted back in August were from an earlier submission.
The submission made in August also talked about the heightened elevation of the top of
the building, and also provided a great deal of information showing the topography and
the elevation of the homes in Miller Park to show that the first floors and the entries of
those homes were all at elevations higher than the top of our building so that their views
would not be obstructed. The Board has had this information before them. She was very
disturbed to hear some comments made tonight about the site being contaminated and
one comment or referred to it as severely contaminated without any support for saying
that is complete conjecture. That's not in fact the case. There has been boring and
testing done. There was a cleanup from tank removal under the DEC and County
Health Department which was all addressed. She has a real problem with someone
getting up in a public meeting in a public forum and stating with no support whatsoever
that a site is severely contaminated because it is just incorrect, inaccurate, misleading,
and frankly, could be libelous. The property is clean, it has been checked out. It has
clean borings with respect to the structural issues. The issues raised about the
foundation and the plans that you have before you reflect some additional work being
done to help support the additional residential on top of the approved self-storage. As a
reminder, there was a two story self-storage facility which is approved and remains an
approved project for this site. The Village, based on the Comprehensive Plan, asked
that housing be provided. They cannot do housing on the first floor because of the
floodplain issues. The original plan that the Ferraro's had proposed, kept two stories of
self-storage and put residential on top of that. They were asked to revise it to one story
of self-storage with residential on top, that's when it changed from 40 some odd units to
69 units. Subsequently, they brought in Arthur Collins because he is a more
experienced residential developer. Mr. Collins looked at the site and suggested that
more units could be there and that he would want to do more. The Board of Trustees
advised that they could not go higher than 60 feet. They.are also limited by the area
they have for parking. She pointed out that they have additional land that will be under
a long term lease that they have not used in calculating the FAR and density. If it was
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included in the calculation, the rents would be lower. They will have a minimum of nine
units of affordable housing which meets the Village requirements. These rents will be

~ below 60% AMI. The rents for the nine affordable units will be about $1,260 for a studio
and a little over $1,400 for one bedroom, which is a little bit below the 60% AMI. ltis
correct that the other rents will range from about $1,900 to $4,000, but even those rents
are lower than a lot of what exists in the village as rental housing, and certainly lower
than other new rental housing. The comment made that are eliminating some public
parking is not true. They are improving some of the MTA and village public parking
adjacent to this property. That is the metered lot which they will be repaving and
providing landscaping. The same number of spaces will remain available as public
spaces that exists. With regard to Franklin courts, the Planning Board has pushed them
to focus hard on improving the conditions for Franklin Courts. Right now they have a
rather ugly MTA employee parking lot immediately adjacent. They're looking at an
empty warehouse building or what could be an approved two story self-storage facility.
That parking lot is also going to be cleaned up, repaved landscaped, and they are also
providing them with access across the property to the plaza adjacent to our building,
which will give them access to the platform, and also ultimately access across to the
park and the other side of the tracks and the river. She noted that she thinks some
people are confused and that this is not an SAC project and it is also not the Broadway
proposal. A lot of comments were made about this. With regard to traffic, a lot of people
mentioned traffic coming to the station. The benefit of a TOD development, which was
discussed in our traffic report is that there will not be traffic coming to the station at rush
hour because our residents are already there. With regard to comments about
infrastructure, the Planning Board has pushed very hard to require in the proposed
zoning to really make the building sustainable. To reduce the energy demand and all of
those kinds of things. With regard to the design, to remind everybody, again, they are
not in the design phase for this development. The Planning Board has pushed us to put
in some language in the zoning text that is going to force them to modify the design
from what we have been showing as a preliminary design. When they come back for
site plan approval and go to the Architectural Review Board, the design will be much
more developed and the fagade will be broken up which has been included in the
proposed zoning text. There have been a iot of comments about height and views. She
feels that they have really addressed the issues in pretty significant level of detail over
the time that the Board has been reviewing this application. She would be happy to
respond to any particular guestions. She asked Mr. Collins if he wanted to add any
comment.

Mr. Collins had no additional comment but wanted to advise that he has had a
conversation with the Housing Council that presented earlier, and they are trying to figure
out a way to help them with some of their initiatives as well. They don't know what it is
going to look at. Ms. Whitehead said they will have a minimum of nine affordable units,
and there may be some possibility of providing some additional affordable units. But that
is not determined yet.

Dr. Friediander asked when that will be determined.

Ms. Whitehead said it will be discussed with the Village Board.
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Dr. Friedlander said he thinks the point that the housing committee was making was that
one of their main functions was to increase diversity and affordability of housing, and
complying with the current viliage code of, of 10% may not be enough in order to be to
correspond to the increased density that you're asking for.

Ms. Whitehead thinks that the Housing Committee actually agrees that this proposal
increases the diversity of housing types within the village, which is something that is
recommended in the Comprehensive Plan. This is a housing type that doesn't exist today.

Dr. Friedlander said you are talking about having $3000 to $4,000 monthly rents, which
was as a previous speaker indicated, was considerably higher than the AMI and which
constitute a much heavier percentage burden of someone's income. The project was not
designed to be affordable. | think there has been a misconstrued notion that this was an
affordable housing development. The YMCA is an affoerdable housing development, but
this is a regular market rent housing development of 88 units. Ms. Whitehead said they
have never claimed to be an affordable housing project.

Dr. Friedlander said he is not saying that they did but the public may have thought that
this was an affordable housing project, which it is not, it is some market rent housing
project with 10% of affordable housing based on the village code.

Dr. Friedlander asked for each Board member to comment on this application.

Ms. Raiselis read a statement into the record.

“1. We all take our role on this planning board very seriously. We are not the only ones
involved in this process however, there are rules and regulations, the legal restrictions
and policy guidelines that we use with every application. With the aid of professionals,
the required review of the project and the long-term goals of the village must go hand in
hand to ensure that all voices should be measured within the long and considered work
and conversation that has been done to date.

2. The work that has been done both on the station area and on this application for a
zoning evaluation involved many opinions and lots of thought from residents all over
this village. Regarding the station area as a whole, in which this parcel is located, one of
the goals of that work was to attend to an existing neighborhood that had been denied
a variety of possibilities for a very long time. The ID Industrial zone does not allow
residential, so for a long time, the two housing projects: Franklin and Asbury, were left
like islands - residential buildings facing industrial uses. The goal was to make a
bzlanced and diverse neighborhood there, full of a variety of amenities that make
neighborhoods successful, which, in the past have been minimal. As has been the case,
and still is the case in many areas of the country, affordable housing is often relegated
to sites of least appeal. These two housing projects were relegated in what we now
would describe as an act of environmental injustice to a site adjacent to a spewing
asphalt plant. One can only have been here during those days to know the sense of
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pleasure we know now, to smell coffee roasting instead of petroleum fumes every day.

| would hope that we all agree that everyone has a right to clean air and water in this
country and not only the ones who can afford to buy space between their children and

the ID districts of the world.

3. 1 think one thing has been ignored in the past 5 months of discussion about this
application is that the site at 29 Depot Plaza, which has been going through this zoning
review for over 18 months, already has an approved site plan for a self-storage facility at
that address. This means that tomorrow, they could pull a building permit for a 3 story
storage warehouse: 47,875 square feet in area, 304 feet of windowless street front: a
pedestrian free warehouse. If built, instead of enlivening the area with activity on the

street and sidewalk, it would maintain the inactivity of this block next to the platform.

It would be allowing an industrial use, in a critical location of a neighborhood where
Tarrytown residents call home. We now have the opportunity to acknowledge and

enhance that neighborhood by our planning actions. In her housing assessments
presentation at the last BOT session, County Planning Commissioner Norma Drummond
stated that the regional need for affordable housing units is 82,240, When | hear a

person claiming to be the voice of our village say that “the people of Tarrytown are not
interested in meeting” that need — well, Ali | can say is that that person does not speak

for me.

4. The BOT asked the planning board for a review of the zoning proposal to allow

residential at this site. Over the course of the months we have had it on our table, the

zoning text proposed has eveolved to include many of the changes we have requested
including connections with the existing pedestrian circulation, public access to the train
station, mixed use requirements. Retail was added adjacent to the platform access and
building height was capped by order of the BOT. All of the factors that are considered
impacts for the size and use and Iocation and design of a zoning proposal as designated

and allowed by our State Environmental Quality Review Act have been vetted by the
developer’s reviewers and re-evaluated for their accuracy and integrity by our
independently chosen consultants, including the number of units. This extensive review
included viewsheds, traffic, parking, impacts to the school system, financials and more.

All of these issues were reviewed and discussed in public sessions, either in the work
sessions or the monthly public sessions over the past 18 months. The vote tonight is for

a zoning recommendation. It is not a site plan review.

In addition to public comment, this should be a vote based upon the research and review that
has been done by a team of professional consultants and yes, unelected people — as is the rule
of law in our state. According to state law and tradition, “municipal planning is rooted in the
concept of a non-paid, non-palitical, citizen advisory planning board. The ultimate goal of the
planning board is to ensure that the long-range planning and land use objectives of the
community can be achieved.... The formal documentation of these plans and policies is called
the Comprehensive plan. .... And a fundamental component to the process is citizen
participation.” We are a community that does participate. There is always participation while
the iron is hot, but there were also 4 years of considered and thoughtful participation - 19
outreach events, while the comprehensive plan was being developed, analyzed and reviewed -
including a final review by the Planning Board and... by a unanimous vote, the 5 members of
this - board recommended the Comp Plan to the BOT- It was then adopted into law by the
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elected Board of Trustees.

It will be the determination of that elected village board of Trustees to decide whether they feel
this zoning amendment meets their own goals and objectives for our community as well as
those set forth by the comprehensive plan. Those goals may include other studies. That’s their
call.

I do not want to see another self-storage at that site, which would complete a self-storage wall
between a high-end luxury development west of the tracks and Affordable Housing east of
them. | believe that the long-term goal to weave together these residential communities with
the addition of this type of proposal, - in this TOD location and with the size of the units
proposed - would be a benefit for the village as a whole, with customers who can walk to and
support businesses on Main and Broadway, walk to the train, walk to the river parks, pay their
taxes, and grow to love and support our village as we all do.”

Dr. Friediander asked is Ms. Raiselis wanted to respond to anyone directly. Ms. Raiselis
said she thinks her statement responded to many of the comments tonight.

Mr. Aukland completely supports what Joan Raiselis just very eloquently went through.
He welcomes all of the public comment this evening from a very big number of interested
residents. It is unusual that this Board gets that much interest in any particular application.
He agrees with most of the concerns that the callers have made, and he is sure everybody
on this Board actually does. In the months that this application has been in front of the
Board, they have taken great pains to exercise all of the concerns that we have noted.
The applicant has been very cooperative in that and helped our consuitant who validated
every last piece of what the applicant is claiming and sustained with regard to the views,
the traffic, a number of things that that we've heard this evening. They have been asked
by the Board of Trustees to give a recommendation on a requested zoning change. His
position is that the Board support this zoning change. That is not the end of the story. The
Board of Trustees will take its own position on whether it thinks the application for a zoning
change is suitable for the Village. He hopes they do. Then it comes back to this Board
for site plan. The applicant knows very well that this Board is going to be asking a lot more
questions and some specifics, but that doesn't change the fundamental position that this
application provides some much-needed housing stock for the village and, in his opinion,
way better than having a dead storage unit on that site. A couple of other notes. The
question of traffic has been in everybody's mind. How could it not be? We haven't missed
that by some accident. He learned today that the Board of Trustees has asked the villages
traffic team to take a re-assessment of the traffic studies that were done around the Edge
on Hudson, several years ago, when the lawsuit between Tarrytown and Sleepy Hollow
was settled, to see what has changed, what might be done better in the time since then,
when the possibilities have been improved quite substantially. And that's one piece of
news he is delighted about. it doesn't change the traffic situation on this development.
The applicant looked at it. The Planning Board consultant looked at it, and he is satisfied
that the traffic impact is not unacceptable. And the other piece of news that comes from
Sadie McKeown’s presentation earlier, is that Franklin Courts is now going to get a fresh
look by HUD. This has been on his mind for a long time, but we haven't been able to get
into it and discuss it openly, which is that there is a neighborhood in development down
there that, for a long time, has been in isolation. The poor cousins of the village, left to
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themselves. That redevelopment, combined with the one that we have on the table 29
South Depot Plaza, and possibly a little more in that same area, is the basis for a
community which doesn't exist today and he really welcomes that. This is the kind of
vibrancy and revitalization that drove all the thinking in the station area reviews over the
last five more years which led to the Comprehensive Plan and it is the expression of that
vibrancy that is in the Comprehensive Plan. That is the Board of Trustees statement of
policy for development across the village and of course in this area. He shall be voting in
favor of a recommendation to the Board.

Mr. Tedesco echoes Mr. Aukland’s comment about the wealth of public participation that
we had tonight. It is one of the things that makes living in this village so positive. People
are concerned and they care. The Board shares their cares and their concerns and has
always dealt, as Joan Raiselis so wonderfully put it, by looking into the facts and getting
consultants to search through them for us, not just the applicant’s consultant, but our own.
The Board does a very thorough review process on everything that comes before us. He
couldn't do any better than to echo the reasons that Ms. Raiselis gave for why he also
thinks that this will be a very valuable TOD for the village and overall, will be a much
welcomed addition to that area by the train station.

Mr. Birgy thanked the community for turning out and articulating so well, the issues that
we as a Village are facing. He wants to clarify a few points because he thinks there is a
lot of information out there that he finds inaccurate. He would like to make clear that, in
his opinion, this is not even a real TOD Development. A TOD is an urban planning
strategy that is designed to help mitigate suburban sprawl. This concept has managed
to migrate from urban areas to the suburbs with the help of developers and their paid
planners. The original intent was, for instance, if you had a developer who had 10 acres
up by the lakes and wanted to build 10 houses. We, as a village would say to him, we
happen to have a piece of property down here by the train station and if you would give
us a trade of those 10 acres for recreation or parkland, then we would give you the ability
to build down here by the train station which would be fair as compensation for the
property. That is the true intent of TOD. What we have here is simply, in his opinion,

not the Planning Board's opinion, just an excuse to build a hyper dense development in
the middle of a small village with restricted road infrastructure. We are river bound. Our
traffic is so bad that we ended up suing our sister village which seems to have been totally
forgotten. We can't even wait, as a village, to see what the impacts are from Edge on
Hudson. It seems like we are at this point in time, that we are in almost like a panic, to
approve projects that are already a mini version of Edge on Hudson. He refers to them
as hyper density projects. He wants the community to understand that, he has been on
the Planning Board for about 8 years, and he never ever seen a developer come into a
community and make a proposal that is 10 times denser than what is next door. He
supported the project in the beginning. And he would have said, okay, let's get creative
here. Let's give the developer two times the density of what is existing. He thinks that
would have been reasonable, prudent, and something that would have erred on the side
of caution for the village. It seems like we are on a path of tampering and tinkering with
something that works so well for so many people. We all agree we want affordable
housing. So let's concentrate on building affordable housing. We could take a village
owned piece of property and put out an RFP for a propesal for affordable housing and
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build 16 or 20 units of affordable housing right off the bat, that wouldn't come with an
additional 200 or 300, or 500, or whatever the developer can come up with. This is what
happens when we allow a developer to come in and write their own zoning. He can't even
imagine two years ago, with a serious intent of entertaining this kind of proposal. We
have heard from experts, in dozens of articles that articulate it very weli, of the potential
dangers of building these hyper dense developments. It makes absolutely no sense.
People are fleeing urban areas to come to places like Tarrytown because of the well
understood questions about what it does to people's mental and physical health. It is also
dangerous. We have experts telling us that but yet, we all know better. These hyper
dense projects are not two times they're not three times, they're 10 times the density. So
he wants the community to absorb that and why we couldn’'t have two or three times a
density. Watching this project develop was like watching a train wreck in slow motion.
Throughout the entire process, he was hoping that somebody would say stop and say,
why are we doing this? Why are we even entertaining this? At this time? Why here? And
why now? He is just trying to share his frustration with this project. There is a minority
view on this Board. There are two board members who are very strongly against this
development. He has lived in Tarrytown for 30 years. He loves this community more than
anything. He doesn’t want to live in any other place in the world. He could live virtually
anywhere, but this is where he wants to live. This is where he raised his kids and his
grandchildren are going to come live here. This is what he wants and he will not be part
of having something that he considers to be a rush to judgment to build something hyper
dense and then fix the traffic. He thinks somebody made an excellent suggestion earlier
saying, let's fix the traffic now and then we can see what projects we can build. He thinks
this is a really smart idea. We are in the middle of a pandemic. He recalls before the
pandemic, sitting in traffic trying to get from Irvington to Tarrytown. When you talk about
making a community vibrant and making pecple want to come to community, traffic is the
last thing people want to see. Just the other day, he was coming up Franklin Street and
there were 25 cars in front of him at three o'clock on a Saturday afternoon, with no events
going on. You couldn't make the right hand turn because there was a conga line of traffic
going out of the village. And this is during, again, during a pandemic. But we're in a big
hurry. Let's approve as many high density projects as we can, because now is the perfect
time to do it. So I'm going to say once again, he thinks the community is behind the need
to build more affordable housing, so let's build affordable housing and stop chasing these
high density projects. But again, this is what happens when you allow a developer to
come into our community and write their own zoning and come up with in my opinion,
absurdly high density proposals. He will vote no against this and he urges anybody who
cares about this village to keep coming, keep expressing their views, and let people know
how you feel, which he thinks everyone did very well tonight. He hopes it continues.

Dr. Friedlander thanked the Board for their comments. He is at a loss for words. He has
been the Chair of the Planning Board for 48 years and this is the first time we have had
such a divisive different view of what's good for the village. He respects his colleagues
and in some ways, they are all correct. He thinks that there is a serious problem with
this proposal. He will not belabor the points that | made earlier in the last six

Months, and he knows so many people are listening and they spent their time and
efforts in articulating their position. He is a little surprised and disappointed that the
Board didn't really respond specifically to those questions and concerns tonight, only
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because we have a rare opportunity to engage with our fellow citizens on issues that
are important to all of us. He thinks they deserve more from us in terms of our
interaction. 1 think the position seems to be that we made up our minds and it is nice
that you wanted to talk to us but we really aren't interested in hearing what you have to
say, because we didn't interact and get the chance to see what the Board was thinking
and why. Ms. Raiselis’ presentation was eloquent and he agrees with almost 90% of
what she said. He supports things that Mr. Aukland and Mr. Tedesco said too. But he
comes out on the side of what Mr. Birgy said more than anything else because if you
look back at what happened here, this was not a planning exercise that we would do in
normal times, not considering the pandemic, just in normal times, in terms of 48 years of
planning. You do not accept a proposal, carte blanche, from a developer that says this
is what we want, take it or leave, and then say, Okay, we'll take it, when it's not in the
best interest of the village. There may be some things that are good for the village in
the proposal, but there may be some things that are not good. The Board and
community never disagreed about affordable housing or residential over mixed use.
From the very evolution of this proposal, it was designed to prevent a storage facility
being built in that area without residential. There was a very strong interest in building a
residential community in that area. It all stemmed from discussions with Mr. Aukland
and Ms. Raiselis about the station area zoning and the Planning Board went to the
Board of Trustees with the idea. What has happened since then it that it has been
determined that so little of the station area project is now available to build. The west
side of the tracks has been eliminated, and the only thing left is this small parcel of a
couple of acres where the recycling plant is and where this proposal is on 29 Depot
Plaza and a few others places, the village parking lot, the Walgreens area, and the area
where Mr. Stiloski's business is with other small businesses in that area. So what has
happened is a lot of work went into it, and we did develop a very wonderful
Comprehensive Plan, thanks to the Planning Board and Member Aukland, in particular.
We are trying to find a way in which we can achieve those goals, but we have reached a
serious bottleneck. [t is true that we hired consultants, and we've heard experts. |t is
also true that there are things that experts make mistakes on and that we live here with
those mistakes. Mr. Birgy alluded to the traffic on Broadway between Irvington and
some of the traffic issues within the village. Everyone, including merchants, have talked
about the traffic issues and parking issues in the village. It is not something that is
going to go away with or without a development. Our fundamental problem is the
density of development and the fact that it maxes out the entire property. And not only is
maxing it out, the developer needs a long term lease with the MTA to be able to provide
the parking on a sliver of property. The goal was to build a neighborhood that
incorporated and integrated the Franklin court area. With Hudson Harbor, we insisted
that National Resources buy all the properties in the area and then come in with a
comprehensive plan which lead to a master plan. We were thinking that maybe the
recycling company would go away, or would be bought out and made available to for
residential property, but that may be, 5, 10 or 15 years from now, or maybe never if
they're making a profitable business down there. Ms. McKeown, from the Housing
Committee just informed us of the Franklin Court project. Why can't we wait until they
replace Franklin courts and do what we originally wanted? This is a smarter planning
move, We should all take a deep breath and look at three things, the possibility of the
Franklin Court project, the pandemic which has changed people's lives now and maybe
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forever in many different ways, and the traffic pattern that we will learn more about with
regard to Edge on Hudson. The traffic study did not take into account and even our
own consultant, did not realize the fact that a large fraction of people in Edge on
Hudson (1100 units with maybe 2500 to 3000 people) will drive to a station or be
dropped off by their spouse and then proceed through our village over the H- bridge into
the Main Street area and into Broadway. These traffic impacts need to be taken into
account. Also, the 60 foot maximum height restriction by the Board of Trustees didn't
explain why this was an appropriate height. For over two and half to three years, the
village discussed the height of the Hudson Harbor project and we ended up giving them
densities to go up to a maximum of 52 feet. But here, we are going to a 60 feet height,
without discussing if it would be good for this area. Instead, we had a plan that was
handed us to say, if you don't want storage, you take this 88 units. We had said to the
developer that we wanted residential rather than all storage and we made a trade, give
us some residential, and you can have your storage. They said ckay and we talked
about 40 units, which would not have been too dense, and the parking and traffic issues
would be better, and the height issue would have been taken care of. We didn't do
that, but we still could do that. But, the project evolved into an 88 unit, five story, 60 foot
high, 300 foot of mass, a huge structural wall that is going to block Franklin Courts. We
just said, okay, why are we doing it? Because that is what the developer put into the
proposal for the zone change. But, we don't have to do what the developer said. We
have to do what we think is best. We never had a real substantive discussion among us
to determine if 60 feet is okay? Is 50 feet better? Is 40 feet better? Is a certain number
of units better? We didn't discuss whether it was worthwhile having less units. We didn’t
discuss the impact on the school district which could be as much as 48 children {24 two
bedroom units, with one or two children per bedroom). The Rutgers Study average is
something like 9 to 12 students which would be a breakeven point for the school
system, not to make a profit or a surplus. With the pandemic, people are leaving the city
and 24 to 48 students would have a tremendous negative impact on the fiscal condition
of the Tarrytown school. The Rutgers study is a generic study and it warned against
applying the data for smaller villages, but we blindly said, our consultant 9 to 12, their
consultant said 9 to 12. VWe are better than that. | beg you, we're better than that. | think
you should really consider what we need to do in the best interest of the village. We
should not rush to judgment of this. | know people are going to say it has already been
one or fwo years, but many projects that are successful took longer than this. You have
to come to grips with your conscience and say, are you going to give into 88 units
because you don't want storage or are you going to do something better for Tarrytown?
And that's what | think you should do, something better for Tarrytown. | really think you
should reconsider. And at least think about a positive declaration and go through these
issues more carefully, more thoroughly. For the first time in 48 years, other than the
Cooney Plant, have we had so many articulated concerns and valuable insights from
citizens of our community. In all these years he can’t remember s many good issues,
not that they're right, but that they were raised, and that we did not respond to them by
saying, okay, now we heard you and we will neg dec it. He asked the Board not to neg
dec this application.

Dr. Friedlander made a motion to make a Positive Declaration and not a Negative
Declaration on this application in order to study this further and hear more concerns
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from the public, and get a more thorough examination of the issues, the facts and the
impacts of this development on this zone change, seconded by Mr. Birgy.

Dr. Friediander asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis: No
Member Aukland: No
Member Tedesco: No
Chair Friedlander: Yes
Member Birgy: Yes

The vote to declare a Positive Declaration on this action failed by a majority of the
Board. Motion denied. 3 -2

Mr. Tedesco read through portions of this Negative declaration below and noted that a
copy will be provided to the applicant and the entire Negative Declaration will be
recorded in the minutes of this meeting which is attached as “Exhibit D”.

Mr. Tedesco read that the proposed action consists of the development of a mixed use
building containing 2,000 square feet of retail and 20,757 square feet of self-storage on
the ground floor, with 88 residential units on four floors above a 1.18 acre property
located at 29 South Depot Plaza, lot 38, with direct access to the train platform,
development of landscape pedestrian plaza adjacent to the proposed mixed use
building at the foot of the stairs to the train platform. Approvals and rehabilitation of
adjacent parking areas, including approving and landscaping the MTA employee
parking lot, adjacent to Franklin courts, and approving and providing landscaping and
LED dark sky compliant lighting to the MTA computer parking lots and development of
pedestrian sidewalks, linking Franklin Courts to the frain station, train platform and to
the villages waterfront and park. In connection with the proposed development the
applicant seeks zoning text amendments to the industrial or ID zone that would allow
transit oriented development to date as a permitted use in the ID zone, for properties
larger than one acre and located within 100 feet from direct access to the Metro North
train station, as well as a site plan approval for proposed TOD development within the
ID district. The applicant is proposing to use the foundation of the existing one story
metal warehouse building to construct the proposed mixed use building. The subject
property also abuts Metro North line right of way, as well as the Tarrytown train station
with access stairs to the train platform. There have been modifications to the proposed
zoning amendments. The planning board has reviewed the proposed zoning over
several months, which has resulted in many modifications to the applicants originally
submitted zoning and text amendments. These many revisions are contained in this
Negative Declaration. Upon review of information recorded in the EAF plus the
additional support information, which is contained in this Negative Declaration and
considering both the magnitude and importance of each identified potential impact, it is
the conclusion of the village of Tarrytown Planning Board as lead agency, that the
project will result in no significant adverse impacts on the environment. And therefore an
environmental impact statement need not be prepared.
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Mr. Tedesco therefore moved, that the Planning Board issue a Negative Declaration on
this action. Dr. Friedlander asked for Board comment. No one commented.

Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes
Member Aukland: Yes
Member Tedesco: Yes
Member Birgy: No
Chair Friedlander: No

The vote to declare a Negative Declaration on this project was approved by a majority
of the Board. 3-2 Motion carried.

Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukland, that the Planning Board authorize the
village staff to provide a letter to the Board of Trustees recommending the adoption of
the Zoning Text Amendment, which will add provisions for a Transit Oriented
Development in the ID Zoning District.

Dr. Friedlander asked if the Board had any comment. Mr. Birgy said when they submit
the minority report to the Board, he will make it very clear that this is not a TOD, it is an
excuse for a developer to build a hyper dense project, which gives them the ability to
make additional profit at the expense of the village.

Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes
Member Aukland: Yes
Member Tedesco: Yes
Member Birgy: No

Chair Friedlander: No

Motion carried: 3-2 to recommend a report be sent to the Board of Trustees
recommending the adoption of the Zoning Text Amendment.

Dr. Friedlander commented on the reasons he is voting NO against this project. He is
opposed to the height of 60 feet and five stories. He is opposed to the fact that, in a
residential zone, we have such limited, almost negligible setbacks. He is opposed to the
fact that there is no separation of significance between an industrial usage like a
recycling company, and a residential building. He is opposed to the fact that they are
allowing 75% of coverage for a residential building, when in all other residential zones,
it's considerably less, and would not be approved, if it was applied in residential
densities. The density of 88 units is extreme. The coverage of the land is 75 units per
acre. They have technically 1.18 acre of land, but 13,000 s.f. of this is a roadway used
by industrial trucks, recycling trucks, and is dangerous for people living in a residential
area. The land left without the roadway is less is 38,000 s.f. and they are proposing a
building that's maxed out at 22,000 s.f. The separation between the industria! building
the other building is no more than 10 feet at the present time. There are no side yards
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right next to the train station where children will be living with no protective distancing.
No side yards on a rail or a major thoroughfare with 18 wheeler trucks going in and out.
There are no considerable setbacks for safety at all. There is no landscaping of any
sort. No project in Tarrytown has been approved in an area of a residential building that
didn't have significant landscaping. This is incredible. The Planning Board spent six
months talking about a trail and garbage storage and setbacks for the Temple Beth

~ Application for a small addition and here we are rushing to approve a project without
any setbacks for protecting the people that are going to live there. That is not good
planning at all. How can we vote for things that we have been so opposed to for over 48
years. He doesn’t understand it. We should have concerns about the rail, the roadway,
and the safety of that roadway. We don't have any of that. We don't even have a
systematic way of saying that this is the requirement of the zone to allow connectivity
from the Franklin Court to the train station. And if that was so important, why didn't we
do it without any developer. We could have done that just by breaking down that ugly
fence and making a sidewalk and getting the MTA to give us an easement at that
property. We don't need a development to get connectivity. We need the will and the
foresight and the planning to do it. And we didn't do that. So I'm against sending this to
the Village Board the way it is. This is not a Planning Board’s proposal, this is an
applicant's proposal to max out the development and the profit on this property and
holding the village hostage to the two stories of self-storage is wrong and we shouidn't
do it. So, he is opposed and is voting no.

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING - Artis Senior Living, LLC - 153 White Plains Road
Construction of a 64 Bed Alzheimer/Dementia Care Facility.

Linda Whitehead, with the firm of McCullough, Goldberger and Staudt, representing the
applicant, wanted to clarify issues raised at the work session and comments that were made
that her client is uncocperative which they don't think is the case. They will put solar on roof,
which will cost them $150,000 to do and they will build additional sidewalk also at a significant
cost. They are concerned about new requests that they thought had been addressed.

The landscape issues have all been resolved. The tree fund was recommended to be
reduced so that has been resolved, so they are down to two issues. The recreation fee
was addressed at work counsel and in Executive Session. During SEQRA process, there
was a comment and the response talked about the garden area and that residents would

not make any use of village facilities and not create any demand. It was similar to new
dormitory fee at the E. F. School, where no fee was required. Under the law, there has

to be a2 demand to require a recreation fee. There is nothing in the Findings Statement
saying that there would be a recreation fee. Her client was surprised that the recreation
fee issue has come back. This facility is not going to make use of village recreation
facilities and | know there's been some discussion about reducing it from the full fee, but

it was a big ask late in the project that her client was not anticipating.

The other open item is the sewer improvements on Martling Avenue. There have been
discussions with Dan Pennella and their engineer and Sunrise regarding the tie in to the
sewer on Martling Avenue and Sunrise has said that they are too early in the process to
commit to doing anything and are studying their options. The only thing that Sunrise
would agree to commit to is to look at it and Artis will continue to have discussion with
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them. They have looked at the sewer and it is not a capacity issue. There are some
issues discovered in the existing sewer that the village would like to get fixed. They are
willing to work on that and look at contributing a fair share, which is what they are doing
based on a conversation this afternoon between their engineer and Mr. Pennella. To
finalize the scope of the work that has to be done since one of their concerns is that when
they open things up, they may find more work that needs to be done. They will continue
discussions with Sunrise. It is their hope that they would contribute to some of this work.
If they end up having to pay a recreation fee, frankly, that lessens the amount of money
that is available for the sewer work. These are expenses that have come in late in the
process that her client didn't anticipate. [t is not a matter of her client being
uncooperative. She thinks they have tried very hard throughout this process to

be cooperative.

A brief discussion took place about the affordability. Max Ferentinos, representing Artis
said that, in Westchester County, it ranges from $8,000 to $12,000 per month, 70% for
care and 30% housing. Mr. Walsh said this was all covered in the FSEIS and he will
resubmit that for a re-review.

Ms. Whitehead noted that the Board adopted a Findings Statement. Dr. Friedlander said
that a conclusion was never reached among the Board with regard to the affordability issue
for the units. Ms. Whitehead said there was nothing in the Findings Statement with regard
to the Recreation Fee or the Affordability of the units. Mr. Walsh agreed.

Mr. Birgy asked Counsel Zalantis to respond.

Counsel Zalantis said the issue of affordability was raised by the Board and it was not a
requirement of this particular project. She does not believe that the Findings Statement
was as clear about the Recreation Fee, which is a requirement of code, so she doesn’t
necessarily agree with their interpretation. It was discussed and it is part of the record.
On the affordability issue, the discussion was that it was a care model versus a rent
model. With the Sunrise applications, we got additional information from the county
about affordability of rents and there was more discussion about this. Right now, there
are two open issues outstanding, the sewer and recreation fee, which need to be
resolved in order to move this project forward.

Mr. Birgy said Ms. Whitehead said her client has been cooperative in providing the solar
panels at a cost of $150,000. This cost is an investment in the building that has a
payback. So, the applicant is spending $150,000 on something that will benefit them
and the village since Con Ed does not have the capacity to provide enough electricity to
everybody without experiencing rolling brownouts and blackouts like in California.

Mr. Birgy asked Dan Pennella to comment on the sewer. He is hoping that the taxpayers will
not be paying for something that the developer should be.

Mr. Pennelia advised that the sewer issue and he has been mentioned from the

beginning of this project is nothing new. The area where the applicant wants to connect
on Martling has some hotspots. Currently, it doesn't cause any problems, but it's flowing
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with a pipe full condition and any additional flow added could be a problem. He discussed
this with Mr. Williams, the applicant’s engineer, and he was geoing to present this to the
applicant as to what the repairs are, so we can finalize that. An alternative would be to
connect to the sewer on Route 119. He will report back to the Board 10 make sure it gets
rectified.

Dr. Friedlander thought that the solar companies offer rebates and install the panels for
free and they extract the extra power and sell it off at a discount to encourage solar use.
Ms. Whitehead said the solar they are providing is for their building only to reduce their
power usage, it is not community solar. Ms. Raiselis noted that NYSERDA was
providing some rebates for commercial endeavors. Ms. Whitehead said they will look
into that but her client has already agreed to the solar panels.

A brief discussion took place about the Recreation Fees. Dr. Friedlander said that the
Board felt that there would be some use of the recreation of abilities by employees and
their children and visitors and their children and that might be the reason we are asking
for a heavily discounted recreation fee. Ms. Whitehead said a recreation fee is supposed
to be for the use by the residents. She does not know why employees' children would be
in the village. She doesn’t think people bring their children to work unless they already
live in the village. She thinks this is a stretch. She does not believe that this is proper
under the law and that the village’s own SEQRA process does not support it. She is
happy to provide the FSEIS fanguage for this application. Dr. Friedlander thinks that the
family of the visitors who come from far away to visit will use the parks and if the use is
intensive, it would require more maintenance. Ms. Whitehead disagrees and said that
the purpose of a recreation fee is demand caused by residents and people tend to go
into these facilities close to where their families live, not far away. Counsel Zalantis said
there is nothing that precludes the residents from leaving the facility. Ms. Whitehead
said the residents are not allowed to ieave the facility, only for doctors’ appointments.
They are providing recreation on site with gardens and walking paths. Dr. Friedlander is
concerned that they are locking up the residents. He thinks they should be allowed to
go out if they have an aide and they could go to a park and the river. He doesn't think it
is a good care system. Ms. Whitehead said the facility will be paying significant taxes.
Dr. Friedlander said it is not about the money. He does not want to have a prison in
Tarrytown. He wants the residents to have an opportunity to go to the parks. It is about
the people and he wants them to have the best possible life in the memory care center.
It is a humane point that has nothing to do with money. It has to do with people and
doing the right thing.

Mr. Walsh referred to the EF application that was before them a while back and noted
that the Board decided that EF schoo!l would not have to pay recreation fees since they
were providing recreational facilities to students on the site. They have followed behind
that decision. With this current application, there is even more of a reason fo ask this
question about the fees since the residents were not going to be leaving the premises.
That is what memory care is. That is the very nature of it. So, he respectfully submits,
we covered it in the final environmental impact statement we submitted to you. And we
respectfully suggest the board reviews that carefully.
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Dr. Friedlander asked Mr. Walsh if he is taking the position that the residents can’t leave
the premises. Dr. Friedlander said to compare a garden and a walkway with the college
campus with plenty of recreational facilities does not make any sense. He thinks there
should be programs that allow people to leave the premises so they can see the world
and not forget the world. Max Ferentinos said that they have close to 30 years of
experience in providing nothing but memory care across the United States. This is not a
prison, but individuals with Alzheimer's have very specific needs. There is an elopement
risk. Once a family places their loved one in our building, they are responsible for that
individual. The residents can participate in as much or as little activities as they choose
to. They have programming from morning until night everything and putting aside the
current situation that we're in. Mr. Ferentinos said that family members can take the
resident out to eat and to a park.

Ms. Whitehead would like to respond in writing with regard to the legality and what the
law is on Recreation Fees.

Dr. Friedlander wants to make it better for the residents and is suggesting that these
people should be out enjoying the world.

Counsel Zalantis said we heard tonight that families can check out the residents and take
them and there is a potential there for the residents to partake in the recreational areas
of the village so, she thinks we acknowledge that the usage is going to be less than in
typical facilities and that is the reason why the Planning Board suggested a substantially
reduced recreation fee,

Mr. Aukland wants clarification on the NYS requirements and if it allows visitors to take
memory care residents outside of the premises.

Counsel Zalantis said that Mr. Ferentinos said the families could take them out and they
could take them to the river. Mr. Aukland just wants to make sure that it is within the law
as specified by memory care.

Mr. Ferentinos said the average age of one of my residents is 86. Dr. Friediander said
that they are not physically disabled and should be able to enjoy a walk, etc. Young
people also get Alzheimers too and they should be able to leave the facility. They should
be able to go out so the world gets bigger, not smaller for them. It is small enough
because they lost their memory and we shouidn’t be making it worse. He wants them to
do this whether or not they pay a recreation fee.

Mr. Aukland asked Ms. Whitehead to write up something for us to include in the statutory
limitations discussed.

Mr. Birgy said that Ms. Whitehead can write that all she wants but he will be listening to
Counsel Zalantis for her direction.

Mr. Aukland agreed, Ms. Whitehead wiil provide the information, and Ms. Zalantis would
review it.
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Counsel Zalantis advised that Ms. Whitehead can certainly make the submission for her
review. She hopes to continue this discussion and aiso the discussion with Mr. Pennella
regarding the sewer issue. These matters can be discussed in further detail at the work
session.

Mr. Tedesco agrees with Dr. Friedlander that the humanity issue has to be addressed,
not so much the recreation fee. It is the idea of giving people the best possible life they
can have, unless somebody tells us it is not within the law.

Counsel advised to seek public comment since this is a public hearing.
Mr. Ringel advised that there was some public comment.

Katie Kreider, 42 North Washington, said her mother in law died of Alzheimer's. She
spent seven years in one of these facilities. Her family made sure she went out every
week. She went hiking and to church. Chairman Friedlander is correct. The residents
should be able to go out, and families who love and care for them will take them out. And
a park is where they would have taken her mother in law if she were in this village.

Rob Wingate, lives on North Broadway, and is a caregiver of an individual with dementia.
He would like to have information about the different tiers of care? And, his experience
with memory care, there can be different gradations of staffing levels and capacity of
residents to move in and about both internally and then also externally with supervision
or support. It would be interesting for him to hear and for the Board in particular. He
would like to know if it is common, that in your industry, for the development of other
assisted living facilities, that you're approaching planning entities without having provided
pricing estimates for different tiers of care? It sounds a little bit unorthodox and he thinks
it would be in their business plan.

Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukland, to continue the public hearing.
Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes

Member Aukland: Yes

Member Tedesco: Yes

Member Birgy: Yes

Chair Friedlander: Yes

Allin favor: 5- 0. Motion carried.
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CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING - Wilder Balter Partners, Inc. — 62 Main Street
Site Pian review for the development of 109 units of affordable mixed income, in a senior/multi-
family building, in the newly created “Senior-Community Floating/Overtay District”.

Alternate Member Lawrence recused herself from this application.

Bill Balter, with Wilder Balter Partners Inc., appeared and shared his screen his screen
to present the site plan. The program has not changed. He noted that they will be
preserving the front of the building and the two-story addition, just to the right of the
front of the building. They will be creating 109 apartments, one super unit, and then the
rest are rental apartments that range from 40 to 80% of AMI. We will be providing them
a municipal parking lot that is accessed from Washington Street. In addition to that, 121
onsite parking spaces, a green courtyard. The building will be LEED Gold, at least, with
150 kw on site solar. They are working hard to make this an all-electric building. He
briefly will go through the changes since the last time they met. They made changes to
the lower parking level. He showed the level immediately below the public parking
levels which is a sub level with the rest of the resident parking is. They have added an
ADA compliant ramp to get people from the building and the public parking on the
Washington Street lot to Main Street. They have pushed the building back two feet on
this end, and two feet on this end. Richard Metsky, the fagade consultant will talk about
that in a minute. They are providing 69 spaces in the municipal lot and two floors below
will be the 121 parking spaces. The public parking is accessed from the Washington
Street lot and there's no connection between the public parking and the lower parking,
which will make their parking much more efficient. The access to their parking will be
from Windle Park and will be solely for their residents which also creates security for
their residents. He showed the additional staircase that was added from the firs to the
second floor and because of the way that they will be housing the residents and sort of
building this in two phases, they decided they needed to add a second elevator to make
it all work. Nothing else has changed.

Richard Metsky, with Beyer, Blinder Belle Architects came on Board to assist the
applicant with the Architectural proposal before the ARB. He found many of the ARB
comments from the October 21, 2020 meeting very heipful and wanted to address these
points before returning back to them on November 18, 2020. He noted the November
18, 2020 report that ARB forwarded to this Board. He showed the existing photos of the
building and noted its handsome historical presence which deserves to be a contributing
building within the Main Street Historic District. It's character and defining elements are
not symmetry and its balance, its simplicity, its record linearity, it's very cubic in form,
are definitely substantial in its proportions. He noted the very regularized window
pattern of punched windows, or double hung windows, very prominent lintels, above the
windows, a couple of real strong horizontal string courses at the base of the building at
the top of the first floor and at the third floor. it also has a beautiful sort of step back
brick parapet above the cornice line. They wanted the addition to this building to be
complimentary to the historic structure, but they certainly did not want to replicate it. So,
they have differentiated the new structure and its color to incorporate some of the brick
color range that you find in the existing building. They have placed some vertical
elements such as projecting bay windows as just a way of breaking the massing of the
building, especially on the Windie Park elevation. They considered five elements in their
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design approach which they felt were most important. One was to break down the
overall massing by stepping the building back. He showed the series of steps which
appropriately breaks down the overall horizontality of the building. Secondly, they set
back the fourth floor in order to give the building more of a pedestrian feel and a sense
of scale from the street, which is the three stories. They introduced the bay windows so
that there is a series of bay windows that go all around the building which help give it
some verticality, which helps break down the linearity of the building itself. The last thing
was the color and tonality, which they thought was incredibly important. The brick color
reaily picks up on the buff reddish brick that you find in the existing building. The fourth
floor has that lighter gray tone, which really offsets the brick color down below and the
bay windows having more of a contrast in colors as a way of visually breaking up the
building. They also stepped back the corners of the building, so the building starts to
step down. He showed the remaining elevations and how the building mass has been
broken up by being stepped back and with the addition of the windows which really do
break the fagade down. He feels that they have addressed all of the ARB concerns with
regard to this addition.

Mr. Balter noted the memo from Village Landscape Architect, Suzanne Nolan indicating
that her concerns as well as the concerns of the ARB. The five maple trees on Windle
Park will be replaced by a narrower maple. They have made changes to the shrubbery
and the ground cover. The courtyard plantings for the most part haven not changed.
Mr. Balter is hoping that after hearing any further public comment and answering any
guestions that the Board will consider closing the public hearing tonight and voting on
this Resolution.

Dr. Friedlander asked if anyone in the public had any comment.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:

John Jolly, 68 Main Street, asked Mr. Balter what will be in the existing YMCA building,
apartments or offices?

Mr. Balter said, when they are all done, the building will have all apartments with
amenities for the residents. An apartment for the live-in superintendent and a
rental/management office to serve the people who live there, which includes the
remaining men who still live there, who are being offered the opportunity to move back.
The main the entrance is actually on Windle Park. There will be a door out to Main
Street from the building with a key fob only for the residents. He is expecting the vast
majority of people to come in from Windle. Mr. Jolly had another question about the
trees on Main Street. Mr. Ringel asked Mr. Jolly to call him in the morning to follow up
on these trees as they are not related to this application.

Sadie McKeown, lives on Archer Place and is the Chair of the Housing Committee and
has been involved with affordable housing for 30 years. She just wants to state how
difficult it is to build affordabie housing in Westchester County, particularly when you're
trying to preserve the residential units for the residents of the YMCA who've been living
there some for almost 50 years. Mr. Balter really took that seriously, and went out of his
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way to incorporate and maintain and preserve the housing for the existing residents. It's
not an easy development to do. it's expensive and requires very complicated financing.
Mr. Balter was very experienced in doing this and the village has been very, very
fortunate to have him take this on and stick with it through thick and thin. There were
times that this development didn't feel like it was going to go forward. The fact that we
can get parking, that we can get housing for seniors, and that we can preserve the
fagade on Main Street are all things that the public is very concerned about. It is a
dense project and sometimes density is appropriate. Certainly, in other locations in the
village, density is appropriate to get the kind of housing that Mr. Balter is proposing,
which required this number of units to preserve what is there but also to provide further
benefit to the community. She wants to applaud Mr. Balter on bringing in Beyer Blinder
and Beille to provide a really nice rendering and fagade treatment for Windle Park. He
has done an exceptional job bringing everyone in and hearing from the merchants and
the neighbors and in trying to meet everyone's needs, including the villages. She firmly
supports this project as a resident, first and foremost, but also as the Chair of the
Housing Committee, and 1 want to just say publicly, thank you to Mr. Balter for really
sticking with this project and making it happen.

Mark Fry, returned to say he has spoken in favor of this project before. He thinks it is an
outstanding project. Both Mr. Balter and Sadie McKeown have done a wonderful job
and without them, we wouldn't be at this point. There are six projects that are in front of
the Board. He is in favor of four and them and against two of them. This project is a
great example as it provides 100% senior housing, which is needed in the village. ltis
truly affordable between 40% to 80% of AMI. [t provides a tremendous benefit to the
merchants and the economy of downtown Tarrytown, by providing 69 public parking
places. The quality of materials and the architecture is just unparalleled. He thinks that
these are some standards by which we need to learn to judge other projects, on how
much additional parking does any particular hypothetical project provide to the village, in
addition to the spaces for its own need. That is an amenity that he thinks is well worth
looking at. Comparing this project with the 29 South Depot Project, for instance, of the
88 units, only nine of them will be affordable, so 79 will be unaffordable. It will be $4,000
a month for two bedroom $3,000 a month for a one bedroom. He thinks we need to
compare projects in terms of the overall social benefits. Richard Metsky did a
phenomenal with the Architecture with the very strong detailing of the projecting bays,
with a very heavy casework around the windows, and the projecting wooden lintels
above the base combined to draw away from the overall mass of the building. The
unusually heavy wooden window casework in the base, carefully chosen solid brick
facing and the cast stone liberals and banding gives the building a feeling of quality and
durability and permanence. The use of cbviously expensive facade materials helps a lot
with the carefully designed horizontal setback to the fourth floor, especially the corners.
He will leave it at that. Again, this is a standard against which we can judge other
projects.

Dolf Belil, who pays taxes at 108 Main Street, totally supports this project. He is in awe
of both what it does, how it was conceived, how it was instituted, how it was developed,
and how it benefits the village. It is clearly is a win win. | like creating win wins and this
is certainly one of them. He thanked Mr. Balter very much.
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Katie Kreider, 42 N. Washington Street, absolutely approves of this project. She
doesn't like the gray color and it looks too modern and would like something more
traditional. But this is a project that Tarrytown needs, deserves, and wants. Unlike the
South Depot Plaza project, which she feit like democracy kind of stopped working for a
little while this project actually gives her hope. She is actually for diversity and
affordable housing and one day, she may need this if she decides to retire here.

Sadie Mckeown, of Archer Place, also on the Town Housing committee just wants
everyone to know how complex capital stack is on this deal. This is not a conventionally
financed project. The resources to build something like this are very, very limited, and
very competitive. We're lucky that Mr. Balter is a seasoned and experienced developer
and was able to be awarded the subsidy required to finance a project like this. It's very,
very unique. She wanted to point this out because we shouldn't just assume that every
project can approach development with this type of ease or utility, because it's just not
the case. While this is a very affordable project from 40 to 80% of AMI, there are levels
of affordability around the village to the very high-end rented Hudson Harbor up to
$10,000 a month. So, while Depot Plaza may not seem all that affordable, at $4,000 a
month for the two bedrooms, they are working with the developer to try to provide more
affordability into that project. But density is important for development and sometimes
density makes a deal work. The YMCA deal works because of subsidy, not because of
density, but with Depot Plaza project, the density helps make that deal work which she
wanted to point cut.

Lisette Mendez, 159 Grove Street, calied to congratulate Beyer Blinder Belle on this
project. With regard to the 29 South Depot Plaza project, she feels we need to have the
same level of detail for this project with regard to aesthetics consideration. Right now,
people are concerned about the height of the building, the massing, and the location but
in reality, we do need all kinds of affordable housing not only senior housing in
Tarrytown. She hopes that people take that into consideration.

Mark Fry said he has been involved with housing since 1966, when he went to Penn
State, he read, “The Builders” by Martin Mayer, which pointed out that America, unlike
most countries, has never had a sustainable housing policy. Most attempts at
affordable and public housing have been abject failures. He is well aware of what Ms.
McKeown has said. If you get into the model, it has subsidies, there are subsidies that
make this possible. And if you ask a developer to self-subsidize, in that event, you get
10% of units that are affordable. But unfortunately, to do that, you have to have 90% of
the units that are not affordable. They're certainly market rate units don't really benefit
anyone, they don't benefit the housing stock. He thinks we have to be very careful if we
want to build affordable. One of the speakers had said, Yeah, let's do that, but let's not
get locked into a model where we ask someone to build 100 units. So, if every time we

want 10 affordable units, we have to take 90 unaffordable units. That is a path to
disaster.

END OF PUBLIC COMMENT
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Mr. Birgy left the meeting and Ms. Lawrence has recused herself.
Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukiand, to close the public hearing.
Dr. Friedlander asked for a roil call vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes
Member Aukland: Yes
Member Tedesco: Yes
Chair Friedlander: Yes

All in favor: 4- 0. Motion carried.

Before Mr. Aukland read portions of the draft Resolution, Counsel advised that she had a
discussion with the Developer’s for changes for the Board to consmler Mr. Galvin went
through the changes as follows:

{1) On page 1, Paragraph 1 —it is a net increase of at least {is added in)64 spaces

(2) On page 3, change typo on first paragraph of determination from 116 to 121

(3) On page 4, 2™ paragraph at the end, remove reference to providing a shuttle service
and substitute “is willing to arrange for Senior publicly available transportation to the
building”

{4) On page 11, condition 6 - Make recreation fees payable prior to receiving the 40
Certificate of Occupancy due to the nature of the financing and affordable units.

With regard to the recreation fee, a discussion took place and Mr. Balter was hoping
that when they move the existing residents over into the new building, the Board would
agree to the payment of the recreation fee. He noted that it will probably be 18-20
months from the time they get the building permit. It was agreed by all that the
recreation fees will need to be paid at the 40th certificate of occupancy.

(5) Page 5, paragraph 4 was discussed and it was agreed to eliminate this sentence
regarding the “opening of the garage area has been covered so that no one now
looks into the garage”, since it is immaterial.

The Board agreed to these five changes in addition to minor spelling, punctuation errors
in the Resolution.

Mr. Aukland read through portions of the Resolution, and noted that an entire copy of

this Resolution will be provided to the applicant and is included below as follows with
the changes as discussed above:
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RESOLUTION

VILLAGE OF TARRYTOWN PLANNING BOARD
{Adopted November 23, 2020)

Application of Wilder Balter Partners, Inc. (contract vendee)
Property: 62 Main Street (Sheet 1.70, Block 33, Lots 17, 21, 22 & 23;
and Senior Community {SC} Floating/Overlay Zone)

Resolution of Site Plan Approval

Background

1.The Applicant Wilder Balter requests site plan approval for the redevelopment of the
YMCA property at 62 Main Street in the Senior Community (SC) Floating/Overlay Zone with an
approximately 50-foot, 4 story high building with 109-units {14 efficiency/studio units and 95 1-
bedroom units} and a parking structure (the “Garage”) with 121 spaces for residents and 69
spaces on ground level for Village uses (a net increase of at ieast 64 spaces due to the access
ramp in the municipal lot) (“Municipal Spaces” ), which Municipal Spaces will be accessible from
the Village’s South Washington Street Municipal Parking Lot (“Municipal Lot”). The
redevelopment Project will adaptively reuse the historic 4-story YMCA building.

2. Wilder Balter is contract-vendee for the real property at 62 Main Street, designated on the
Tax Assessment Map of the Village of Tarrytown as Section 1.70, Block 33, Lots 23, 23.1, 23.2
{“Property”), which is currently owned and occupied by the Family YMCA at Tarrytown {“YMCA”")

3.The Planning Board determined that the proposed action was an Unlisted action and
declared its intent to be lead agency at its meeting on February 24, 2020, issued a Notice of
intent {(NOI) on February 25, 2020, assumed Lead Agency status at its meeting on April 27, 2020
and issued a Negative Declaration for the proposed unlisted action on July 27, 2020,

4.0n August 17, 2020, the Village Board adopted Local law No. 7 of 2020 amending the
Village’s Zoning Code to adopt the Senior Community Floating/Overlay Zone, and on September
8, 2020, the Village Board amended the Village’s Zoning Map to rezone the portion of the
Property located in the RR District to the M-1.5 District, and applied the SC Floating Overlay
Zone to the entirety of the Property.

5.The Village Board reviewed the Applicant’s letter dated July 29, 2020, by which the
Applicant proposed to retain ownership over the Municipal Spaces and grant the Village an
easement for public use of the Municipal Spaces as an integral part of the Project and without
any upfront land or construction costs to the Village for the Municipal Spaces.

6.The Village Board consented to a 30-year term payment in lieu of taxes agreement

(“PILOT Agreement”) with the Town of Greenburgh in connection with costs to develop the
municipal spaces whereby real estate taxes that would otherwise have been payable for the
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Project will be abated in the approximate amount of the debt service allocable to the
construction of municipal spaces.

7.The Applicant made a preliminary presentation to the Planning Board on February 24,
2020. The Planning Board opened a duly noticed public hearing on March 23, 2020 and
continued the public hearing on April 27, 2020, May 27, 2020, June 22, 2020, September 30,
2020, October 26, 2020 and November 23, 2020, at which time all those wishing to be heard
were given the opportunity to be heard.

8. The Planning Board has carefully examined the Application including the Applicant
Attorney’s Cover Letters dated October 13, 2020 and November 10, 2020, and reviewed
elevations, renderings and fagade design changes developed by Applicant’s architectural
consultant, Beyer Blinder Belle, a listing of proposed green technologies targeting LEED Gold
certification for the project, information on the level of affordability of the project, and
received supplemental reports including the Part 1A Literature Search and Sensitivity
Assessment prepared by Hudson Valley Cultural Resource Consultants (February 2020); Fiscal
Analysis prepared by Kimley-Horn dated March 5, 2020, a Parking Ratic Memo by John
Canning, Kimley-Horn dated February 18, 2020, a Summary of Civil and Architectura! Plan
Changes by Kimley-Horn dated November 18, 2020, from the Village Landscape Consultantin
her staff report dated November 11, 2020, from the ARB’s review comments at their October
21, 2020 and November 18, 2020 meetings from Westchester County Planning in GML referral
letters dated March 10, 2020 and October 23, 2020, from SHPO findings dated March 19, 2020
and April 24, 2020 and from the Cronin Engineering, P.E. site plan and stormwater review dated
November 20, 2020 and comments by the Village Engineer regarding sewer design and
improvements which they have considered.

9.The Planning Board has reviewed the revised Tenant Relocation Plan prepared by the
Housing Action Council {HAC). In this revised plan approved by DHCR, tenants will now be
maintained in place until the new building is completed. The YMCA building will then be
renovated. HAC will be provided with an office on site to case manage the tenants during the
entire construction period. The Planning Board also reviewed the final Memaorandum of
Agreement (MQOA) between the Applicant and SHPG incorporating mitigation measures such as
continued consultation with SHPQ, continued maintenance and repairs of the 1911 and 1915
portions of the building, documentation of the building, salvage and reuse of certain
architectural elements, interpretative signage and exhibits.

10.The Applicant advised that to satisfy requirements of public bond financing for the
Project, Applicant will instead of granting the Village an easement for the Municipal Spaces,
create a commercial condominium (the “Condominium”) with one unit comprised of the
portion of the Garage in which the Municipai Spaces are located {“Unit 1) and the other unit(s)
comprised of the remainder of the Garage and the Project building and will convey title to Unit
1 to the Village upon issuance of the final certificate of cccupancy for the Project.

11.The Applicant advised that pursuant to the State Private Housing Finance Law, upon
closing with the YMCA, title to the Property will be transferred to 62 Main Housing Development
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Fund Company, Inc. (the “HDFC”}, a New York not-for-profit corporation, as nominee of 62 Main
Limited Partnership (the “Partnership”), which is a related entity of Wilder Balter, and will be the
beneficial owner of the Property

12.The Planning Board closed the public hearing on November 23, 2020. After closing
the public hearing, the Planning Board deliberated in public on the Applicant’s request for
approval.

Determination
The Planning Board determines that based upon the findings and reasoning set forth
below, the Application for site plan for the redevelopment of the YMCA property at 62 Main
Street with a 109-unit building and parking structure {121 spaces for residents and 69 municipal
spaces) is approved subject to the conditions set forth below.

1. Findings

The Planning Board has considered the standards set forth in the Village of Tarrytown
Zoning Code (“Zoning Code”) Chapter 305, Article XVI and finds that subject to the conditions set
forth below, the proposed site plan is consistent with the site plan design and development
principtes and standards set forth therein. The Planning Board has also reviewed the proposed
landscaping and plantings and finds that the {andscape plantings are in conformity with the
natural resources goals and policies of the Village’s Comprehensive Plan relating to the
promotion of functional and native plant species, habitat creation and biodiversity, and
guidelines for the removal of nonfunctional invasive species.

The Planning Board considered the standards set ferth in Village of Tarrytown Zoning
Code {“Zoning Code”} Chapter 305, Article XVI and finds that subject to the conditions set forth
below, the proposed site plan is consistent with the site plan design and development principles
and standards set forth therein.

The Planning Board has extensively reviewed the Applicant’s application. The subject
property is_located at 62 Main Street on the south side of Main Street. The Property consists of
approximately 1.12 acres and is located in the recently 2oned Senior Community (SC)
Floating/Overlay zone. The underlying zoning is M-1.5 Multifamily Residence District of the
Village. The Property is improved with an approximately 52,000 square foot, four-story brick
building with 48 single room occupancy units as well as a community recreation center, and with
approximately 42 on-grade parking spaces.

The property is currently occupied by the Family YMCA of Tarrytown {(hereafter Tarrytown
¥YMCA). The Project will redevelop the site with a 4-story, approximately 50-foot high mixed
income, senior (age 55+) multi-family building with incomes and rents based on 40% to 80% of
Area Median Income (AMI) that will average 60% median income. The applicant proposes to
demolish many of the existing improvements on the property, but would adaptively reuse the
historic, 4-story, brick YMCA building with frontage on Main Street to be incorporated into the
proposed residential building. The proposed building will contain 109 dwelling units (14
efficiency/studio units and 95 one-bedroom units}. The ground floor of the building will contain
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a parking structure with 69 Municipal Spaces. The two levels of parking below grade which is
accessible from Windle Park will contain 121 parking spaces for residents of the building. The
Applicant has indicated that it is targeting Gold LEED certification and provided specifics of green
building technologies. He is also providing bicycle parking, adequate space for recycling and is
willing to arrange for senior publicly available transportation to the building.

The Tarrytown YMCA is located within the boundaries of the Main Street Historic District,
a National Register Eligible and Certified Local Historic district. The Tarrytown YMCA is itself a
National Register Eligible structure. The Tarrytown YMCA was constructed in 1912. A two-story
brick wing (the boys wing) and gymnasium additions were constructed about 1915, in 1920, an
addition was added to the rear of the building that includes hand ball courts and locker rooms.
Athird addition was added to the structure in 1961 that contains a swimming pool. The proposed
project includes demolishing the 1925 and 1961 additions to the 1912 YMCA building. The new
structure would adaptively reuse the four-story brick structure that fronts on Main Street, The
1912 portion of the building will be included in the new structure. The 1915 addition will also be
retained and incorporated into the new structure.

The proposed building will contain 109 dwelling units (14 efficiency/studio units and 95
one-bedroom units). The ground floor of the building will contain a parking structure with 63
Municipal Spaces. The two levels of parking below grade which is accessible from Windle Park
will 121 parking spaces for residents of the building. The Village of Tarrytown will receive all
ravenue from the 69 municipal parking spaces. The Applicant will construct the Municipal Spaces
at its sole cost and expense with the Village bearing no expense for construction of the Municipal
Spaces. During the term of the PILOT Agreement, the Applicant at its sole cost and expense: {1)
will perform all maintenance and repair of the Municipal Spaces and other improvements comprising
Unit 1 of the Condominium, except for installing and maintaining municipal parking meters; and (2)
will be liable for all utility charges for service to the Garage. Upon the expiration of the term of the
PILOT Agreement, Applicant will continue to be responsibie for maintenance and repair at its cost
and expense of all structural elements of the Garage including Unit 1, and the Village will he
responsible for all operational expenses of the Municipal Spaces and other improvements comprising
Unit 1, including for electrical service to Unit 1, and for maintenance and repair, at the Village's
expense, of the Municipal Spaces and other improvements comprising Unit 1, including, without
limitation, lighting, and paving in Unit 1. There is an overall beneficial fiscal impact since new tax
revenue will be generated by the project (where currently, no taxes are paid) and services
required will be minimal. The Pilot Agreement’s benefits will finance the construction of the
Municipal Spaces and Unit 1. The Viliage will not have any out of pocket land, construction or
other costs for the Municipal Spaces and Unit 1.

SHPO has concurred that all alternatives have been explored and is currently reviewing
the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which incorporates mitigation measures such as
continued design consultation with SHPO, documentation of the building and the salvage or
reuse of certain architectural features in the new building. In the revised Tenant Refocation Plan,
tenants will now be maintained in place until the new building is completed. The YMCA building
will then be renovated. HAC will be provided with an office on site to case manage the tenants
during the entire construction period.
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In response to the Village Landscape Consultant and comments from the ARB, the
landscape plan has been revised to incorporate additional trees and shrubs along Windle Park.
Applicant has provided additional plantings to increase native species; added Courtyard Planting
Plan; added images of proposed plantings; and showed extents of the plantings an the 1,600-sf
green roof. The site plan has been revised in response to comments from the Planning Board
and from the adjacent property owner to the south of the site. The revised plan moves the
building so that it is a minimum of 14’ from the southern property line. Applicant has created a
more robust {andscape buffer in the increased space between the building and the southerly
property line.

In response to comments by ARB, the Applicant retained the architectural firm of Beyer
Blinder Belle as a facade design consultant. The architect has developed elevations which have
been reviewed by the Planning Board. The elevations show that Beyer Blinder Belle has: 1)
pushed back the southern portion of the western elevation 2 feet in order to create a 4 feet
setback from the middle of the building; 2} included bay windows, 3) changed colors — the result
is that the building appears to be divided into three separate sections in order to break up the
mass. The layout plan was revised to shift the Garage ramp to the south; extended proposed
waltkway to the shifted Garage ramp entrance; added sidewalk along south side of building;
added accessible sidewalk from building to street along Windle Park; adjusted small portion of
building wall at southeast comer; and shows the municipal parking within the building. Applicant
has also provided a resident circulation plan to the Planning Board to clearly identifies how
residents get to and from various locations including Main Street.

The Applicant has worked with the Trustees of Solomon’s Lodge {masonic lodge) to
address their comments. Plans and survey have been revised to reflect the Lodge Property and
an improved Garage entry moved to the south with associated minor striping changes to separate
further from Masonic Lodge. Plan changes also included revised internal parking along the south
leg, the relocated Garage entry as mentioned above, and incorporated a new pedestrian
connection to Main Street. Existing conditions plan {C-2) added extents of wall between Lodge
Property and Village parking lot and added a gutter on Lodge property. Applicant has added a
second elevator in building lobby {there are now 3 building elevators) and added an interior
staircase from the first to the second residential level.

Cronin Engineering, P.E. has provided a review of the Project’s Site Plan including the
proposed stormwater management system, SWPPP and Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
dated November 20, 2020. Their review indicated that the Site Plan and SWPPP submitted were
detailed and meet the NYSDEC and Village Codes. The engineering consultant recommended that
the Planning Board may want to include a condition in the site plan approval that would
atlow for further review of the SWPPP and to require the applicant to address any comments
that may arise from future reviews.

With respect to sewer impacts and capacity concerns, the applicant/developer performed

internal televised sewer inspections on October 5 and 6, 2020 for the sewer pipes that run
along in a westerly direction on Main Street and White Street that would serve the proposed
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development. The inspection revealed that improvements and/or modifications are required to
permit any additional capacity to be added to the existing system. The applicant’s engineer has
provided information to the Village Engineer regarding the preferred route (White Street) for the
increased sewage flow based on a preliminary evaluation. The sewer design proposes to redirect
the flow from Main Street by interconnecting Main Street to White Street lines with an 8” pipe
and reline the upper portion of White Street. In addition, the lower portion of the White Street
sewer will require improvements and/or replacement. A full evaluation, including flow
monitoring and detailed capacity analysis to the satisfaction of the Village Engineer will be
performed by the developer to analyze the necessary improvements and/or replacement of the
iower portion of White Street,

With respect to the available water supply for the proposed development the applicant
performed a static hydrant flow test on Main Street. The results demonstrated that there is
adequate flow for the domestic and fire demand under this condition. A full hydraulic simulation
is required to confirm the adequacy of the system under varying scenarios and the applicant
directed the Village to utilize their water modeling consultant Woodward and Curran to perform
a simulated hydraulic analysis with the demand of 918 gpm to supply this facility. The analysis
will confirm if a secondary water tap on Windle Park or South Washington Street is needed under
varying system demands.

The cost of all improvements to the water and sanitary sewer system, including
evaluations, design, regulatory compliance, permitting and construction management services for
the required improvements as agreed upon with the Village Engineer shall be borne solely by the
developer.

The Applicant has requested a reduction of the recreation fees, which reduction request is
warranted given the unique circumstance of this project. As an initial matter, there were 48
existing single room occupancy units at the Tacrytown YMCA, and it is reasonable that any
recreation fee should only apply to additional units. The Project provides some on-site
recreation areas in the 4,300-sf landscaped courtyard with benches above the parking garage for
the dwelling units including the 1,900 sf planted green roof in the courtyard, a club room, gym,
workout studio w/classes, and a history gallery in the first-floor lobby. Further, the Project
provides a significant level of affordability with incomes and rents based on 40% to 80% of Area
Median Income (AMI)} that will average 60% median income. Finally, through the creation of
the Municipal Spaces, the Village will be able to generate revenue, which revenue could be used
by the Village to support recreational needs. Accordingly, while the total recreation fee for 61
units (the additional units above the existing 48 units) is $628,300 (61 times $10,513), it is
appropriate to reduce this amount based upon the above stated reasons to $300,000.

I, Approved Plan:

Except as otherwise provided herein, all work shall be performed in strict compliance with
the plans submitted to the Planning Board and approved by the Planning Board as follows:

Civil Drawings and Landscape Plans for Tarrytown YMCA Redevelopment, 62 Main Street,
Village of Tarrytown, New York 10591 for Wilder Balter Partners, Inc. prepared by Kimley-Horn
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of New York, P.C. dated February 5, 2020 and last revised November 13, 2020; Proposed
Elevations prepared by Beyer Blinder Belle Architects & Planners LLP dated November 13, 2021
and Building Floor Plans prepared by L&M Design LLC dated November 13, 2021 unless otherwise
noted entitled:

Civil Drawings and Landscape Plans prepared by Kimley-Horn of New York, P.C.

- C-00  Cover Sheet

- C-1.0  General Notes

- C-L.v Abutters List and Map

- C-2.0  Existing Conditions Plan

- C-3.0  Layout and Materials Plun

- C-4.0  Grading and Drainage Plan

- C-5.0 Utility Plan

- C-6.0 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

- C-6.1 Erosion und Sediment Control Details

- C-7.0  Planting Plan

- C-7.1  Planting Plan — Courtvard

- 72 Planting Notes and Details

- C-10 Site Details

- C-10.1  Site Details

- C-10.2  Sire Details

- C-10.3  Site Details

- (C-104  Site Details

Proposed Elevations prepared by Beyer Blinder Belle LLP

- Exhibit 1 Proposed Elevations
- Exhibit 2 Proposed Elevations
- Exhibit 3 FView from Southwesr Corner

Building Floor Plans prepared by L&M Design LLC

- Exhibit4 Building Floor Plun - P1 R
- Exhibit 5 Building Floor Plun - R2

- Exhibit 6 Building Floor Plan — R3

- Lxbibit 7 Building Fioor Plan— R4

- Exhibit 8 Garage Floor Plan— P2

- Exhibit 9 Garage Floor Plan—P3

- Exhibit 10 Roof Plan

- Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Tarrvtown YMCA
Redevelopment, 62 Main Street, Village of Tarrvtown, New York prepared by
Kimley-Horn of New York, P.C.

(the “Approved Plans™).

11, General Conditions

45



Planning Board - Village of Tarrytown November 23, 2020

{a)

Requirement to Obtain Approvals: The Planning Beoard’s approval is conditioned
upon Applicant receiving all approvals required by other governmental approving
agencies without material deviation from the Approved Plans.

(b) Changes to Approved Plans: i as a condition to approval any changes are required

(c)

to the Approved Plans, the Applicant shall submit: {i} final plans complying with all
requirements and conditions of this Resolution, and {ii) a check list summary
indicating how the final plans comply with all requirements of this Resolution.
If said final plans comply with ail the requirements of this Resolution as determined
by the Village Engineer, they shall also be considered “Approved Plans.”

Force and Effect: No portion of any approval by the Planning Board shall take effect
until (1) all conditions are met, (2} this Final Site Plan resolution is signed by the
chair of the Planning Board and (3) the Final Site Plan resolution signed by the
Planning Board Chair has been filed with the Village Clerk.

(d) Field Changes: In the event the Village Engineer/Building Inspector agrees that, as

{e)

(f)

(g)

a result of conditions in the field, field changes are necessary to complete the work
authorized by the Approved Plans and deems such changes to be minor, the Viliage
Engineer/Building Inspector may, allow such changes, subject to any applicable
amendment to the approved building permit(s). If not deemed minor, any deviation
from or change in the Approved Plans shall require application to the Planning
Board for amendment of this approval. In ali cases, amended plans shall be
submitted to reflect approved field changes.

Commencing Work: No work may be commenced on any portion of the site
without first contacting the Building Inspector to ensure that all permits and
approvals have been obtained and to establish an inspection schedule. Failure to
comply with this provision shall resuit in the immediate revocation of all permits
issued by the Village along with the requirement to reapply (including the
payment of application fees) for all such permits, the removal of all work performed
and restoration to its original condition of any portion of the site disturbed and such
other and additional civil and criminal penalties as the courts may impose.

The Applicant shall pay all outstanding consultant review and legal fees in
connection with the Planning Board review of this Application.

ARB Review: No construction may take place and a building permit may not be
issued until Applicant has obtained approval from the Board of Architectural Review
in accardance with applicable provisions of the Village of Tarrytown Code.

(h) Landscaping: All landscaping on the approved planting plan shall be installed in a

healthy and vigorous state and shall be inspected at the beginning and end of the
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growing season within the first and second year of installation. Individual species
that do not survive beyond the first and second year shall be replaced at the
beginning of the next growing season

IV. Specific Conditions

(1) Prior to issuance of a huilding permit, Applicant or Partnership will provide an executed
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with SHPO to the Building Department.

(2) Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a Stormwater Management Agreement for
the stormwater management facilities related to the Tarrytown YMCA Redevelopment
project,in a form satisfactory to the Village Engineer and Village Attorney, shall be
fully executed and submitted to the Building Department with proof that the Agreement
has been submitted for recording in the Westchester County Clerk’s Office.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a full evaluation, including flow monitoring and
detailed capacity analysis to the satisfaction of the Village Engineer will be performed by
the developer to analyze the necessary improvements and/or replacement of the lower
sewer portion of White Street. The developer shall enter into an agreement with the
Village to undertake all improvements necessary for increased sewage flows,

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, simulations using the Village’s water hydraulic
model are to be performed to confirm the adequacy of the system under varying
scenarios with the imposed water demand of 918 gpm to this facility. The analysis will
confirm if a secondary water tap on Windle Park or South Washington Street is needed
under varying seasonal and diurnal water demands. The Applicant or Partnership will
undertake at its own expense all costs associated with a secondary water service, if
necessary, which must be completed prior to the issuance of a building permit.

(3) Village Engineer may require the Applicant or Partnership to address any comments that
may arise from future reviews of the SWPPP prior to the issuance of a building permit.

{4) The Applicant will provide proof to the Village of its closing with the YMCA and the transfer
of title to the HDFC as nominee of the Partnership which will be the beneficial owner.

{5} Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Village, the HDFC, and the Partnership will
enter into (a) an agreement, in a form acceptable to the Village Attorney, by which the Village
will acquire ownership of Unit 1 of the Condominium as a condition of the issuance of a final
certificate of occupancy, and (b} the declaration, by-laws and rules and restrictions, and other
governing documents of the Condominium, which will provide for the following:

a. The Partnership will undertake the construction of the Municipal Spaces at its
expense. The Village will bear no expense for construction.

47



Planning Board - Village of Tarrytown November 23, 2020

b. During the term of the PILOT Agreement, the Partnership at its sole cost
and expense: (1) will perform all maintenance and repair of the Municipal
Spaces and other improvements comprising Unit 1 of the Condominium,
except for installing and maintaining municipal parking meters; and (2) will
be liable for all utility charges for service to the Garage, including Unit 1.
Upon the expiration of the term of the PILOT Agreement, the Partnership
will continue Lo be responsible for maintenance and repair at its cost and
expense of all structural elements of the Garage including Unit 1, but the
Village will be responsible for general maintenance and repair of the
Municipal Spaces and for all operational expenses of Unit 1, including
electrical service to Unit 1; and (3) during the PILOT Agreement’s terms, the
Partnership will perform all paving of Unit 1 at the Partership’s sole
expense, while the Village will perform paving after the term of the PILOT
Agreement.

c. From and after conveyance to the Village of Unit 1, the Village will have the
right and obligation, and its costs and expense, to: (1) install and maintain
municipal parking meters at the Municipal Spaces: (2) set the rate(s) for use
of the Municipal Spaces: and (3) coliect and retain all revenue from the use of
the Municipal Spaces.

d. The declaration, by-laws and rules and restrictions. and other governing
documents of the Condominium will set forth in a form acceptable to the
Village Attomey remedies against HDFC and/or the Partnership for the
failure to comply with the obligations set forth in subparagraph b above,
including but not limited to, such costs being an assessment due and payable
through and added to real estate taxes owed the Village should such
obligation and lack of cure extend bevond one-year. .

(6) The recreation fees are reduced to $300,000, which must be paid prior to the issuance of
the 40" Certificate of Occupancy.

(7) Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Applicant or the Partnership shall enter into
a parking agreement in a form acceptable to the Village Administrator and Village
Attorney relating to the Municipal Lot (the Washington Street municipal parking lot) and
the construction of the Garage which may require the elimination of up to five (5) parking
spaces in the Municipal Lot to provide access to the Municipal Spaces. Applicant or the
Partnership shall use best efforts to reduce the loss of parking spaces in the Municipal Lot
to the maximum extent practicable by restriping and/or reconfiguring the Municipal Lot
to reduce any loss of parking spaces in the Municipal Lot to only 1 space or 2 spaces and
the Applicant or Partnership shall incur all costs related to such work with the goal being
to retain as many parking spaces as possible.

(8) Subject to Village Board approval, the Applicant or the Partnership will need to enter into
license agreement in a form acceptable to the Village Attorney, by which the Village will
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permit a portion of the Municipal Lot to be used as a staging area for the construction of the
Project, and by which the Partnership shall carry appropriate insurance and hold harmless
and indemnify the Village against any liability that may be incurred, directly or indirectly, as a
result of the use of the Municipal Lot for such purposes and for the Applicant or Partnership
to pay an appropriate license fee to reimburse the Village for the loss of such spaces and the
revenue from same in an amount to be determined by the Village Board.

(9) This site plan approval is subject to and conditioned upon the Village, the HDFC, and the
Partnership entering into a Memorandum of Understanding {(MOU) in a form acceptable to
the Village Administrator and Village Attorney setting forth the terms set forth above in
paragraphs 5, 7 and 8.

END

Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukland, to approve this site plan application.
Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes
Member Aukland: Yes
Member Tedesco: Yes
Chair Friedlander: Yes

Allin favor: 4- 0. Motion carried.

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING - Sunrise Development, Inc. - 99 White Plains Road
Referral by Board of Trustees for review and recommendation of a Zoning Petition to permit
“Service Enriched Assisted Living Housing” and for site plan approval for 85 units of Service
Enriched Assisted Living/Memory Care Housing pending the adoption of the zoning by

the Board of Trustees.

Brad Schwartz, attorney with the law firm of Zarin & Steinmetz appeared and introduced
Philip Kroskin, the Senior V.P. of Sunrise who is also present, along with Rob Aiello, the
project engineer and the rest of the Sunrise Development Team. He noted that a draft
Negative Declaration has been prepared for this Board and he had a chance to review it.
After reviewing the draft there is one key comment on page five, with regard to the
Recreation Fee for this project that Mr. Kroskin would like to address.

Mr. Kroskin referred to the prior discussion this evening with Artis Sr. Living as it relates
to the recreation fees for these types of facilities. He would like to comment about the
ongoing operations and how they manage their buildings and our residents who live there.
It is quite important to recognize that when it comes to memory care, they serve a very
comparable community. He noted that with the residents living in the assisted living do
not live independently. They are coming for the purpose of needing help, and 70% of our
assisted living residents are diagnosed with some form of dementia. Their motto of
course is to preserve independence, promote dignity and they certainly ensure that their
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residents have full accessibility to everything within and throughout the world. We
promote the idea of independence and as their conditions allow and they are able to move
throughout the building and the facilities provided on site. They provide for activities that
are both on and off site so it would be inappropriate for us to suggest that nobody from
our building is ever going to touch any public park or do anything within the confines of
the recreational amenities that are within Tarrytown. He thinks that they should separate
the idea of their internal programming and how they care for their residents since as much
as we would love to be able to encourage them to be more of a part of the community,
they just don't have the mental capacity and the physical abilities to be able to leave the
building. As Artis pointed out, they are the caretakers for these individuals and they need
to ensure that their safety and security comes first and foremost, as well as their mental
health and their acuity, which we promote with all the activities that we have within our
building. So, his argument is very simple. They do know their residents very well and
they do not participate in the recreational amenities of the adjacent communities in which
we have our buildings to an extent that is remotely meaningful, that would require any
sort of meaningful payment. We are willing, as we've been willing to work with you all,
through many of the things that are not code related, you know, this is a mutual approval
that we're seeking. And so they are willing to work with the Board, as they have been on
the with regard to the environmental considerations, the LEED and the affordability
considerations but there is a very fine line between their ability to pay for things and not.
They are willing to consider a fee of 20%, across the board, for both our assisted living
and memory care residents. He feels that this is an exceptionally large number, that's
$175,000, and on top of all the other things, it is something that he is unbelievably
uncomfortable paying. But to the point of their ability to move this project forward and to
work, Chair and Board, he respectfully requests that we don't get into a battle over this.
He cannot go beyond this and does recognize the points that have been made. He hopes
the Board can appreciate his side and find some harmony. His request is that they do a
20% across the board, which would calculate to be he thinks, $175,000. He thinks that
is a sizable fee for a building of what they are bringing to the table. He thanked the Board.

Mr. Schwartz said that is the extent of their comments on the draft negative declaration.
The recreation fees were the issue that they wanted to address this evening. He
welcomes any feedback that the Board can provide tonight. They would certainly like to
wrap this up tonight so that they move onto the Board of Trustees for the rezoning.

Dr. Friedlander asked Mr. Ringel if anyone would like to comment on this application.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:

Katie Kreider, of 42 N. Washington Street, said her parents lived in assisted living and
they certainly used the facilities in the town where they lived. She took them to the park
quite often and she does not think asking for this these facilities to pay a recreation fee
is unreasonable. There has to be some benefit to the village. She would like the Board
to stick to their guns.

Mr. Kroskin noted again that they are not arguing that they don't want to pay the fee, they
are suggesting a reduced fee across the board.
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Rob Wingate, who lives on North Broadway raised a question at a prior meeting about
what adjustments they have had to make to the internal layout of the facility plan for
endemic protection purposes. And if they have had to do work on the plan in relation to
the physical layout of visitation, sort of facility arrangements for protection against
passing along future infectious diseases.

Mr. Kroskin said that, first and foremost, it goes without saying that there buildings were
previously built to handle significant infection control. They have primarily single
occupancy rooms, and a sizable amount of common spaces that can be quarantined off
for various residents. Their memory care residents have their own floor that can be
uniquely identified and quarantined off. So historically, they have already built these
buildings to a very high standard for protecting their residents from infection. They also
have an operational methodology that historically has been very, very good for that. They
are exploring many different methods of how they can handle the pandemic going
forward, as well as how we can handle things differently, like different HVAC systems
have negative pressure systems. They have managed over the last eight, eight months
exceptionally weil to keep COVID out of the buildings with a very limited infection rate for
both residents and team members. He is not just speaking for Sunrise, the assisted living
industry has been quite exceptional in that. They will continue to explore additional
means to manage it. They also have PPP protocols in place to ensure that their staff
have appropriate PPP and tfraining for its use.

Mr. Galvin noted that the enhanced EAF that they provided to us has several pages that
go through their COVID operations and protections.

Dolf Beil, 108 Main Street, does not understand too much about the project, but the area
that it is being built in on 119 is just ripe for additional building. Clearly it has good access
to roads and his understanding is that there is a very substantial tax benefit. He would
encourage the Board not to focus so much on the recreation part.

END OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Counsel Zalantis said the this issue about the recreation fees will need to be addressed
before the issuance of the Negative Declaration because it goes to community impacts.
Originally, the Board suggested having two tiers. It is uitimately up to the Board to
determine what the appropriate fee is, but if we can't determine that tonight, we'll have
to adjourn this application.

Mr. Tedesco said that he knows that there's a reasonable, quite a reasonable component
of assisted living in this. From his own experience working with relatives who are in
assisted living, they really do make a great deal of use of the recreational facilities. He
does not think necessarily that they need to do a tiered thing for this. He would suggest
a compromise of 25% across the board for the recreation fee, which seems reasonable
to him.

Mr. Raiselis asked if there should be an executive session on this.
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Counsel advised that it is within this Board's discretion to determine, based on the
circumstance of each development, what an appropriate recreation fee and it could be
discussed in an executive session.

Mr. Aukland agreed with Ms. Réiselis. He thinks we should make a reasonable
recommendation which requires a focused discussion and he recognized these kinds of
facilities make less use the village facilities.

Counsel Zalantis said we have two applications before us proposing memory care and
one has to be consistent with the other. She thinks it is perfectly reasonable that the
developers are asking for a reduction in the recreation fee. itis just how the Board arrives
at an appropriate number, looking at each individual development and the amount of
recreation being provided. Maybe this is something the Chair would like to ask the
applicant.

Dr. Friedlander realizes that there could be differences in each application having more
space or less space for recreation and having different rotation activities and that it
should be reduced because it's not going to be as intense as a regular resident and they
have to decide the appropriate reduction. He thinks the discussion should continue in
an Executive Session.

Counsel Zalantis wants to resolve the issue prior to the SEQRA determination. Mr.
Tedesco agrees that this should be discussed in executive session and to continue the
public hearing.

Counsel Zalantis asked if the Board if there were any other potential issues with the
proposed draft Negative Declaration.

David Steinmetz, attorney with Zarin and Steinmetz, joined the meeting, as counsel for
the applicant, and asked that, if the Board needs to get a better understanding of how
many of their residents actually leave the premises and use any of the municipal
resources, they would like to answer them tonight. He briefly discussed his experience
with his own father who spent 7 years in assisted living and he did not use recreational
facilities. Most of the residents are on walker, many have canes and some of them are
in wheelchairs. They are not in the skateboard park, or on the tennis courts or hiking the
trails and parks. So realistically, they're not going to drain the village's recreational
resources. He added that, with all due respect whatever you get from Sunrise, in addition
to the substantial tax revenue that Mr. Beil just alluded to, this is a significant windfall to
the village. They are ready to contribute to that windfall in a reasonable fashion and
would like to confront the issue and get to the end of it. Recreation and assisted living
is the same today as it was pre-pandemic, and the residents really do not leave the
campus.
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He wants to answer the Board's questions to get them comfortable. They have argued
with Counsel Zalantis on this and they don't think the village should be collecting any
recreation fee but his client is willing to compromise.

Dr. Friedlander thanked Mr. Steinmetz and referred back to his comments with Artis that
they also should be able to take their residents into the community. He thinks they should
provide opportunities to take people out and enjoy the area. The village has a wonderful
area and there are lots of historic properties, parks, walking trails, lakes and rivers. One
of the reasons you selected this village is because it has so much vitality and recreation
benefits. So even though people may not be using them intensely, they will be and should
be using it. It's better for them to get outside of their assisted living facility. It's not the
most wholesome way to live in your last years.

Mr. Kroskin agrees with Dr. Friedlander and they do actively engage in ensuring that
their residents to the extent that they are both physically and mentally capable, enjoy the
benefits of the community. They have chosen this community for muitiple reasons. One
is the idea that yes, if we can get them, they can enjoy it. They are not arguing the idea
that they should have some sort of commitment to the recreational fee. He thinks
$175,000 is a large number in the context of what they have paid in other municipalities.
They will be making sure that their residents enjoy the beauty of the village while also
ensuring that they can have a financially viable project. They think what they offered is
a substantial number.

Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukland, to continue the public hearing.
Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes

Member Aukiand: Yes

Member Tedesco: Yes

Chair Friediander: Yes

Al in favor: 4- 0. Motion carried.

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING — Raining Threes LLC — 9 Carriage Trail

Andy Todd, the applicant, appeared before the Board. A draft Resolution has been
preprared for the Board’s consideration.

Dr. Friedlander asked if anyone wanted to comment on the application

Mr. Ringel advised that there was one person raising their hand.

Mark Fry appeared and said he is all for this project. Andy Todd is doing a fabulous job
with the stone being cut on site and the spectacular energy efficiencies at a level never

before seen in Tarrytown. With regard to the density, he is in favor of 1 uniton 2.5
acres. Itis a win win for the village with substantial taxes, very low traffic impact, and
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no viewshed issues the way it is nested into the hollow of the site. He thinks the
standards in this application that should be applied to other applications.

Mr. Todd commented that the landscaping plan has been approved by Ms. Nolan and
Mr. Pennella is satisfied with the plan. He advised that he is willing to have a pervious
courtyard/driveway, whether it be pavers or gravel, he is not sure yet but he is happy to
have it as a condition in the Resolution. Mr. Pennella said the design allowed for a
certain amount of impervious area and if the applicant exceeds that, then he would have
to do something to accommodate for that. it was agreed that this would be added as a
special condition 6 to the draft Resolution, but not to include the specific material.

Ms. Raiselis moved, seconded by Mr. Tedesco, to close the public hearing.
The secretary recorded the vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes

Member Aukland: Yes

Member Tedesco: Yes

Dr. Friedlander lost his internet (temporarily)

All in favor. Motion carried: 3-0

Ms. Raiselis read through portions of the Resolution. A copy will be provided to the
applicant and entire Resolution will be included in the minutes of the meeting as follows;

RESOLUTION

VILLAGE OF TARRYTOWN PLANNING BOARD
(Adopted November 23, 2020)

Application of Raining Threes LLC
Property: 9 Carriage Trail (Sheet 1.271, Block 138, Lot 1.8 and Zone R-60)
Resolution of Site Plan Approval

Background

1. The Applicant requests the Planning Board to approve a site plan for the construction
of a single-family residence, pool, and pavilion at 9 Carriage Trail (lot 8) in the
Greystone on Hudson subdivision within the R-60 zoning district. The subdivision was
approved by the Planning Board on July 23, 2012,

2.The Planning Board on September 17, 2020 determined that the proposed action is a
Type Il Action under NYS DEC 617.5 (c) (9) “construction or expansion of a single-family, a two-
family or a three-family residence on an approved Jot.
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3.The Planning Board has conducted a duly noticed public hearing on September 17, 2020
and continued the public hearing on October 26, 2020 and November 23, 2020, at which time all
those wishing to be heard were given the opportunity to be heard.

4.The Planning Board has carefully examined the Application including the Applicant’s
Cover Letter dated August 26, 2020, the Environmental Clearance Form and received a
Supplemental Memorandum from the Applicant dated 9/22/20 on Reduced Impact and Energy
Efficiency Techniques to be used in the Project, a Landscape/Tree Removal plan prepared by
Arborscape inc. dated July 14, 2020 and provided to the Village of Tarrytown Tree Warden, and
reviewed comments from the Consulting Village Planner in memoranda dated September 14,
2020, October 14, 2020 and November 10, 2020, from the Village Landscape Consultant in her
Landscape Reports dated September 25, 2020, October 23, 2020 and final review dated
November 10, 2020, a denial letter from the Building Inspector/Village Engineer dated
September 10, 2020 and plan reviews dated September 25, 2020 and November 2, 2020 which
they have considered.

5.The Applicant has provided a Steep Slopes Narrative addressing the criteria in §305-67.
The area to be occupied by the home, driveways, patios, pool, and accessory uses covers
approximately 30 percent or 7,392 square feet of the 23,909 square feet of the steep slope area
of the property, with approximately 70% of the steep slope area remaining.

6.The Planning Board closed the public hearing on November 2, 2020, After closing the
public hearing, the Planning Board deliberated in public on the Applicant’s request for approval.

Determination

The Planning Board determines that based upon the findings and reasoning set forth below,
the Application for site plan approval and the waiver for steep slopes disturbance are granted
subject to the conditions set forth below.
1. Findings

The Planning Board finds that the Applicant has satisfactorily addressed the criteria for granting
the waiver for steep slope disturbance under 305-67(F)(1}{b) and the Planning Board finds that
the applicant has established that the benefit to the applicant outweighs the detriment to
the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood or community by such grant. The
Applicant’s Narrative dated September 10, 2020 is made part of the findings of the Planning
Board and described below:

The Planning Board has evaluated the previously approved site plan and determines that
based upon the findings and reasoning set forth below, the Application for site plan approval is
granted subject to the conditions set forth below.

Neighborhood Character. Granting the waiver will not result in an undesirable change in the
character of the neighborhood. The proposed home will span the slope from the front to the
rear. The home will have the lower level exposed on the rear, exactly like all other homes already
constructed in the Greystone community. The proposed design has been engineered to work
maximally with the land to mitigate disturbance. By being able to place most of the foundation
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over the sloping rocks, the project will be able to minimize excavation and, thereby, eliminate
blasting into the underlying bedrock that would be required to fully excavate the foundation. The
proposed design will be achieved with just some mild chipping and minor disturbance as it is
designed around the fand to arise from the lower area and meet the higher in the front of the
house. The proposed design initiates use of many of the same materials and takes inspiration
from many of the design details of other existing homes in the Greystone community. Terraced
areas are designed to integrate into the existing topography and are proposed to be consistent
with the historic type and character of the community.

Alternate Feasible: Method to achieve benefit sought by applicant: The benefit cannot be
achieved by some other method feasible for the Applicant to pursue due to the steep slopes area
being situated in the center of thi parcel. Because of the terrain and situating of the the lot,
construction of a hdme in charactér with the community cannot be feasible achieved other than
with a steep slope waiver. Locating the home elsewhere on the site would push it right next to
nmgnbonng properties and reqwre blasting of rock for the foundation as the foundation would
have to be entlrely underground ‘which would cause disturbance to others. It would also not
serve to permanentiy stabilize the site and slopes fro erosion and sedlmentatlon _nor to protect
agamst ‘possible sipe failure and stormwater runoff and floodmg

Impact on Other Properties: The steep slope disturbance will have no adverse effect/changes on
the physical or environmental conditions in the neighborhood, nor create any dangers, The
existing conditions of the slope will be improved and permanently stabilized by incorporating the
slope within the area of the home, thus, reducing stormwater runoff on and off-site. The
proposed development will reduce the guantity of steep slopes, thereby, facilitating percolation
and the runoff. The sheet runoff of water during a rain event will be minimized and engineered
stormwater management systems will be introduced which will minimize stormwater overflow
to adjacent properties.

Cansistency of Project with Intent of the Steep Slopes Chapter: The steep slope disturbance will
have no adverse effect/changes on the physical or environmental conditions in the
neighborhood, nor create any dangers. The existing conditions of the slope will be improved and
permanently stabilized by incorporating the slope within the area of the home, thus, reducing
stormwater runoff on and off-site. The proposed development will reduce the quantity of steep
slopes, thereby, facilitating percolation and the runoff. The sheet runoff of water during a rain
event will be minimized and engineered stormwater management systems will be introduced
which will minimize stormwater overflow to adjacent properties.

Consistency bf Project with Intent of the Steep Slopes Chapter: The waiver will: Afford a more
stable and maintainable condition which will provide long-term protection from soil erosion and
sedimentation; Provide increased slope stability to protect against slope failures; Provide an
improved stormwater management system, which will minimize stormwater runoff, erosion and
flooding. This project will improve the site's aesthetic character and surrounding property values
while maintaining, if not improving, health, safety and welfare of the public in the neighborhood
and Village of Tarrytown. This site is not untouched natural slopes, as it has been continuously
disturbed through the years by construction of the adjoining road and utilities, the original
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Coppola driveway and abave ground utilities which ran through it, and older farmer drains and
structures. The area to be occupied by the home, driveways, patios, poo! and accessory uses
covers approximately 30% or 7,392 square feet of the 23,909 square feet of the steep slope area
of the property, and approximately 70% of the steep slope area will remain.

Finally, the location of the house as proposed minimizes the disturbance of the slope and the
impact on the community. Because of the sloping terrain with rock piles located in the center of
the iot, which is the most natural site for construction to avoid blasting and to be considerate of
neighbors, the waiver is the minimum relief necessary to relieve this extraordinary hardship.

In addition, the Planning Board has considered the standards set forth in the Village of
Tarrytown Zoning Code (“Zoning Code”) Chapter 305, Article XVI and finds that subject to the
conditions set forth below, the propoesed site plan is consistent with the site plan design and
development principles and standards set forth therein. The Planning Board has also reviewed
the proposed landscaping and plantings and finds that the landscape plantings are in conformity
with the natural resources goals and policies of the Village's Comprehensive Plan relating to the
promotion of functional and native plant species, habitat creation and biodiversity, and
guidelines for the removal of nonfunctional invasive species.

The Planning Board has conducted an extensive review of the applicant’s proposal to construct a
single-family residence, pool, and pavilion on the subject property. The subject single-family
property, known as 9 Carriage Trail, is a sloping iot located on a private road in the gated
community of Greystone on Hudson. The lot size of 102,000 square feet is approximately 70%
larger than required under the R-60 zoning, and approximately seven times the size of adjacent
residential properties on Tarryhill Road. A review of the Zoning Compliance Form indicates that
the application is zoning compliant.

The lot is currently vacant. 1t is well maintained in the flat areas around the perimeter, but much
of the central portion of the lot is composed of steep rocky patches spanning the areas defined
as steep slopes. These areas are difficult to maintain and they are overgrown with invasive
weeds and remnants of dead trees and plant matter. Some of these steep slopes are likely
manmade rock piles created as a result of the construction of the adjacent road and utility
infrastructure, as well as the construction and demolition of the original Coppola driveway and
utility infrastructure which ran through this lot, as well as previously existing farmer drains and
farm structures which previously occupied this lot.

The subdivision for the Greystone subdivision approved 9 Carriage Trail (Lot 8) for the building of
a home, a pool house, a pool, and a shade pavilion. The shade pavilion will be situated by the
pool and will include a bathroom, changing rooms, a barbeque area and storage. As a
complement to the existing historic stone walls and community gatehouse along South
Broadway, the historic district adjacent to the community, and the old world architecture
featured throughout the Greystone community, Applicant proposes utilizing the same native
stone to construct a traditional French chateau style residence with a sweeping slate roof, and
the pool/spa and cabana shade pavilion as described. Foundation construction will be steel
reinforced concrete engineered to provide the structural strength to support the weight of the
soil and vegetation above.
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In response to the Village landscape consuitant’s 10/23/20 review, the Applicant added contours
to the tree removal and landscape plans and further modified the plans. After reviewing the
revised plans, the Village landscape consultant provided a final review dated 11/10/20
acknowledging the modifications. The trees identified previously for removal have now been
retained including several specimen trees. Tree protection for the on-site trees to remain has
been thoroughly addressed and shown on the plans and details. in addition to a line of 46 spruce
that were previously planted as screening, there are a total of 68 live, spontaneous, trees on the
site. Of these, a total of (6) hardwoods will be retained, and the remaining (62) trees will be
removed as they conflict with the footprint of the proposed building and the grading of the site.
The revised planting consists of {42) canopy trees {34 native, 8 non-native}; (66) understory trees
(48 native and 20 non-native); and (7) native shrubs planted along Carriage Trail Drive. A total of
(57) additional screening evergreens {42 native, 15 non-native) are proposed. The foundation
planting consists mostly of non-native hoxwood. As requested, non-native plants are limited to
the foundation planting, areas directly adjacent to the house, and as specific accents. The
proposed planting plan represents a significant quantity of native hardwood trees, diversifies the
canopy with the introduction of a robust quantity of understory trees, and protects significant
on-site trees that are Specimen Species as per the Village Code. Itis a suitable planting to address
mitigation for removal of trees required to implement the site plan.

Applicant also revised site development plans in response to the Village Engineer’s review dated
November 2, 2020. The Stormwater Management and Erosion & Sediment Control pians were
reviewed by and approved by the Village Engineer.

V. Approved Plan:

Except as otherwise provided herein, all work shall be performed in strict compliance with
the plans submitted to the Planning Board and approved by the Planning Board as follows:

Site Development Plans for Lot 8 Greystone Subdivision prepared by ). Pontieri, PE, D.P.C.
Engineering & Consulting (JPCE) dated August 24, 2020, last revised November 18, 2020, and the
Landscape Plans prepared by arborscape inc. for Greystone on Hudson, Greystone Mansion
Group last revised November 16, 2020 unless otherwise noted entitled:

Site Development Plans prepared by J. Pontieri, PE, D.P.C. Engineering & Consulting
- S 1.0 - Site Plan with Utilities & Zoning Compliance

S 1.0ss - Site Grading & Erosion Control Plan w/Steep Slopes

- S 2.0 - Site Plan Detuils & Notes

S 2.1 - Site Plan Details& Notes (Cont’d} last revised 10/12/20

- 8§ 3.0 -8ite Drainage Plan Last revised 10/26/20

Landscape Plans prepared by arborscape inc.
- Lot 8 Tree Removal Plan & Tree Protection Derail last revised 11/16/20
- Landscape Plan last revised 10/25/20

- Existing Conditions (includes survey)

(the “Approved Plans™).
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Vi

General Conditions

{a) Requirement to Obtain Approvals: The Planning Board’s approval is conditioned

upon Applicant receiving all approvals required by other governmental approving
agencies without material deviation from the Approved Plans.

(b} Changes to Approved Plans: if as a condition to approval any changes are

{c)

required to the Approved Plans, the Applicant shall submit: {i} final plans
complying with all requirements and conditions of this Resolution, and (ii)a check
list summary indicating how the final plans comply with all requirements of
this Resolution. If said final plans comply with all the requirements of this
Resolution as determined by the Village Engineer, they shall also be considered
“Approved Plans.”

Force and Effect: No portion of any approval by the Planning Board shall take effect

until (1) all conditions are met, (2) this Final Site Plan resolution is signed by the
chair of the Planning Board and (3) the Final Site Plan resclution signed by the
Planning Board Chair has been filed with the Village Clerk.

{d) Field Changes: In the event the Village Engineer/Building Inspector agrees that,

as a result of conditions in the field, field changes are necessary to complete the

~ work authorized by the Approved Plans and deems such changes to be minor, the

Village Engineer/Building Inspector may, allow such changes, subject to any
applicable amendment to the approved building permit(s). f not deemed minor,
any deviation from or change in the Approved Plans shall require application to
the Planning Board for amendment of this approval. In all cases, amended plans
shall be submitted to reflect approved field changes.

(e} Commencing Work: No work may be commenced on any portion of the site

(£}

without first contacting the Building Inspector to ensure that all permits and
approvals have been obtained and to establish an inspection schedule. Failure to
comply with this provision shali result in the immediate revocation of all permits
issued by the Village along with the requirement to reapply (including the
payment of application fees) for all such permits, the removal of all work performed
and restoration to its original condition of any portion of the site disturbed and
such other and additional civil and criminal penalties as the courts may impose.

The Applicant shall pay all outstanding consultant review and legal fees in
connection with the Planning Board review of this Application.
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(e} ARB Review: No construction may take place and a building permit may not be

issued until Applicant has obtained approval from the Board of Architectural
Review in accordance with applicable provisions of the Village of Tarrytown Code.

{h} Landscaping: All landscaping on the approved planting plan shall be installed in a

Vil

healthy and vigorous state and shall be inspected at the beginning and end of the
growing season within the first and second year of installation. Individual species
that do not survive beyond the first and second year shall be replaced at the
beginning of the next growing season.

Specific Conditions

{1) Applicant shall provide to the Building Inspector/Village Engineer a "staging and

construction plan to identify the location of construction equipment,
construction materials and debris on the site. This plan shall be submitted prior
to any site disturbance or the location of construction equipment on the site.

{2) Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall provide compensation

for tree loss on the property {Lot 8 of the Greystone on Hudson subdivision) into
the Village of Tarrytown Tree Fund as determined by the Village of Tarrytown
Tree Warden in accordance with §281-13 of the Village Code.

(3} Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall provide in a form

satisfactory to the Village Engineer and Village Attorney, and shall be fully
executed and submitted to the Building Department with proof that a modified
utility easement fully encompassing the water main as installedon Lot 7, 8
Southern Path with proof that the Easement has been submitted for recording in
the Westchester County Clerk’s Office.

(4) Prior to the issuance of a building permit, and/or certificate of occupancy the

Applicant shall pay all outstanding fees held in escrow per code section 305-138.

{5} Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a Stormwater Management Agreement

for the stormwater management facilities related to the construction of a single-
family resident on Lot 8 of the Greystone on Hudson subdivision, in a form
satisfactory to the Village Engineer and Village Attorney, shail be fully
executed and submitted to the Building Department with proof that the
Agreement has been submitted for recording in the Westchester County Clerk’s
Office,

*CONDITION ADDED:

{6} The applicant agrees to install permeable surface on the area designated as a

courtyard to the satisfaction of the Village Engineer,
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Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukiand, to approve this application.

Dr. Friedlander returned and asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes
Member Aukland: Yes
Member Tedesco: Yes

Chairman Friedlander: Yes

All in favor. Motion carried. 4-0

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukland, to adjourn the meeting at 11:25 p.m.

Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis; Yes
Member Aukland: Yes
Member Tedesco: Yes
Chair Friedlander: Yes

All in favor. Motion carried: 4-0

Liz Meszaros- Secretary
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EXHIBIT “B”
Dolf Beil - 108 Main Street

11-23-20 Presentation Documents
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EXHIBIT “C”
David Barnett - 104 Main Street

11-23-20 Presentation Documents
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EXHIBIT “D”
Planning Board Negative Declaration

29 South Depot Plaza Application
11-23-20 PB MINUTES



Dhate :

Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 3 - Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Profect Impacts
and ED  4/RS [ee
Determination of Significance VILL AGE GLERKS OFHCE

Patt 3 provides the reasons in support of the determination of significance. The lead agency must complete Part 3 for every question
i Part 2 where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate 1o large or where there is a need to explain why a panticular
element of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse environmental impact.

Agency Use Ouly [1fApplicable}
' Praject - |8, Depot Plaea TOD
20
¢

Based oo the analysis in Part 3, the lead agency must decide whether to require an environmental impact statement to further assess
the proposed action or whether available information is sufficient for the lead agency to conclude that the proposed action will not

have a significant adverse environmental impact. By completing the certification on the next page, the lead agency can complete its
determination of significance.

Reascns Supporting This Determination:
To complete this section:

s ldentify the impact based on the Part 2 responses and describe its magnitude. Magnitude considers factors such as severity,
size or extent of an impact,

®  Assess the importance of the impact. [mportance relates to the geographic scope, duration, probability of the impact
occurring, number of people affected by the impact and any additional environmental consequences if the impact were to
oceur,

The assessment should take into consideration any design element or project changes.

Repeat this process for each Part 2 question where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large or where
there is a need to explain why a particular clement of the proposed action will not. or may, result in a significant adverse
environmental impact.

Provide the reason(s) why the impact may, or will not, result in a significant adverse environmental impact

For Conditional Negative Declarations identify the specific condition(s) imposed that will modify the proposed action so that
no significant adverse environmental impacts will result.

¢ Atach additional sheets, as needed.

Description of the Action

The proposed action consists of the: (i) development of a mixed-use building containing 2,000 square fest of ratall and 20,757 square feet of salf-giorage
on the ground floor with 88 residential units on four floors above on a 1.18 acre property located at 26 South Depot Plaza (Lot 38) with direct access 1o the
train platform; () development of landsceped pedestrian plaza adjacent to the proposed mixed-use buliding at the fobt of the stairs to the train platform;
(iil) improvements and rehabilitation of adjacent parking areas, Including improving and landscaping the MTA Employee Parking lot adjacent to Frankiin
Counts and impraving and provide landscaping and LED dark-sky compllant ighting to the MTA commuter parking lots; and (iv} development of pedestrian
sidewalks inking Frankiin Courts to the train stafion, train platform and to the Village's waterfront and park.

In connection with the proposed development, the applicant seeks zoning text amendments to the industrial District (10} that would atiow Transit-Orientad
Cevelopment (TOD) as a pamittad use in the 1D zone for propertiea larger than ona acre and located within 100 feet from direct access to the Tanytown
Matro North Train Station as well as a site plan approval for a proposed TOD developmant within the |0 District. Tha applicant is proposing to use the
foundation for tha existing one-story metal warehouse building o construct the proposed mixed-use buliding. The subject property also abuts the
Metro-Narth Hudson Lina right of way aa wall az the Tarrytown Train Siation, with acosss staire for tha train platform.

Modifications to Proposed Zoning Amendments - The Planning Board has reviewad the proposed zoning over several months which has resulted in tha
modifications to the Applicant's criginally submitted zoning text amendments. The following revisions inchuded: 1)First Floor Space - Minimum of 50% of
first flacr spaces shalk be for nor-residential uses (this allows for flexibility for live work units while stil maintaining an active streetscape for pedestrians
and pedestrian-oriantod activities and businesses); 2) Proposed parking requirements (ratio of 1.05 spaces per rasidential unit, which exceeds the
parking ratio recommended by the Charen study for TOD of 0.95 spacas per unit); 3) Parking Agreament salisfactory to Village Attorney; required parking
may be on-site or adjacant property subject to the parking agreement {this provides protection for the Village by ensuring Village kegal review of any
proposed agreament ensuring that parking will ba available for project residents on an appropriate long term basis with protection against wrmination
provisions); 4) Parking Space Wkith - Planning Board may reduce the width of parking space to B ¥’ {this is the criteria used by MTA, for thair parking lois
and exists in many Westchester communities especially for non-transient uses); 5) Nen-Residentlal Parking - Parking requirement for non-residential uses
may be provided through shared parking as approved by ths Planning Board (this provision refars to an existing section of the code for shared parking
(Section 305-83 (D) (3)); 6) Applicant must show that new sewer and water and traffic impacts can he mitigated to not nagatively impact the axisting
natwork: 7} Efforts shall be made to incorporats Green infrastructure to reduce impacts (Applicant has provided a kst of proposed green sustainable
slements aa part of their sita plan); 8) Pedestrian Circulation and Connaclivity - Applicant must show padestrian circulation plan showing safa pedestrian
access within the property and community connectivity. (Applicant has providad concaptual landscaping & pedestrian connactivity plan); 8) FEMA
Ragulations - Project shal comply with all appiicable FEMA regulations. (this spacifically calle out need to comply with FEMA raquiraments which Is
required by Bullding Dapartment review)

{See attached for continuation of Long Form Environmental Assessment Part 3)

Determination of Significance - Type 1 and Unlisted Actions

SEQR Status: 0 Type! [¢] Unlisted

Ldentify portions of EAF completed for this Project: [/] Part 1 [/ part 2 [Z1Part 3

FEAF 2018



Lpon review of the mformatwn recorded on thls EAF. as noted, plus this addmonal support information

and considering both the magnitude and importance of sach identified potential impact, it is the conclusion of the
Vilkage of Tamylown Pignning Board as lead agency that:

[Z/] A. This project will result in no significant adverse impacts on the environment, and, therefore, an environmental impact
statement need not be prepared.  Accordingly, this negative declaration is issued.

O B. Although this project could have a significant adverse impact on the environment, that impact will be avoided or
substantially mitigated because of the following conditions which will be required by the lead agency:

There will, therefore, be no significant adverse impacts from the project as conditioned, and, therefore, this conditioned negative
declatation is issued. A conditioned negative declaration may be used only for UNLISTED actions (see 6 NYCRR 617.7(d)).

O <C. This Project may result in one or more significant adverse impacts on the environment, and an environmental impact
statement must be prepared to further assess the impact(s) and possible mitigation and to explore alternatives to avoid or reduce those
impacts. Accordingly. this positive declaration is issued.

Name of Action: South Depot Plaza TOD

Name of Lead Agency: villaga of Tamytown Planning Board

Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: pr. Stardey Friedlander

Title of Responsible Officet! cpnaman

Sigmature of Responsible Officer in Lead ‘\gencv W 441 j %Mé Z Date: 1172320

Sighature of Preparer (if different from Responsible Offi cer) Robadt Galvin. AICP Consulting Village Planner  Date: 11723120

For Further Information:

Contact Person: | ;;o,gth Maszaros. Sacratary to the Planning Board
Address: one Depot Plaza, Tarrytown, NY 10581
Telephone Number: 9441 831- 1487

E-mail: Imeszarca@tamAownany.com

For Type 1 Actions and Conditioned Negative Declarations, a copy of this Notice is sent to:

Chief Executive Officer of the political subdivision in which the action will be principally located (e.g., Town / City / Village of}
Other involved agencies (if any)

Applicant (if any}

Environmental Notice Bulletin: hitp: 7

PRINT FULL FORM Page20f2




Long Form Enviranmental Assessment
Part 3 — Continued

29 South Depot TOD Project
Modifications to Proposed Zoning Amendments (continued)

9) Design Criterla - no fagade shall exceed 150° in length without architectural features designed to
break up the visual effect of the building and avoid a box like appearance. Design features may include
variations in height and with offsets, projections, balconies, setbacks, and other distinctive architectural
elements. These design features need to be acceptable to the Planning Board. {Design Criteria have
been added to the proposed zoning text to address massing concerns.)

10) Sustainability Stondgrds - Project needs to comply with sound sustainability standards. Listing of
examples are included in the text. (Applicant has provided a listing of potential sustainability measures
which would be developed during the Planning Board's site plan review.)

11) Maximyum helght of 60 and 5 stories - Project needs to comply (and the proposed preliminary
site plan complies) with the five-story maximum and the 60-foot maximum height for all protrusions,
including rooftop parapets with no bulkheads for elevators or any rooftop amenity. Limiting protrusions
is more protective of the viewshed.

Building Coverage/Setbacks — The underlying 10 zone provides the standards for the building
coverage and setbacks for the front yard and side yards. The proposed zoning overlay text provides for a
zero rear yard setback if abutting the railroad tracks. Building Coverage in the underlying ID zone is 75%
The Village Engineer has reviewed this and determined that the project as constituted would have a
building coverage of 47%. Even if the entire portion of South Depot Plaza were exempted from this
calculation, the resulting building coverage would be 60% - still below the maximum coverage of 75%.
Side Yard Setbacks in the underlying zone are 10 for each side yard. The Project’s side yard on the north
side of the building is 48’ with the landscaped plaza. Project’s side yard on the south side meets the 10’
setback.

Front Yard Setback in the underlying zone is 10,

Applicability: As proposed, the zoning amendment would limit TOD use to the subject property since
this property is the only 1D zoned parcel that would meet the criteria of eligibility regarding the
minimum size of one acre with direct access to the train platform within 100" linear feet.

Consistency with the Village Comprehensive Plan

Tarrytown Connected is the Village's Comprehensive Plan adopted in 2018. With repard to the Station
Area, the Plan states that the area, “represents a significant opportunity to leverage sustoinable land use
policies and expand transit-ariented development east of the railroad tracks, New spaces for working
ond living must be integroted with improved strategies for commuter parking that olleviate congestion
cround Depot Ploza.” Based on the foregoing, the Plan supports the future development of transit-
oriented development or mixed-used developments featuring increased residential den sity within the
Station Area. Development of this type is described as a development type that will support sustainable

3



growth, It is noted that the development includes market rate apartment units, affordable housing units
{as is required), 2,000 sf of retail and 20,000 sf of self-storage use. Transit-oriented development places
a critical mass of new residents in close proximity to existing and future commerciai uses thereby
promoting pedestrian activity.

Tarrytown Connected included a 2009 residential density graphic that showed that the area immediately
surrounding the proposed development site has a residential density of 5 - 15 units per acre in the area
located immediately east (Franklin Courts). However, the parcel located to the northeast is developed
with a residential density of greater than 75 units per acre {Franklin Tower}. The proposed project would
fall within this category with 75 units per acre or 88 units for the 1.18-acre parcel. Although not directly
adjacent to the project site, the newer development within the waterfrant, west of the railroad and
north of Pierson Park, is developed with a residential density that ranges from 15 — 75 units per acre.
Therefore, white the proposed project falis at the high end of the residential densities present within the
Village it does not surpass the range and would present a project of the exact type desired in the
Comprehensive Plan.

The Applicant’s proposed zoning amendment weuld permit mixed-use residential buildings where they
are not currently permitted. The Plan does not contain recommendations explicit to residential density,
but the Plan’s objectives were meant to, in part, “maximize the potential for the station areaas a
destination and a gateway to the greater Village.” The proposed project, and in consideration of the
proposed residential density, would be consistent with this Plan. [Chazen, Limited Technical Review,
lune 11, 2020, 13 - 15)

Subject Property — Site Plan

The subject property is_a 1.18-acre flag Iot located at 29 South Depot Plaza with access via a driveway
that passes between a municipal parking lot and a vacant parcel owned by the Applicant, both located
north of the site. South of the site is a paper recycling building which the warehouse building was
previously associated with. This building would continue to be accessed by the subject parcel's driveway.
The Applicant is proposing to use the foundation for the existing one-story metal warehouse building
and build a mixed-use building containing 2,000 square feet of retail and 20,757 square feet of self-
storage on the ground floor with 88 residential units on four floors above. The applicant has site plan
approval for the conversion of the existing building into self-storage, but Applicant has revised the plans
to include a retail and housing component to the project consistent with the goals of the Tarrytown
Comprehensive Plan (Tarrytown Connected). The Project’s unit mix is proposed to consist of 12 studios,
43 1-bedrooms and 28 2-hedroom units. The Project will include nine (9) affordable units consistent
with Section 305-130 (Affordable Housing) with rents affordable for households whose incomes do not
exceed 60% of the Area Median Income (AMI).

The Project will provide improvements and landscaping to the MTA Employee Parking lot adjacent to
Franklin Courts and provide landscaping and LED dark-sky compliant lighting to the MTA commuter
parking lots. The development will also provide pedestrian sidewalks linking Franklin Courts to the train
station, train platform and to the Viliage's waterfront and park. A new 3,800 sf landscaped pedestrian
plaza will be developed adjacent to the residential building and at the foot of the stairs to the train
platform.



GML Review - The project was referred to Westchester County Planning on 7/23/19 . County Planning
pravided a GML review dated 8/2/19 which found the project to be consistent with the County's
Comprehensive Plan because it would direct new residential development where public transportation
can be provided efficiently, and where redevelopment can enhance economic vitality. Applicant has
responded to County Planning’s recommendation by providing a pedestrian circulation plan around the
building and complete sidewalk connectivity between the site and the surrounding neighborhoads.
Applicant has provided specifics of green building and other sustainable technologies. The Applicant has
pravided for recycling and bicycle parking.

Evaluation of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

MTA Parking Agreement - The MTA has agreed to provide the Applicant with a 49-year lease for the
use of the parking lot with two 15-year options, for a total lease period of 79 years. The termination
provision previously discussed has been eliminated. This term will be acceptable for financing purposes
and should be acceptable for the Village. Previously, the proposed text was amended to read "required
parking can be provided on-site or on an adjocent property or alternative property within 1000 feet,
provided that the applficant has a long-term agreement for parking satisfactory to the Viflage Attorney.”
This wording of “alternative parking within 1000 feet” is no longer needed and was deleted in the
revised text. In arder to obtain site plan approval, Applicant will have to be able to provide the written
lease and the Village Attorney will need to be satisfied that the parking will be available for use by the
tenants on a long-term hasis. While other terms of the agreement with the MT A are still being finalized,
the number of spaces and the term have been agreed to.

Parking Impacts - Parking for the development would be provided by 93 parking spaces designated for
use by the rasidential tenants. There would be 14 on-site parking spaces with an additional 79 spaces
provided in the adjacent MTA parking lots for the exclusive use of the project’s residents. The 79 spaces
are MTA spaces under Agreement for the Project’s exclusive use. This resufts in a parking ratio of 1.05
spaces for the project. There are also two loading/parking spaces on the south side of the building for
use by the self-storage facility. There are another 30 shared parking spaces in the MTA employee iot
reserved for MTA employees between 5:00 am and 4:00 pm. These spaces are available for project
residents in the remaining evening hours between 4:00 pm to 5:00 am and ali time on the weekend.
The Applicant also owns the adjacent Lot 37 which is 4,000 sf and has the potential of providing another
15 surface parking spaces if needed. The Parking Exhibit plan, dated, June 18, 2020 shows the
configuration of the MTA commuter and employee parking lots and the number of spaces allocated to
the project. Applicant proposes to reconfigure ingress/egress in the turnaround easement at the south
end of South Depot Plaza for two-way traffic flow between the parking lot and South Depot Plaza.

The Chazen Report supported a parking ratio of 0.95 spaces for TOD residential units or 84 spaces.
Applicant has increased its parking ratio to the 1.05 spaces per unit or 93 spaces exceeding the parking
ratio in the Chazen Report. The consultant’s shared parking analysis concluded that the Project’s
number of parking spaces available is more than the required parking spaces during peak parking
demand.



Traffic Generation - the JMC Trip Generation Analysis shows that the transit-oriented development is
projected to generate approximately 25 and 30 total vehicular trips during the peak weekday AM and
PM hours. These projected vehicular trips represent one trip every 2.4 minutes during the peak weekday
AM hour and one trip every 2.0 minutes during the peak weekday PM hour. The proposed TOD
development’s peak hour vehicular traffic represents 2-3% of the traffic volumes along Depot Plaza
based on 2013 DOT traffic volume counts. The report concludes that the propoased TOD development is
anticipated to generate a low amount of peak hour vehicular traffic due to the high level of transit
utilization and will represent a very, small percentage of traffic which already exists on the area roadway
network. Peak traffic in the station area is to the train station in the morning peak, and leaving the train
station in the afternoon peak. Since residents will not be driving to the trains, there will be no addition
to these peak movements. To the extent there is morning peak traffic, it will be away from the station
area and in the afternoon peak, it will be to the area, the opposite of the peak traffic movements.

Green Technology - The proposed zoning code has added a provision indicating that the project shall
comply with sound environmental sustainability standards. The Code provides guidance by including
examples of such sustainable measures but does not limit the Applicant or the Board to these examples.
The Code includes the following measures as examples for the Applicant including: 1) Use of solar panels
far electric usage; 2) Use of geothermal sources to power heat pumps and air handlers; 3} Utilize
WaterSense plumbing fixtures, drip irrigation and water submeters to reduce water usage; 4) Utilize
energy star appliances, low YOC products, high efficiency filters, UV treatment for air handling units; 5)
Utilize materials that have environmental product declaration as well as health product declaration and
sound construction waste management; 6) project shall achieve an energy-efficient rating better than
15% of ASHRAE 90.1 standards.

Fiscal Analysis — The existing taxes for the subject property total $65,704 annually. Of this total, the
Village receives $20, 446; the Tarrytown School District is provided with $34,650 while the Town/County
receive $10,608. The projected totol yearly taxes for the Project Including the residential, retail, and
self-storage is estimated to be $562,090, an increase of $496,386. The Village would realize $134,902,
an increase of $114,456. The Tarrytown Schoo! District would receive $354,117, an additional $319, 467
in annual taxes while the Town/County receive additional annual taxes of $68.085.

School Impacts - The TOD development is anticipated to result in a significant surplus to the Tarrytown
School District, The Proposed Project is anticipated to provide a surplus to the School District ranging
from $96,839 to $225,478, depending on the public-schcol age child generation rate used. It is
anticipated that the contribution in taxes will be on the higher range because of the relatively few, if
any, public school age childven anticipated from the proposed project.

View Shed Analysis - An Evaluation of Impact on Aesthetic Resources was provided by Planning &
Development Advisors (PDA) for the proposed project. This repart reviewed impacts on the adjacent
Frankiin Courts community and upland properties. At the request of Village staff, Exhibit 5 in the report
was prepared showing a relationship between the existing site and the surrounding topography. The
yellow line on Exhibit 5 reflects elevation 65’ which would be roughly equivaient to the top of a building
that could be built under the proposed zoning {existing grade is 5’, proposed building is 60" in height].



Staff also requested the view from MacArthur Lane. Evaluation indicated that there is extensive
vegetation impeding the views looking west with no negative impacts on view sheds.

Environmental Constroints — Based on FEMA maps, the subject property is located in 0.2% annual
chance Flood Hazard Area. The project will need to comply with FEMA flood hazard regulations. The site
does not contain any wetlands nor any steep slopes or vegetation. The site also does not contain any
reported spills in the NYSDEC Site Remediation Database. The Project is a redevelopment of an
industrially zoned property.

Recreation Fees — The transit-oriented development will provide approximately $900,000 in recreation
fees to the Village Recreation Fund based on the 88 units proposed @ 510,500 per unit.

SEQRA Determination of Significance — Based on the Planning Board's review of the LEAF, an analysis of
Part 2 and a review of Applicant’s submitted information including parking and traffic studies,
infarmation on other TOD Projects in Westchester County, fiscal analysis, view sheds, schoal children
generation, green technologies, and density analysis, the Chezen Technical Reviews of Applicant’s
submissions including parking/traffic and density analyses and Westchester County Planning’s GML
review, the Planning Board has determined that the proposed action including the proposed zoning text
and site plan for the proposed TQD redevelopment of the 29 South Depot property is not expected to
result in any significant adverse environmental impacts that would rise to the level of significance
required for a Positive Declaration.



