Pianning Board

Village of Tarrytown
Regular Meeting

January 25, 2021 6:00 pm

PRESENT: Chairman Friedlander; Members Tedesco, Aukland, Birgy, Raiselis,
Alternate Member Gaito, Alternate Member Mendez-Boyer, 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
Governor's 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.*™*

Dr. Friedlander called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. He announced the appointment
of two new alternate members to the Planning Board. He welcomed Peter F. Gaito, Jr,
the first Alternate, and Lissette Mendez-Boyer, the 2" Alternate. He looks forward to
having a productive relationship with the new members and noted that Mr. Gaito, an
Architect and Ms. Mendez-Boyer, an Architect and Urban Planner, will both be great
additions to the Board.

Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukiand, to approve the minutes of the
December 28, 2020 meeting as submitted.

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 unanimously approved 5-0.

Dr. Friedlander announced the three adjournments:

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING
Sunrise Development, Inc. (contract vendee)
99 White Plains Road

Site plan approval for 85 units of Service Enriched Assisted Living/Memory Care
Housing pending adoption of Zoning Amendment by the Board of Trustees.
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Adjournments continued:

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING

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.

CONTINUATICN OF PUBLIC HEARING

Raining Threes LLC

3 - 5 Carriage Tralil

Construction of a single-family home with poo! and tennis court.

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING—Tarrytown Snack Mart, Inc.- 440 S. 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.

Mr. Galvin advised that the applicant has received ZBA variances which included a
variance for a state mandated generator. Their engineers are finalizing the steep slope
waiver and stormwater design. They have incorporated Suzanne Nolan’s landscaping
comments into their landscape plan and will provide final plans for the February
meeting.

Mr. Walsh confirmed that the generator is a propane generator, non-fossil fuel. They are
preparing the steep siope waiver and stormwater plan based on the location of the
building and will return for the February meeting.

Dr. Friedlander asked if any Board members have any questions.

Mr. Tedesco confirmed with the Board that if all of the information is received and
reviewed by the work session, Mr. Galvin can prepare a draft Resolution for the Board's

consideration at the February meeting.

Dr. Friedlander asked if anyone in the public had any comment. No one appeared.
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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

All in favor. Motion carried. 5 -0

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING — Dennis Noskin, RA - 100 Marymount Ave
Approval to relocate the YMCA Day Care Program to the E.F. School at Lugari Hall.

The applicant received a Compatible Use Permit from the Board of Trustees on January
19, 2021 to operate the YMCA Day Care at the Lugari Hall Building at the EF School.
The Board had determined that the project meets the proposed site plan design
standards and a resolution has been prepared for the Board’s consideration this
evening.

Mr. Birgy asked if anyone in the Public had any comment. Mr. Ringel advised that there
is no public comment.

Mr. Birgy moved, seconded by Mr. Aukland, to close 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

All in Favor. Motion carried. 5 -0

Mr. Birgy read through portions of the Resolution and advised that a copy will be
provided to the applicant and the entire Resolution will be recorded in the minutes of
this meeting.
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RESOLUTION
VILLAGE OF TARRYTOWN PLANNING BOARD
(Adopted January 25, 2021}

Application of Dennis Noskin, R.A. o/b/a Family YMCA at Tarrytown
Property: 100 Marymount Avenue in Lugari Hall Lower Level (Basement} (Sheet 1.80, Block 43,
Lot 1.1 and R-20 Zone)

Resplution of Site Plan Approval

Background

1.The Applicant {Dennis Noskin, Architect on behalf of Family YMCA at Tarrytown, the tenant}
requested site plan approval to relocate the Family YMCA Day Care Pragram to the EF International
School Campus in the lower level {(basement) at Lugari Hall. The application is for interior renovations
only with no change to the exterior fagade. The application is in the R-20 residential district and requires
a Compatible Use Permit {CUP) from the Tarrytown Village Board.

2. The Planning Board on December 28, 2020 determined this to be a Type Il Action
under NYS DEC 617.5 (c) (18) “reuse of a residential or commercial structure, or of a structure containing
mixed residential and commerciol uses, where the residentiaf or commercial use is a permitted use under
the applicable zoning law or ordinance, including permitted by special-use permit.” Therefore, no further
SEQRA review is required.

2.The Planning Board has conducted a duly noticed public hearing on December 28, 2020 and
continued on January 25, 2021 at which time all those wishing to be heard were given the opportunity to
be heard.

3. The Planning Board has carefully examined the Application and the Architect’s conceptual
basement floor plan and parking requirements and reviewed Applicant’s Project Narrative dated
December 8, 2020, a letter from Dennis Noskin Architects regarding the Justification of Parking
Calcutations dated December 18, 2020, comments and recommendations from the Consulting Village
Planner in memoranda dated December 15, 2020 and January 12, 2021, a denial letter from the Village
Engineer/Building Inspector dated December 18, 2020 and a letter from Tarrytown YMCA dated
December 23, 2020 to the Village Board requesting the CUP and a letter in support of the application from
the EF Schools dated December 22, 2020 which they have considered.

4 . The Planning Board on December 30, 2020 provided a positive recommendation to the

Village Board for the approval of the Compatible Use Permit (CUP) required for the proposed relocation
of the YMCA Day Care Center to the EF School Campus in R-20 residential district.

5 . The Village Board of Trustees held a public hearing on January 19, 2021 on the Applicant’s
request for a Compatible Use Permit (CUP} that is required for this project. After closing the public
hearing, the Village Board approved the Compatible Use Permit for this project on January 19, 2021,
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5.The Planning Board closed their public hearing on January 25, 2021 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 helow, the
Appiication for site plan approval is granted subject to the conditions set forth below.

L.Findings

The Planning Board considered the standards set forth 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 reviewed the Applicant’s site plan and application. The existing Family
YMCA Day Care Program is proposed to be relocated from the YMCA property at 62 Main Street. The
existing property has been approved for a senior multi-family residential redevelopment project. The
YMCA Child Care Program is proposed to be relocated into the basement of Liguori Hall at the EF
International School. Campus. The Project consists of interior alterations of classroom/lounge space to
a child care center. There will be no expansion of the building footprint. The interior alterations involve
approximately 8,880 sf of classroom/lounge area. The configurations of the rooms are required to meet
the Building Code and NYS Office of Chitdren and Family Services standards. These standards require an
allotment of space for each child based ontheir age. Egress, fire sprinkler and naturallighting are key criteria,
The interior renovations primarily deal with the addition of required bathrooms. The exterior entrance
area has ample area for drop off and pick-ups. There are 24 existing parking spaces in front of the
buitding; the Code requires 23 parking spaces. A grass area near the entrance is available for a fenced
in outdoor play space. The Planning Board reviewed the parking and drop off and pick-up procedures
and potential maximum number of students cver the two-year lease and were satisfied that there would
be no negative impacts. The Applicant has provided an Environmental Clearance form which shows no
environmental impacts since alterations are interior with no impact to the exterior.

The YMCA Day Care provides an important service especially during the pandemic providing day
care for over 50 children for parents who physically need to go to work. The children and parents being
served represent a most at-risk population. Moreover, this is the only day care facility in the Village that
has stayed open during the pandemic. The Applicant is working on a very tight timeframe to have the
facility built out and ready to start up before the March closing on the YMCA property.

1L Approved Plan:

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



Planning Board - Village of Tarrytown January 25, 2021

Site Plan, Conceptual Basement Floor Plan & Parking Reguirements for 100 Marymount Avenue,
Tarrytown, NY prepared by Dennis Noskin Architect for Family YMCA at Tarrytown dated 12/6/20 unless
otherwise noted entitled:

“Site Plan, Conceptual Basement Floor Pian & Porking Requirements for 100 Marymount Avenue,
Tarrytown, NY

(the “Approved Plan”).

ll. General Conditions

{a} Reguirement 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 required to
the Approved Plans, the Applicant shall submit: (i) final plans complying with all
requirements and conditions of this Resolution, and (i) 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.”

(c) 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
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 ¢ivil and criminal penalties as the courts may
impose.

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

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

Member Raiselis. Yes

Member Aukland:; Yes

Member Tedesco: Yes

Member Birgy: Yes
Chair Friedlander: Yes

The site plan application was approved: 5 -0
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NEW PUBLIC HEARING = PB Tarrytown, Inc. (tenant) — 3 Main Street — Unit A
Change of use from vacant retail to a restaurant use.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Planning Board of the Village of Tarrytown will hold a
public hearing via Zoom Video Conference in accordance with the NYS Governor's
Executive Orders 202.1 and 202.79, which have been extended. The public hearing will
begin at 6:00 p.m. on Monday, January 25, 2021, to hear and consider an application
by:

P.B. Tarrytown, Inc. (tenant)
53 Kirchner Drive
Tappan, NY 10983

For site plan approval for a change of use from vacant retail space to a restaurant use.

The property is located at 3 Main Street (Unit A) Tarrytown, NY and is shown on the tax
maps as Sheet 1.40, Block 18, Lot 1 and is in the RR Zoning District.

Please visit hitps://www tarrytowngov.com/home/events/32748 for instructions and
directions on how to join the meeting via Zoom, or cail-in by phone.

Public Written Comments will be received in advance of the meeting no later than 12
Noon on Friday, January 22, 2021 by email to: Imeszaros@tarrytowngov.com or regular
mail to: Village of Tarrytown, Planning Department, 1 Depot Plaza, Tarrytown, NY
10591,

Documents relating to applications will be provided in advance of the meeting by
emailing Imeszaros@tarrytowngov.com or by calling 914-631-1487.

Additional approval will be required by the ARB and Zoning Board of Appeals
All interested parties are invited to join the meeting and be heard.

By OCrder of the Planning Board

Lizabeth Meszaros

Secretary to the Planning Board

January 15, 2021

The mailing receipts were received and the public hearing notice sign was posted.
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Theresa Mulgueen and Kevin Mulgueen, the applicants, appeared before the Board and
briefly described the quick serve restaurant, Playa Bowls, that they are proposing in the
space of the former jewelry store. Ms. Mulqueen shared her screen and showed some
of the food product that the franchise offers and noted that there is also a website. All of
their new stores have 100% LED technology and use plant-based plastics. In addition,
the local community is hired and they are involved in the community affairs.

Ms. Mulgueen shared the interior plans for the benefit of the public. She noted that there
are some tables and chairs but the majority of the business is take-out. There will be a
doorbell for handicapped customers, or customers that don’t feel comfortable coming in
due to Covid, to allow staff to bring the order out to them. She showed the sneeze guards
for protection against Covid installed along the counter. The basement will be used for
the storage of products. She noted her letter to the Board, dated January 20, 2021, with
regard to the garbage collection, and showed where the garbage is stored in the rear.
She advised that they will use the same private carter as Lefteris and Coffee Labs, Better
Carting Services, which will have the same collection schedule to reduce the amount of
traffic in the area.

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

Heather Haggerty, 18 Kaldenberg, submitted correspondence to the Planning Board
earlier and is glad to hear that the new restaurant will use the same garbage service as
Lefteris and Coffee Labs. She noted that village trucks are on Main Street 5 times per
week and asked if that could be better coordinated as well. She is concerned about
deliveries in the back of the store and noted that residents who park back there are often
blocked in by the truck deliveries and there is tension. It is aiso hard for the trucks to
maneuver and the ramp has been damaged. She asked the Board about the possibility
of looking into having loading zones on Broadway and Main Street.

Mr. Pennella advised that the ramp in the back is owned by the Music Hall. Due to the
difference in grade, it is impossible to change the ramp without lifting the parking lot. The
refuse area in the back is completely enclosed and contained to eliminate liquids going
down the road, which was addressed in a former site plan application. With regard to the
village refuse collection, this service is limited and provided to pre-existing businesses.
The village trucks only pick up the garbage/recycling on the street and not in the back of
the properties.

Ms. Mulqueen added that their food deliveries would be twice per week using smali cargo
vans, not large delivery trucks. They will coordinate with Lefteris and Coffee Labs so that
their deliveries are not all at the same time.

Mr. Pennella advised that the applicant is unable to provide the 10 parking spaces
required in the code which is why they are before this Board. They have been allotted 5
spaces for the prior use and will therefore need a variance from the Zoning Board for 5
additional parking spaces. The applicant will be required to pay into the parking fund for
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these spaces since they are unable to provide off-site parking. The applicant has made
application to the ZBA for this variance and will appear at the February 8, 2021 meeting.

Mr. Tedesco confirmed with Ms. Mulqueen that Playa Bowls is a franchise and she noted
that there are two locations operating in the County, one in Pieasantville and the other in
Bronxville. Mr. Tedesco asked Mr. Pennella if this application would change if there was
a proposal to allow cooking. Mr. Pennella said that the applicant is before the Board for
a parking review. Should they wish to add cooking, this matter would be handled through
a building permit which would require a commercial type hood with a fire suppression
system but would not trigger a site plan review. Ms. Mulgueen noted that they sell fruits
and vegetables, oatmeal, smoothies and food types of that nature that do not require
cooking.

Ms. Raiselis asked about composting and encouraged the applicant to come up with a
plan since it could save them money. Ms. Mulqueen agreed and said that they will be
looking in compostable solutions once they settlie in. Mr. Pennella noted the current
composting program in the village is only for residential use.

With regard to the interior layout, Mr. Gaito was curious why the counter takes up 90% of
the footprint. Ms. Mulgueen noted that the space is small. The countertop is needed for
food preparation and for refrigeration behind the counter. They have used the same
architect as the other franchises and it works.

Mr. Birgy is glad to see a new business coming to the village. He welcomed the applicants
and wished them success.

Ms. Mulqueen is excited to join the community and noted that a lot of the school
community has already reached out to them on their instagram page and they will again
be hiring local.

Ms. Mendez-Boyer asked about the possibility of getting a sidewalk café permit. Mr.
Pennella noted that the space in front of the store does not meet the code requirement.
There is a minimum of a 4 ft. requirement to maintain a clear path.

There were no further questions from the Board.

Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukiand, that this is a Type Il action with no further
environmental review required under SEQRA.

Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:
Member Raiselis: Yes
Member Aukland: Yes
Member Tedesco: Yes
Member Birgy: Yes
Chair Friedlander: Yes

Ali in favor. Motion carried: 5-0
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Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukland, to continue the public hearing when
appropriate.

Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:
Member Raiselis: Yes
Member Aukland: Yes
Member Tedesco: Yes
Member Birgy: Yes
Chair Friedlander: Yes

All in favor. Motion carried: 5-0

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING~Ferry Landings, Inc — 41 Hudson View Way

Dr. Friedlander and asked Planner Galvin for an update on this application.

Mr. Galvin noted the public comment received which will be made part of the record.
The applicant will need to address Mr. Pennelia’s review memo. The 30,000 square
feet stills requires confirmation. The remaining residential units allowed to be built
under the Master Plan is 17 units. The applicant has provided a color coded

parking analysis and there is an ongoing conversation about the dedication of the roads
since there are parking spaces that go out into the street and affect the parking
requirements. There are ways to handle this with a legal agreement or license and they
are being looked at carefully. Staff is waiting for revised plans from the applicant in
response to his comments.

Dr. Friedlander noted the public written comments that have been received which will
become part of the record:

January 6, 2021 and January 11, 2021 — Gary Friedland - Hudson Harbor resident
January 12, 2021 and January 14, 2021 - Joyce Lannert - Hudson Harbor resident
January 13, 2021 — Michael Cohen, Treasurer of Lighthouse HOA

January 13, 2021 — Gary Connolly, President of Lighthouse HOA

January 13, 2021 — Paul Konowich — Lighthouse resident

January 13, 2021 - Kevin Duignan — Lighthouse resident

January 13, 2021 — Dr. and Mrs. Kashen - Lighthouse residents

January 13, 2021 —~ Dr. Rafael Soltran — Lighthouse resident

January 13, 2021 - Richard and Elizabeth Petrucci — Lighthouse residents

These comments have been read and will be analyzed and a response will be
forthcoming from the applicant. For the purpose of this hearing, we shouldn't waste too
much time on some of the issues that might be resolved when we receive the applicants
revised submission and it is reviewed. Tonight's comments should address any further

10
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questions that the public may have. Dr. Friedlander would like to address the pocket
park that was approved with the Lighthouse application in order to come to some sort of
resolution for this area. He would like to hear from the Board Members as well as the
public on this matter. Some of the public have already expressed concerns of loitering
and did not think the park would be useful at this location. Originally, it was thought that
this space would provide viewsheds to the Hudson River, but after visiting the site, it
provides almost very little, and it is also not in a great location for public access. He
suggested possibly eliminating that park and providing an alternate location in the final
phase of the development, possibly where the parking lot is between the brick building.

Mr. Pennella thanked Dr. Friediander for clarifying the status of this application. He
noted his January 5, 2021 plan comments to the applicant, which he feels will address
many of the public concerns. He has not received the revised plans in response to the
comments and he will not comment until after his review. As far as the roads are
concerned, road E will have to be brought up to village standards in order to be
accepted. He would like to concentrate on this application in order to improve the area
and get it cleaned up and improve this road for future transfer. In addition, the pocket
park issue also needs to be resolved. His memo had specific requests that need to be
addressed by the applicant. He will verify the square footage and the number of parking
spaces, not just for this site, but throughout the entire development.

Dr. Friedlander opened the meeting for public comment.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Mike Cohen, the Treasurer of the Board for the Lighthouse Condominium, is authorized
and is speaking for just about everyone in the building. They are encouraged that the
Chairman visited the site to get a look of what is exactly going on down there. He
agrees with Dr. Friedlander's comments made at the last meeting. The Chairman was
very eloquent in saying that this project is a long time coming. The Tappan Zee group
was there for five years and they had to sacrifice for that. These plans coming into focus
are the last piece to beautify the area. As the Chairman said, let's get it done. He
thanked the Board for taking a look and being receptive to their letters and comments.

Betsy Petrucci, 45 Hudson View Way, is concernad about the park. When she
purchased, the plan was to have a park, a green space adjacent to the building. She
understands the concerns that have been raised about the downsides to that park,
however, the area is a mess. It is an empty lot, surrounded by a chain link fence, with
garbage collecting and vermin. If the plan is going to change, she would like the new
plan to reflect what is going to happen there. She would hope to have some kind of a
nicely landscaped area since it is adjacent to the public entrance to the Riverwalk. This
would be in the interest of all the residents of the village since it is a reflection on the
entire village. Presently, the northern part of this project looks radically different than
the area to the south. She urges the Board to please make sure that when the entire

11
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project is finished, that it looks great and they do not end up with an unpaved parking lot
behind them. She feels they deserve some nice greenspace.

Gary Friedland, resident of Hudson Harbor, thanked the Chair and Mr. Pennella for their
comments this evening. He has three concerns and some of them might already be
incorporated Mr. Pennella’s memo which he hopes he makes available. The northern
entry road to Hudson Harbor is already heavily travelled as a shortcut to the express
train to New York City and other Riverfront destinations from points north. With the
Edge on Hudson coming online, this road will become one of the most heavily trafficked
roads in the village. The site plan shows at least 22 perpendicular spaces along the
road. As cars zoom around the bend into the site towards the train station and the
riverfront, the cars backing out of these spaces along the busy road he wili create a
recipe for disaster. Many of the proposed spaces are located very close to the entry.
Eight more head on spaces are located on Hudson View Way crammed in between
road E and the southern entry to the building. The application seems to rely on many of
these off-site parking spaces to meet the zoning requirements for the office building. Six
of the spaces are already slated on the other side of road E, next to the last phase,
referred to as the Gatehouse. Since that phase will have no more than 17 homes, he
assumes that any off-site parking for the Cooney building could be

located on that site conveniently across the street. Crossing the road should be safe
since the office workers will presumably be entering and leaving the site only once per
day. His second point relates to the fact that Cooney marks the next to last phase of
the project and, rather than wait until Mr. Cotter nears completion of the final phase and
winds up operations, the village should compile a list of the developers remaining
project wide obligations, the road site improvements, and who knows what else. They
are at a disadvantage since they don’t have the relevant documents. They are not
publicly available. It is understandable if the village doesn't have a list of these open
matters. The Master Plan was approved 15 years ago and the developer

has sought numerous changes to the plan and apparently made other changes without
authorization, complicating this. Mr. Cotter seems to control the timing. Rather than
allow him to dictate the time, he suggests that the Board attach a condition to the
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy for the Cooney Building to include the
obligations with a timetable and the posting of security.

Dr. Ashiru, who lives at 14 Qrchard Drive, is concerned about the village accepting the
roads. He has two young kids, and he frequently witnesses cars zipping up and down
those roads at very high speeds, which is very dangerous. He would like to know what
is stopping the village at this point from taking on the responsibility for those roads
publicly and if the village doesn't accept them, then who then has the responsibility for
the roads. The second question is, if the roads do not currently meet the requirements
to be accepted, is there any kind of a waiver process and what does that entail?

Paul Stone, lives at 2 Orchard Drive, just across from the RiverMarket. He has

reviewed the plans with Gary Friedland who alerted him to a number of concerns. He
thinks the issue of dedication of the streets is critical and needs to be resolved before

12
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this project is approved. He also has a concerns about sufficient parking and the access
via road E. This is a very rough road right now there is a sharp dangerous turn as you
enter the road. He is unsure of the access plan to the Gatehouse but this road is a
major thoroughfare as it is the only north south entrance to this project, and to the train
station, as the Edge comes online. He feels that a new traffic study be done to
determine how many cars will access and traverse this road and this needs to be part of
an integrated plan. He would ask that more development be done about the Gatehouse
project and how that traffic will impact the local streets before any action is taken.

Jeanie Calderon, a Hudson Harbor resident, commented that the roads in Hudson
Harbor attract as many visitors as any residential community in Westchester, let alone
in Tarrytown. Public amenities were created as part of the Master Plan approval,
including the construction of the village recreational facilities and the village hall. This
project is a classic public private partnership providing significant public benefits. The
roads should be public in every sense of the word. 1t would be fundamentally unfair to
burden the Hudson Harbor residents with sole maintenance of the roads that provide a
public benefit and will continue to be frequently traveled on by vehicles from outside the
community. She assumes that the village followed standard practice to require the
posting of performance bonds before the various roads and Hudson Harbor were
constructed. She would like to know how much is the balance remaining on each of
these bonds and is the amount sufficient to complete the roads. To ensure that road E
“will be properly buiit and timely completed, she would like confirmation that a
performance bond wiil be posted as is routinely required before roads are constructed in
a subdivision. That way, a source of funds will be readily available in case the developer
does not complete the obligations. She also would like to see a compilation of the
remaining obligations of the developer. With a project of this size, stretched over a
period of over 15 years, it is easy to overlook commitments and obligations made during
the original approval process as opposed to any modifications. Further delay presents
risks that the project won't be properly completed, and the Hudson Harbor residents and
the village will be left to clean up long after the developer has left. The compiiation of a
list and timetable and the posting of security to secure the obligations are essential
before a Certificate of Occupancy is issued for the Cooney Building. She will complete
remarks that Gary Friedland didn't finish. Unfortunately, they are not permitted to share
our screen with the public tonight. If she could she would show the detailed site plan
that illustrates the head on parking spaces along road E and Hudson View Way and the
very tight treacherous stretches of road bordering on busy intersections. If the parking
required by zoning cannot fit on the building site, or on the Gatehouse site, then Mr.
Cotter should seek a variance from the ZBA. Health and safety concerns should not be
sacrificed to allow him at economic returns to be achieved.

Joyce Lannert, who lives on W. Main Street in Hudson Harbor, is concerned about the
roads. Several comments have been made and they are taking this matter very
seriously. The MOA intended that the roads be taken over by the village and the
developer stated this in the site plan application in part Il B - Parking Overall, which
states that parking easements are in place in Hudson View Way and Rivers Edge Drive.

13
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The easements are outside the right-of-way that has been offered to the village. She is
assuming that this is correct in stating that and saying that the right of way is not
impinged so far and they don’t want it to be impinged with road E either. The other
concern is the parking in general in Hudson Harbor. At the first session of this public
hearing, Mr. Pennella explained that although the parking lot behind the Stone House
was short by 43 spaces, according to the leases given to all four groups, the developer
assured him that those parking spaces couid be made up by spaces by the lodge, and
in the TZC parking lot. These locations are also going to be developed and will need
parking and they are not spoken about. They are running out of available spaces for
alternate space parking. Lookout North and Lookout South, and even the Lighthouse
building have all used parking spaces in the street to compensate for inadequate
spaces for their building. This is why they are asking the Board to consider the entire
project all at one time. How do we accommodate parking at the Cooney building, and
the 17 or so townhouses and then maybe a restaurant next to another municipality?
She feels the need for an overall comprehensive view and would like this put back on
the table. The roads need to be protected so that they are not designed to fail the width
requirements. It would be terrible if the Planning Board itself allowed them to build so
that the road was inadequate to be dedicated.

Maria Marzan, of 45 Hudson View Way, would like to know who decides what happens
to the park if it does not move forward? She understands the traffic concerns and she
already spoke about safety and health conditions at the last meeting. She is asking the
Board not to lose sight of the fact that there are 40 families, some with grandchildren
and children, who have been living without streets, next to a lot that is not maintained.
She has lived here for 3 years without sidewalks and no greenspace.

Calvin Chin, 143 West Main Street, also would like to tackle this in a more
comprehensive manner and feels it would probably save the Planning Board some time,
and it might be more effective. He is particularly concerned about the streets. He walks
and jogs in the area and part of the great thing of Tarrytown is that, even during the
pandemic, a lot of people came down to Hudson Harbor to walk along the river to kind
of cope with their stress. He has noticed an increase in the traffic and feels it would be
incumbent on the village to work to take over the streets, not by piecemeal, but in a
comprehensive manner. Mr. Cotter did state in his Master Plan offering memorandum
that the village would take over the streets. He thanked the Board for their time and
hard work.

Craig Singer, lives on Orchard Drive, and appreciates the Board’s time on behalf of the
residents of Tarrytown. He would like to thank his neighbors for understanding how
important this pivotal point in time is to the ultimate success of Hudson Harbor. Their
engagement has been gratifying and he feels that his neighbors are a potent force to
facilitate a positive cutcome. His hope is that Hudson Harbor be completed as agreed
and be completed for generations and be a wonderful and continuing addition to the
village and its guests. When Mr. Cotter completes what he has agreed to do, Hudson
Harbor will be a grand and shining part of his legacy. He feels that they need to have a
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full and detailed understanding of the originally agreed upon Master Plan, including any
duly approved modifications along the way, and a list of all remaining obligations
including corrections of any non-compiiance. He would like a timetable to correct and or
complete Hudson Harbor and have a plan to enforce compliance when necessary,
including related security. He assumes that this analysis exists, but if not, it should be
completed before we look backward at a problem. Finally, they cannot ignore the
ultimate goal to ensure that full and proper completion is achieved by Joe Cotter,
including all construction, landscaping, amenities, and delivery to the village of all the
roads on the site. His understanding from the Master Plan is that the roads were to be
dedicated to the village upon compietion. 1t is puzzling to him that there may be
encumbrances on some of the roads. He does not understand how that could happen.
He respectfully requests that everybody does their best to get this project completed in
accordance to what was agreed to.

Nadi Ergenc, 1 River's Edge Drive, purchased this home 11 years ago and he was
assured that the roads would be tumed over to the village. This was very important to
us for various reasons. He asked how it is possible that this project can be considered
before the Board if road E is too small for the village to take it over.

Penny Paderewski, lives in the Stone House, with her husband. They will soon be
moving to 22 Orchard Drive since they love this community so much. They have
concerns about the roads since, when they originally purchased, it was understood that
the roads would be dedicated to the village. They assumed when they made contract
for 22 Orchard Drive that the roads would be dedicated. As a former Town
Administrator of the Town in New Castle, she is very surprised about what has
happened with the developer of this property and how the plans have gone forward with
this project. She just wanted to state her concerns. She thanked everyone for the
comments tonight, including the Chair and Village Engineer. She is encouraged and
believes that this will all come together. She will be very involved in moving the process
forward.

Sean McLaughlin, 183 West Main Street, has lived here for 7 year with his wife. They
looked forward to the completion of the bridge, the beautiful Riverwalk as well as the
proposed tastefully designed completed development within Hudson Harbor. Upon
closing of the unit, it was made clear that the roads within the development would be
made public and people would use them to traverse their way to and from the various
locations within the riverfront. And it made perfect sense to us. They love Tarrytown, the
people, the Restaurants and the diverse sccio-economic population. It's a wonderful
place to live. However, when an issue comes up regarding Hudson Harbor, it often
seems like their interests are held at bay to the current and past behavior of Mr. Cotter.
He is sure this complex is a tremendous stress on the infrastructure, but it has also
brought with it an abundance of positives for the community. He would ask that the
Board separate their past dealings with Mr. Cotter and the Hudson Harbor community
when dealing with the road issue as well as all other issues which will come up. He and
his wife love Tarrytown and they want to be good neighbors and would like to be viewed
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as such by the village and the board as they consider this road issue and all others that
continue to arise when dealing with Mr. Cotter. He thanked the Board for all the work
they do to help make Tarrytown the wonderful place it is and to and to reiterate what
everyone else has said. The Master Plan is just that and it is really hard to do a
piecemeal job, and a lot has changed along the way which makes the job that much
harder. But they really do want to be good neighbors, and they want to be good to the
community as a whole. He wants to reiterate that he thinks the road issue is significant.

Kevin Doyle, 20 Orchard Drive, is also concerned about the road issue and agrees with
the comments made this evening. Like other Hudson Harbor residents, he bought on
the basis that the roads would become the responsibility of the village. Public
ownership is the best opportunity to regulate traffic speeds and volumes through these
streets which is important for safety. He hopes that the Planning Board deals with all
the Hudson Harbor roads on a comprehensive basis rather than just road E which
seems to be the focus tonight.

Joe Praino, 4 Orchard Drive, in solidarity with his neighbors, wants to reinforce the
importance of the village taking ownership of the roads, really for safety, and practicality
purposes. The thought of owning them and having culpability for them is just unnerving
for him and is really a non-starter.

Gary Connelly, President of the Board of Managers for the Lighthouse, thanked the
Planning Board members and the Chair for their comments at this meeting as well as
the last meeting. He is in favor of the Cooney Building project. He understands what his
neighbors are saying about the roads. With regard to the park, perhaps they can meet
somewhere in the middle. Maybe the park doesn't have to be so robust with benches,
lighting, etc. Maybe it can just be more of a beautiful green space fo keep the
enhancements of the beauty of Hudson Harbor within this section. it would also be a
benefit to all the visitors who go along that path towards the Riverwalk.

Mike Love, who lives on Main Street, thinks the road issue is important, especially if the
village is supposed to take them over. With the Edge coming on line, there is going to
be a lot of traffic on this road and in the village. It seems like there is no real
comprehensive plan for all of this traffic. He doesn’t understand how we just keep
putting people in and not deal with traffic issues. His neighbor had his front bumper
ripped off on Main Street on the turn going down the hill this morning. It is just a maiter
of time before a child or bicyclist gets hit. He would like to know how many Planning
Board Members walk around town and what makes them think all these people are
going to walk to go get their products and shopping in town? This needs to be figured
out, otherwise, the village is going to have a much bigger problem than development on
our hands. He has yet to hear a plan on how to actually address the oncoming traffic
issues.

Evan Norris, lives in Hudson Harbor, and would like to point out that Road E is really the
only access to the train station from Edge on Hudson, without going over the bridge.

16



Planning Board - Village of Tarrytown January 25, 2021

The amount of traffic going through there is going to be incredible. It is really incumbent
upon the village to take contro! of that road. It would be crazy if that road were not a
village road. He feels that it is incumbent upon the Board to look at the Cooney Building
as part of the rest of the development, primarily looking at it in the context of the
Gatehouse as well, because the Gatehouse that is currently pianned is much more than
what was in the original Master Plan. The original Master Plan, talks about only another
10 or 20 residential units being allowed. The Gatehouse refers to something like 66
additional units. He believes that to talk about development of the Cooney Building
without talking about the rest of the site plan, again is not being terribly farsighted.

Anisha Krishnamachari, an 8-year resident of 10 Orchard Drive, thanked the Board for
their work. She has seen the traffic grow over the years. She agrees with Ms. Lannert
and feels that in this whole process, there have been some gaps that have been left
behind, between the original Master Plan, and the deviations to that plan. These
projects have been piecemeal and have not been addressed holistically. She agrees
with Mike Love's points regarding traffic in general as this plan does not address all the
traffic within the village, including the H-bridge. When she bought, she was told the
roads would be turned over to the village. She does not understand why she is hearing
now that the streets are not compliant. Did the inspections take place as they should
have? At what point are these inspections performed? She requests that the ownership
of the streets be handed over to the village and the developer takes the steps to make
them compliant. This is a concern, especially given the safety of the children in our
neighborhood, and the people and the growing traffic.

David Karel, lives at 45 Hudson View Way, and is Vice President of the Board of
Managers. He thanked everyone for the comments by so many others tonight including
the Board Members. He has been a resident of Tarrytown and Irvington for 35 years
and is not familiar with the history of the project. He would iike to know exactly what the
agreement is with the village with regard to the dedication of the streets. He also would
like confirmation that Mr. Cotter has the right to develop the Cooney Building, as of
right, without a variance. If he does, then what power does the village have to stop this?
It is his ardent hope that the building get completed so the eyescre no longer exists and
that the village move forward if he has the right to build it. The Gatehouse portion will
remain that property, which means that there's still a hold that the village might have
upon developer the extent that there might be any performance bonds or other
obligations of developer, hold him to them. At this point, there is scant reason not to
complete a building, which is already there, and will only add to Hudson Harbor, which
is a beacon for ali of us at this time.

Michael Wigon, lives at 10 River's Edge, in Hudson Harbor had these questions. What
are the financial ramifications for the homeowners if the associations take over the
roads, how will it impact our taxes? Will the taxes go up since the associations land
area has now been expanded, or, will they go down because we're bearing the burden
of maintaining the roads? How will it impact the values of our homes? How much will it
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cost be to maintain the roads? What would the owners be responsible for? Would they
be responsible for repaving, sidewalks, lights, sewers, water, gas lines? All of these
matters have to be ironed out. Decisions just cannot be made that will create a huge
financial burden on the homeowners. It is not fair to change the plan after the fact. Itis
also not right to change boundary lines after the fact so that you can get a building built
taller. If you are going to do something like that, you got to put it back in place. He is
concerned about the financial impact and the values of our homes.

Richard Callahan, 153 West Main Street, is one of the longest members of Hudson
Harbor. It is a great place to live. He echoes the concerns about the roads that people in
the neighborhood have been talking about and hopes that that will be resolved to the
satisfaction of people. He would like to make sure that the roads are built according to
the specifications that are needed and that it doesn't have any monetary impact on him
or his neighbors.

Mr. Ringel advised that there was no more public comment and turned it over to the
Chair.

END OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Dr. Friedlander said that the questions and comments tonight were thoughtful and
important and the Board is very sympathetic to the resolution of these issues. As he
stated earlier, it is very important to finish this project for the benefit of the people in
Hudson Harbor and the village residents in terms of tax benefits. There are competing
views of what needs to happen going forward with regard to the completion of the
project, the road issue, and cleaning up the area for the quality of life of the residents,
however, he thinks everyone will agree that the faster it is completed, the better. The
Board shares the view that it would be nice if we had a complete plan, and the fact
remains, that we do have a complete Master Plan. The question is the implementation
of the complete plan. The next phase of the plan is to finish the Cooney Building. This
doesn't mean that the Board is neglecting or forgetting about the remainder of the
project, which has not changed. If the applicant wishes to change it, then a plan would
have to be presented to the Planning Board and the Board of Trustees for a complete
SEQRA review. The Village Engineer and Village Attorney have concluded that 17
units of the approved 238 units in the Master Plan remain to be built. We don't have to
try to imagine what other things are until they are presented to us with an application.
With regard to the roads, Road E is a critical issue, not only for Hudson Harbor but for
the entire community. It is the major link from Edge on Hudson to the train station and it
needs to be resolved and it will be addressed. As we discuss the rest of this project, it
is important to recognize that the people who live closer to this project, those in the
townhouses, and those in 45, are those most affected by the lack of completion and
they want it to be finished. The Board will pay particular attention to make it as beautiful
as possible with sidewalks with lighting with landscaping. With regard to the parklet, in
terms of having some green space, if we move the park, we would definitely have
attractive landscaping in that area so that it would not be a massive parking iot for the
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Cooney Building. This will be worked out through the planning process. He agrees
with Gary Friedlander that a punch list, with all the remaining obligations, be prepared
as we proceed. With regard to the dedication of streets, Counsel Zalantis will examine
this issue with respect to what it says in the Memorandum of Agreement and they will
report back to the public. When Mr. Pennella receives and reviews the revised plans,
they will report back to the public.

Dr. Friedlander asked the Board Members to comment.

Ms. Raiselis said that the Chair made a good list. She would like to emphasize that the
issue of the dedication of roads needs o be resolved. The roads are substandard.
Road E is going to be much more popular and she agrees that the intersection should
be handled in a way which is somehow safer than it is now. The plan also requires more
pedestrian attention. How are the pedestrians going to maneuver around that?
building? How is it going to be safe for them? There are a lot of curb cuts and parking
all over and she does not understand all this parking coming off perpendicular to the
road. It seems that many people want the parklet with some greenery. With regard to
relieving the traffic, we should find ways to encourage people from Edge to walk to

the train when it is nice. Suggestions of a trail that goes up Division Street, and then
along an existing path that goes right to West Main Street and parallels the H-bridge
perhaps could be revisited. She suggested that maybe to relieve some pedestrian
traffic by taking that parklet and trading it for a “linear park” so that people can walk as
the crow flies to the station. A punch list is also needed. She has written down the
comments all of which need to be addressed. She would like to meet, either in
executive session, to help solve the issues and distribute them in some way to the
residents. She appreciates the civil way that the public has asked questions and have
commented this evening. It is not always easy addressing all these conflicting issues.
The Board wants to get this project finished so that as many people as possible are
happy with it.

Mr. Aukiand thinks that Ms. Raiselis has touched on the open issues or opportunities
and he looks forward to pursuing them. He would like to add the Stable Building to the
list because he does not think it has been adequately included in prior work. He would
like to take a closer look at the parking in general, and he thinks Lot 5B has to be part of
that parking study. Beyond that, he sees the traffic from Edge as a major issue. He
would welcome exploring some kind of pedestrian walkway between Division Street and
West Main Street to encourage people to get out of their cars.

Mr. Tedesco thanked everybody who responded with guestions and issues of concern,
and assured the public that these are concerns of the Board. These items will be
addressed in a meaningful way. The proposed action is covered in SEQRA approvals
and findings that have already been granted. If the application is confirmed

as being 30,000 square feet of office and related storage, and the Village Engineer has
satisfactory responses to his comments and recommendations, then this application
should be approved in a very timely fashion, with any needed site plan conditions, as

19



Planning Board - Village of Tarrytown January 25, 2021

Ms. Raiselis alluded to, that would be required to make this a really good project. The
unsatisfactory state of this area needs very prompt attention. After the approval, issues
of the streets should be addressed, and other issues of importance that were raised by
Board Members and the public. He also feels that the proper completion of Hudson
Harbor, those 17 units, particularly that remain, should be expedited.

Ms. Raiselis requested a plan from the applicant showing all of the sidewalks that are
proposed and, in addition, a drawing of the proposed 17 units on Lot 5A. She would
just like the drawing to show detail of the sidewalks, and anything else that has been
changed along the way that is maybe not on these drawings. She does not think it is an
unreasonable request to see what is absolutely existing now and what they can expect
in the future. She does not know if the other Planning Board members agree with this,
but the applicant probably already has this drawing.

Dr. Friedlander said we will take this under consideration after the other Board Members
respond.

Mr. Birgy is also sympathetic to the residents of Hudson Harbor. 1tis hard to believe
how this has gone on so long. He would like to see the developer fulfill his obligations to
the residents of Hudson Harbor and, as importantly, the community that has also been
impacted by this by loss of tax revenue. He thinks that the process of having the roads
dedicated to the village should continue. He does not see how road E can become a
maijor thoroughfare from Sleepy Hollow to the village and feels it is unacceptable and a
plan is needed to figure this out. This leads to the same issue of traffic which continues
to be a major concern for the village. Kicking the can down the road, approving projects
and saying we will figure it out later, could potentiaily be disastrous. He is certainly not a
proponent of making Broadway a four-lane highway, but he thinks that is certainly the
direction the village is going in if we don't get a grip on what's happening here and
looking at this comprehensively, as a resident brought up earlier. Not only with Hudson
Harbor, but with all of the projects that are impacting the village, because they are all
interrelated. Obviously, if we continue to approve some of these projects on the docket
Hudson Harbor will be impacted. The neighborhoods off Franklin Avenue will be
impacted. He wants to take a comprehensive look at this. With Hudson Harbor, he
would like to get a win-win with the developer and he will point towards Ms. Ward and
Mr. Cotter to work with the village. He feels that the village has accommodated Mr.
Cotter over the years and he thinks that is the way it should be when it is needed, but
when the time is up, and this has gone on for 15 years, he thinks it is time to push this
along. He looks to the developer to make some sort of commitment to say that he is
going to make good to the residents of Hudson Harbor. They deserve to get resuits as
quickly as possible as does the entire community.

Peter Gaito thanked everyone for their comments. There have been some common
threads discussed. He looks forward to continuing the process and providing feedback.
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Lissette Mendez-Boyer agrees with the idea of having a plan that shows the existing
and what is remaining to be done to include all the sidewalks and roads so that the
residents have a really clear sense of what has been done and what needs to happen.
She likes the idea of a “linear park” that can connect from Division Street down to West
Main Street. This residential area is so close to the train station that she would be
surprised that anyone would drive over the bridge to get to a parking area, and then
take the train. It won't resolve all the other issues with going to supermarkets or going
anywhere else, but at high peak travel times, traffic could be alleviated with a very
simple linear park that can encourage walking, not necessarily mandate it. She lives on
Grove Street, a 10 to 15-minute walk to the station, and even since before the
pandemic, even through snow, she has walked back and forth to the train station. Itis
good exercise, allows her time to relax before getting home, and is environmentally
friendly. She hopes to encourage walking as much as possible rather than using cars.
She thinks the residents should take advantage of the fact that Tarrytown is a very
walkable village and the Planning Board should also encourage this.

Dr. Friedlander said that with regard to connectivity and sidewalk points raised by Ms.
Raiselis, he has walked in the park often, and all through the Hudson Harbor site. The
streets and the sidewalks are well maintained and very adequate in terms of width. The
landscaping is also above average compared to what he has seen in other
developments. He would like to apply this standard, and maybe a little bit more, to the
Cooney Building, in terms of making it as attractive as possible and also as useful as
possibie in terms of pedestrian walkability. He would like to see extensive landscaping
in the area facing the Cooney building in an eastern direction, on the western side of
that parking lot and also in the southern part of that parking lot, facing the carriage
houses. If that can be included in the Cooney site plan, we would be doing a great
service to anyone who walks there, and certainly the people who live there. In addition,
for over 10 years, he has been talking with the Board and others about a moving
walkway, similar to what you see at airports, from Edge on Hudson, along the right of
way of the MTA to get to our train station. This could be a solution to alleviate the
parking and traffic. He has tried unsuccessfully and Members Raiselis and Aukland
have also explored this during the Comprehensive Study. He doesn't know if it is dead
in the water or whether it is worth trying to resuscitate it at this point, but perhaps we
could try again. He agrees that the traffic from Edge on Hudson is either going to go
over the H- bridge, which is going to take a beating, or through Hudson Harbor, which
nobody wants. Member Raiselis’ suggestion of a “linear park”, is a possible solution,
but would probably not work in the cold months. Otherwise, we are going to have
people driving their cars, dropping off their spouse, taking that car through the rest of
the village or taking the return trip back home over the H- bridge, or through Main Street
and through the small streets to the south, and it is going to be a problem. He aiso
would like to discuss the possibility of making road E a one-way street to reduce the
traffic impact, but added that other alternatives also need to be considered. The traffic
from Edge will not only impact Hudson Harbor it will have an effect on the rest of the
village. Itis a problem we are all aware of, and, as a Planning Board, have tried in the
past to get a major comprehensive traffic study done. We have had some success and
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we do have committees that are looking into this. We can’t really jump the gun without
thinking of the long-term effects of parking and traffic and congestion, especially around
the train station, because that is where everyone is headed, or that is where we thlnk
they are headed pre COVID.

Dr. Friedlander asked the applicant to respond.

Lynn Ward, Attorney, representing the applicant, appeared with her colleague, Lauren
Calabria, and addressed the Board. She reminded everyone that they are here tonight,
talking about 41 Hudson View Way application, because it seems that they have been
talking about a lot of other things this evening. They are here to discuss the renovation
of the Cooney Building, which has operated as a continuous office building for over 40
years. It is a by right application. It is a 30,000 square foot building and they have sent
clarification of that number to Mr. Pennelia, at the end of last week, for his review. They
also took his sound advice, to collect all these comments and respond all at once. So,
after hearing previous comments, in addition to the comments tonight, they will now turn
these plans around. They agree with many of the comments from Mr. Pennella’s memo
and many of the others that have been made tonight. They feel that they have been a
very responsive applicant. They have charged |.Q. Landscaping, who has done all the
tandscaping throughout Hudson Harbor from the beginning, with making the pocket park
beautiful. it seems that some people don't want the pocket park now, but there is a
process for deciding that and it is not arbitrary in any way. They will produce something
in response to the specific comments that they have heard this evening and have that
discussion whether to relocate it or do something else. There was a second section of
comments which focused on the road. That is an area of discussion which they, the
developer, will have with the village. They will also bring professional input into that,
because some of the things that have to be studied here are the one-way street
comment that was made very succinctly by the Chairman. They also need to look at
how many residents who have permits parking west to the bridge, and various other
things like that, that impact us. They will certainly be addressing that. They need aiso to
point out that some of the parking is utilized by the DPW, contrary to agreements that
we do have, and will all have to address that. And finally, the parking will comply with
the SEQRA Findings. That is what rules the situation here. They are very impressed
with the level of the comments tonight, and will try to be very responsive. They would
like for results, the same as everyone, and this means that they need support for the
implementation. They actually can't have residents from one end of the complex arguing
with residents from the other end of the complex, and people being somewhat selfish in
their views. What they need to do also here is to dig up the institutional memory that
resides in Chairman Friedlander and Member Tedesco and some of the people who
have been here on this particular task for a long period of time. Be assured of their
utmost concern for our residents. They will address all of these comments in due
course.

Dr. Friedlander asked Counsel Zalantis for an update on the road dedication as it
relates to the Memorandum of Agreement with the Village as well as the procedure for
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making roads one-way streets or restricting their use in some way before the next
meeting. Mr. Pennella said that the conveyance of the streets and the parking count
were part of his review memo. This is his first plan review for the entire development
and he is putting all the pieces together to make sure that all of the requirements of the
developer are met. With regard to the roads, the applicant has to comply with village
standards concerning parking in the right-of-way.

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. Motion carried: 5-0

Adiournment:

Mr. Tedesco moved, seconded by Mr. Aukland, to adjourn the meeting at 8:15p.m.
Dr. Friedlander asked for a roll call vote:

Member Raiselis: Yes

Member Aukland: Yes

Member Tedesco: Yes

Member Birgy: Yes

Chair Friedlander: Yes

Al in favor. Motion carried: 5-0
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41 HUDSON VIEW WAY ~ PUBLIC COMMENT -

January 6, 2021 — Gary Friedland - Hudson Harbor resident
January 11, 2021 - Gary Friedland — supplement to January 6, 2021
January 12, 2021 - Joyce Lannert - Hudson Harbor resident
January 14, 2021 - Joyce Lannert — Hudson Harbor resident

January 13, 2020 - Michzael Cohen, Treasurer of Lighthouse HOA
January 13, 2021 - Gary Connolly, President of Lighthouse HOA

January 13, 2021 - Paul Konowich — Lighthouse resident

January 13, 2021 ~ Kevin Duignan — Lighthouse resident

January 13, 2021 - Dr. and Mrs. Kashen - Lighthouse residents

January 13, 2021 - Dr. Rafael Soitran ~ Lighthouse resident

January 13, 2021 - Richard and Elizabeth Petrucci - Lighthouse residents






Supplemental Memorandum
To: Tarrytown Manning Board
From: Gary Friedland

Re:  Cooney Building Redevelopment/Supplemental Memorandum
Date: January11, 2021

This supplements my January 6, 2021 Memorandum to highlight the key points that | request the Board
consider in connection with the pending Cooney Building site plan application. While | hope that you
read my earlier Memorandum in its entirety, the following are some key points: _

1. Davdnpefs-eomplanu with the Master Plan and runihln obligations: Almost 15 years have
elapsed since the Master Plan was approved in 2006. Since then, the project hasbeen
_reconfigured numerous times at the developer's request. Itis understandable that it is difficult

Accardirlg!y, | urge that the Board review developer’s compliance with the Master Plan to date
~ and update developer’s remaining obligations under the Master Plan. it would be a mistake to
delay this review until the developer on its own timetable files its site plan application for the

2. Size of the Cooney bullding redevelopment: The Building adds a wing and raises the height of
‘the building. Yetthe applicant’s engineer certified that the existing structure was 30,000 square
feet and now contends that the proposed redevelopment will be the same size. Please explain
how this is possible and confirm the accurate square footage. (See also Section 1 of my
- comment memorandum re building use, parking, future enforcement and SEQRA
determination.) : _ ‘
3. Public Roads and Infrastructure; ' ,

' 3. Applicant’s December supplement confirmed internal roads have been offered for
dedication. Please advise the status of completion of each of the roads, work remaining
to be completed before roads will be accepted by the Village, and the status of bonding
for the existing roads. (See also Section 2a of my comment memorandum.) :

b. Given the prolonged project duration and the change in circumstances, induding the
expected increase in traffic due to the ogening of the Edge on Hudson, | recommend
that the Board require that afl road and other infrastructure Improvements be -
completed as a condition to the Phase 4 Cooney Building approval rather than allow
further delays and more difficult enforcement. '

4. Final Phase of Master Plan:

a. Develdper has made it clear that it Intends to seek a dramatic increase in the density for
the final phase of the project (that it refers to as the “Gatehouse”). Possibly, for its
strategic advantage, Developer has delayed in filing the site plan application that has
been ready since February 2019, For example, developer might seek to avoid triggering
the requirement that an amended and restated EiS be prepared that could delay the
approval of the Cooney Building especiafly if the Building exceeds 30,000 8ross square
feet. In any event, with the common goal to finally complete Hudson Harbor, no matter
how the Cooney Building is treated in this process, doing this in segmentss poses too
many risks, ¢



i. Cooney Building: The amount of available parking shouid be considered. {See
Sections 4aiiand 2 of my comment memorandum).
it Project-wide parking: Please reconcile parking per Tables. (See Section 4ai)
b. Road and site improvements in Phase 4 (See Section 4aiv)
C. Flood Zone updates. (See Section 4b)
d. Cooney Building Survey to Insert title information, especially in light of history of

mistakes. (See Section 4c)

e Wasthe Stable Buj ng (Phase 5B of the applicant’s November site plan submission)

Village and the developer. Thank you.




To:  Tamytown Planning Board

From: Gary Friediand , -
Re: meL%ngIbPhnApplicaﬁon-th4ofmdsonHammMabrPh1wmhbd

Date: Jam:?:y 8, 252?\‘-‘_

_ Agah,,ﬂunkwﬁforpdehgmewlmhoppmunnybexpmafawornwmm
at the pubiic hearing hek! on December 28, 2020, The developer's appiication dated November
5. 2020 (as supplemented by its December 23, 2020 fling) addresses the Cooney building
mdevalmmuuas-wdashHudsonHarborprojoctasawhola. Accordingly, this |
Mﬂmmymmdqmammeappkﬁon.

-bemmemomwovarﬁnnhaddomplwngmmission.
L Hm,sumpmmaﬂengea HHudamHaM.hthgihM,
mcorrlpleﬁpﬂwudﬂllmgn'muld'notbeasdaunthg. As the vaccine takes effect a new “~—
-nomal will emerge. ImMnhalkhmuaroundHudsonHamorﬂlba :




amm,mm,mmmmmmuymaappm Also, | have
hbehdeadqunWa'Q'foMbyﬂnquesﬁwrimbmhMucﬂmhmMI
sequence, aanyofmyoaﬁmmtsimpﬂdﬂyrabequuﬂonsforﬂhBoadbm.

ﬁmuaqu;iafaetm.-plusormlnus.andme‘propqmdbuﬂdmis

32,000 gsf pius or minus. o ‘

ii. AtﬂnPwuchtmuwasmmumdMappieamdmada
calwlaﬁonumrandraﬁledﬂnfonnﬂntﬂmatoealﬂoormof
exactly 30,000 gsf ThepecanberSupplunenlalAppﬁuﬂohpfwldasa

ﬁne-ﬂandeﬁlofmesquarafoolagobyaecﬂon.



~ | . Itis hard o follow how the proposed plan is the same size as the
o buliding. mm‘mmmmmmemmofn

the bullding, except for a note that the mezzanine hias been eiminated.
mm.nhbgbdbamneﬂniﬂnpmpoaedbuﬁdm.ﬂwquﬂn
pmdmappﬂcaﬂonmustbelargermmmeeadsﬁwbuﬂdmmidtb
Certified to be 30,000 gf. | | 5
iv. m:mm:mmmmbuﬂdmammwm

.dmumwammdmammu

‘ Ofnpaam.qad:appmmzafaethmporsmkmw&o?of
tﬁeDaosmhgrStppbmenmApplleaﬁon Under Section 305-24 of
Tarytown law, “Any interior space with a floor-to-ceiling height jn excess
of 14 feet shallbeoountpdtwiog".' This is apparently h@oognition ofthe

‘ Boardmouldoonsiderisuﬂngaposiﬁvadedamﬂon.
vi. Qs:EnfomnnmlﬂaﬂnqumNImmu]nc_m_oromndbd use:
1. Amlnghepropooedbuildimwiﬂnotexeeedao.OOOQmss
square feet, what will be the enforcement mechanism to ensure ,
ﬂutmspacewillbeuﬂizedforofnoaandstomgeuuand!ornot -

inmdhsbebysinpwmmanaddmonalﬂmrm the

2. Mladedaraﬁonordeedresuicuonbelacordedagﬂmtm
propettybprohbltmhmdewlopmqmorcuwucﬂonhﬂu
bmldhgmat_would-increaumegrousquarefoohgeofme
building or change its use?

3. MlmebuldhgdepaMberaqulredandauﬂwhedtoperfom
mmmmmmmmwmofm
buﬂdhglsh'factusedsolelyforﬂ\atpurpo?eeandlormm
Square footage has not been increased? And if it is not found to
be in compiiance what will be the consequences?

4, ItiswelI-Mownﬂiatappﬂcanthasabmhistoryofoomﬂﬂng
flagrant building viotations and ignoring Village citations. Some

'memhmmmmmmlmmmuumomwmb{w ,
N mmm.lamﬂmwmmnmptappﬁaboommerdalwm. :
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Vi Qe Office vs. storage:

1.

wwupan_af&nw'mopeacobmypuidﬁg

- Characterized as *storage*?

Did the previous SEQRA determination delineate "office and

storage'meoronly‘oﬁtca"un? '

a. Hmmgeusesmnotdoﬁmataq;doesmispmpmd,

: use trigger a new SEQRA determination? .

Isﬂnma_mnhgmaaontﬁaumonhbuﬂdi_ngcmﬂdnotbo

demmdas'omcs’tpdhnmmmdoﬂmmand

toﬂtsquaalywlulhmedelheaﬂonofm”mittaduae?lnféd,
muaedforqmoes,omenhawandhymmeforbm.

Wil the storage area be kmited to use by the office tenant, .

umwmmma-m',mumamm

parking space requirements be met? . ’

Coa Tthownberappiieebnhdlcammite_?parking
indicates only 60 parking spaces are required. Does the
appieaﬁon'dla_mu\emu'm'ﬁomﬁfy
rfqrarpduced‘parldngraqulmuw!munenmmu
medm&h?mbdtuhakudymmah

‘ uMWhp_lmingnum_berofoutdoorparklngm. :

mccmpant;'ofmebuildlngmmWO%Ofﬂqausemquimm

parking spaces, thus absorbing spaces that are needed for the

Pl'e'umably,lheCOforthecompletedbulldingwild‘eth

permitted use. - ‘



1. The application omits Orchard Drive. | assume this was an
inadvertent omiselon and that Orchard Drive wil sise be
lmmmme‘FneuMapmanoﬁuofdedhaﬁonofuch

of the intemal roads. o '
anpmphﬂpnueoudﬂonbwbum
Mmhavenotbeenwnplebdneaiyﬁyeamaﬂsrh L
approvals wers granted. | requést thai in connection with the approval, of
M4m_mmm)wmm-mmua

 certificate of occupancy for the Building, the Village require that the

appﬂcantoomphbanyouuandinghﬁammpmmmforﬂn
entire project. Otherwise, there is no asstirance as to whether or when
the work will be compieted. , o
Q1: Restoration of roads damaged by developer: As the Board
probably knows, some of the condominium associations within Hudson
Hmhmmmmwmmmwmmmw
several million dollars. In settiement of some of the lawsuilts, developer
agmadtoracormctorrepalrmeofmeconshucﬁmwoﬂpmismajor
repairwmkmoonmued_ovarapeﬁodofyemmmmoruwnof
heevyoonshucﬁontrud(sandaquiplmntcanyhgloadsofbcmdm .
materials. on the roads in Hudson Harbor as the equipment, trucks and
materials are stored on site & considerable distance from where the work
is being performed. This work has darhaged, and continues to damage,
the intemal road system in Hudson Harbor. | understand that upon
compleﬂ*onofhhmconsﬁueﬂm.dﬂeloperwﬂlreﬁoreandcompﬁteﬂn
roads. Please confirm.
Q2: Offer of road dedication: Is any additional documentation required
to be submitted by the applicant to offer and subsequently transfer the
roads, utifities and other infrastructure improvements (the “roads”) for
dedication to and acceptance by the Village? :

1. Hao,lmduesthhdmﬁonbaﬂhdmmmanaﬂow

.'appicanttoconﬂnueb_delayits_wbmission.
2 Canﬂ'leoompletedmadsbeacoeptedbytanlﬂagefor
dedication as Village-owned roads in sections or must it all be at

QS:Cumn;mdmphﬂonm:Hmaﬂmadshslalbdtqdate
beensaﬁslgc{bﬂlympbbdforacwpmnceofdadheﬁon?lfnot.mat
additional work is necessary and how will performance be secured? Have
the roads been inspected, tested and certifiad?



(the phase referred to as the “Gatehouse”)? .
1. wnﬂnwnaoamqulmﬂﬂtappﬁcantpodaperfomancemd
, " bond to ensure completion of Road E7
b. Remaining residential density in Hudson '
i MMMWIAMUMMﬂB'mM units
have been constructed to date. (Section It A)
i Atmeoocambermwommionandattmpwncueam,wage |

1. Themm‘wnagempmsmiaﬁmhadadlﬁarenceofophionasto
how many units remain. One indicated 17, another indicated 18
and a third indicated 20 or 23, | |

2. ﬂwTable-SheatAMofmeDocember‘Supplemental
Appiication shows 20 units (ownhomes) remain, all of which are
planned for a “Future Buikling” in Phase SA. This is the final
phaséofmepmjectﬂia'taﬁpﬂcantmfemtoasﬂn'Gaﬁehouse'.

3. Yet.meDooanberSLpplememalApplicaﬁonconbndsﬁlaWOf
ﬂte21&unilsm&enmmbinedmdonly215CQsm
lssued, Thus, the applicant argues that 23 units (238 total

a. Q1: How many building penmits have been issued 1o daie?
I'sﬂ‘natnunberdetonnimﬁva.ofhgwnmny residential units
remalntobeconstrudedifﬂ\atnqnberisgmﬂ:anme




' mﬁmmumurmmmm

c. Final PhauofHudsonHarbormmn-thM-ﬂn‘Gahhmo"

GoordnahdﬁthfCopmdeﬂngaquahhm:Ambuof
residents-and Board members thought it appropriate to require that
appiicant proceed to file its site plan application for the final phase of
in recognition that nearly 15 yes have passed since the Maeter Plan
was approved. One of the Board members suggested that would be a

mistake as it could be interpreted as an invitation 0 the appiicant to seek
anhaia;asehmemidenﬁaldendty,asonlﬂamﬂdqhﬂalmhmm«

SA: However, the applicant, an experienced, developer does not need an
invitation. On its own initiative, the developer has apparently made it

mownboerﬁnmembersoﬂhePhnnthoardand!ororBoaMof :
Trustees as well as to several Hudson Harbor residents that in connection

- Mmibdeﬂmmdheﬁﬁlphm—hew-lwmka '

drﬂmﬁckwaﬂuinmemmwunderhemmm—m

than triple the remaining number of units. _ .

- 1. Developer provided to me a 15-sheet detailed pian entitled
'Gatehousedeooney-SﬂaPlanSubM’pmpamdand
dated February 6, 2019". Attached for your information and review
isanﬂ.5'x11.'aecuonofappﬁcant!sowerpage.(ﬂoeemawn
DeoanberS!taPiénSubmisdonhasbemmlabebdtodemme
mferencetoGatahwsebuthdg.ldesonSheetsAMandAﬁa'
rendering of a portion of the same Gatehouse building.)

2. TheSIhePtancove’uawbdanﬁa!poMnoftMlandonPhaseSA
with a serles of residential buiklings totafing more than 100,000
gross square feet and €6 residential units ~ not 17 or 20 or 23
units and obviously not consistent with the approved Master Plan
as to density or buk standards.

3. Developer has stated that it will not develop Phase 5A unless the
Boardapprﬁmmehmehdensuy.lbelimmbisanidb
threat — based on developer's claim of "hardship”. Any hardship
Wouldhavabeensalf-clubdlmngevaloper'snumm
requests to reconfigure and miodify the original master plan
“approval (including the relocation of residential units to the more
vduﬁbbwamnama)afldhmbmpﬁatebm:sal _
hardship in light of the enormous financial success of the Hudson
Harbor project. : )

4, Amendodandmhthls:Pmmhly.ﬂnmm
me'appllcdlonwouldﬁkelyhiggeriuobﬂgaﬁonmprepgman
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amended and restated environmental Impact statementfor the
mmmhmmmmmnm
mmanhaspmmmodinHnoﬁQMl

approvals phase by phase in isolation fo tailor it to its needs

without being held accountable to consider the cumulative

Agreement, Resolutions of Approval, etc., ail as amended) impose a time
limiortlmehblaformpleﬂonofheproiacl? : ‘

3. Developer's Neglect of Area Surrounding the Cooney Building and Lighthouse
Condomini N

a. Atthe hearing, many residents spoke about the dangerous and unsanitary

i.
ii.

conditions surrounding the Cooney Building and the Lighthouse Condominium

sm-mmmamnjummmmm‘m
Iamgymp_aﬂﬁchmemddonb’pligmmmewmngpartym
develbpqr)sliould,notb_e.rewardeddmbibownneghct ‘

The appiicant, as landowner, has a legal duty to maintain and secure the
property. Rather than focus on installing adequate exterior security
moawm,ofmegrounds,meapplieantforthepastyearhas_d)oaento
focusonllegaﬂyinprovingmehteﬂorowwcooneyBuildhgmuta
building pemmit, - _
ltismwumunderstandhowtr-eappﬂcaﬂtmmwamforneany
15mmwplyfotasitdphnapplicaﬁonwimmpectwanexbﬂm
building and yet prior to filing the application takes the bokd initiative of
Wmmnmmmrmmmabuﬂdﬁg
pemit. Slmmﬁalporﬁonsofmehtﬁorhmbemfmmod.mw,
mm,mmummmmm‘oqumpmom.
sw,ammnmmmwwM

guidelines and enforcement are required to minimize the risk of future

" violations,

Applicant has proceaded with interior construction apparently recognizing
that the Village does not have the staffing to monitor this activity for which



abuidhgpennitisnotpendmandhasmoreinportantpﬁorﬁesdm

- COVID-19.

vi. Thus.thaappﬁemtdmuldbeheldmsponsblebpmmheandeﬂaof-

: the bullding and locall residents rather than proceed with interior
construction without a buliding permit.

vii. ItisnotadﬂutﬂieowneralsoooqﬁmastomgbetPhasesA.Meopm
amh,ﬂienorhof;medubhoubpandmme‘eastofﬂ)acoonoy

4. Hh«lhmnunanc”nqwmuon . _
a. Sheet A.03 Parking Distribution and A-04 Parking Distribution Tabulations

i. Rdmmonofpammspgm:mmmmmom.os
indudesZmappammynothqhdedmmasltoplans

1. Additional parking under H Bridge: 48

2. Future use: 25

3. Doesﬂ)edwebperommcmm&msapaﬂmgapam? Ifso, -
how?

4. Where are the 34 guest parking spaces located?

i.  Cooney Building required parking: This supplements the parking space
disassbn'hheCOoneyBuildlngsizeseﬁmofﬁsmmomndun
above.H‘avamerequlradnmnberofparldngspacasperodhoen
conﬂnned.hduding.hﬂnatlimﬂadtomespaoastobeptwidedforﬂn
Cooney Building? T

1. 'Haveanyofmespaceshme'parkinglotlocatqdbgmvaenor
sunpmdlngﬂweCooneyBundingandmeLighﬂ:oun
Condominium been sokl, leased, licensad, transfemed or .
Mbebeenaﬂocamdwﬂumofﬂnadjaoomumg
building? -

il.  Bulk requirement compliance with Master Plan: Do areas as-built and
propooadbbebuinmmughommeﬁudsonﬂarbormsﬁemmumh
mebuﬂtstaMardsandoﬂlermquiranmtsofﬂ\eMashacPlanappmval,
including open space, sethacks, height limits, building coverage,
impervious surface coverage and the like? '

1. Tabhofbulkroqd'r’undnhandmoncllaﬂonwlmplama-
builtandpmposodl-lasmedwdoperprepamdandumitbd
tabie confirming compliance with the bulk and other requirements
pertaining to the approved master plan?

2. Overlay comparison of project approvals vs. as built and
fuﬁ:happw?ab:TobeﬂeruMdﬂwgmjecthlsbryand
relationship of (1) the project as-built and to be completad to (2)
ﬂmapprovadmasbrplan,itmlght_behlpﬁ.nlhorequhﬂn

dgvdoperbprepareanovedayplanbcompamtrnnwpm
as approved to the project as built to date and then as
wpplemantedbyhowdeveloperproposesmoomplelaheprojoct



with details. This will highlight any differences beiween the
_ WMNNMOM“hhM
iv. M%MM@—M&:MWW
1. Q1: Public road specs: DodbspodﬂcaﬁomqlmonSIh
Development Pian Drawings including, but not limitad to the Site
Déhﬂ'(smsm).mnfdmbvmagespodﬂmhram
2. Q2: On the Site Plan (Sheet C130), the word “(Private)” appears -
ummepmmmmmmw -

drawings: The note on the Title Sheet (T500) staies that these
draﬁnéparapraﬁpmdb@sedonﬂie-zmappmw,hnmma
 plan has been modified to reflect the architectural plans. Piease
ducnhehdeuuhowundmnngsandsmphn'mmme
approved 2007 plans.

4, Q4: Road construction iming: Please confim that, as a
condiﬂqn_happmvalbfﬂnsﬁephnforme(:oomym.
RoadEmstbeoompbtadpﬂorwm'ebmncadabuildhg
-penhitorCO(asperWIlagemqmmments)‘formeCOoney-
Building. ‘ | -

- a. Notaﬂlathhe'nextﬂtowmmths_ltisal_\tldpabdﬂ!at
more than nearly half of the total 1,177 homes wilibe
_oompldedatmeEdgeonHwaon(at_misshge,m .
homies being constructed by Hines Development and 336
homesbe'mgcomtuctedbyTol_Bromers). '

b. The current traffic conditions are artificially low due o the
effect of COVID-18, Itisanﬁdpafadthst‘aﬂarﬂ\evaodne
is widely distributed, the new normal will take eflect and
likely dramatically increase traffic in and around Hudson
Harbor. ’

5. us:melng11IC5300nSheet0530depictsmeCmss-Stblng
Detail. Was similar cross striping detail required for the .
crosswaks in Hudson Harbor? i s0, when will the cross-striping
behstalbd?WIldevnloperalsoimplememoﬂnrirafﬁc_mlmhg

6. m:meslghtdistaneeat'MnoMoomrofﬂnhbmcum
of Hudson View Way and Road E seemns to be obstructad by the

evergreens planted at the comer. Wi the row of evergreens in
thiat vicinity be replanted to improve the sight distance? Wil a
Mpslgnbe!mlhdatﬂnmmmof&nhm:nof
Hudson View Way and Road E? Many vehicles making a-right
handmmfmnRoadEatmatlntsmcﬁondonotyiqdbﬂie'
'vahicleshavelhgwastonHudsonViewWay.presumaw
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anticipating that the vehicles will turn right rather than. continue
slong Hudeon View Way, theroby creating & dengerous condition.

7. QT imammukmnmmmwmmm

Road E shouider to facilitate the increasing nwnberofpodostrlans
who walk along that stretch of road.

b. Environmental Clearance Form
Floodmm

L

1.

4.
5.

8.

AmpmenlabveofFEMAmemﬂyhfomaedmemmpmp«ty
mprlaingtthu@nHarborpmpeﬂynsMudedlnamdm
ﬂoodhazardmbaaedonm(ﬂmapphg but noted that the
Vllagowasproposhgnewmappinginorabomzﬂu partly in

response to Hurricane Sandy.
However, ﬂnwm&vealsohfonmdmmatthewnagelsin

chargaofmeptooedm'eford\anghgmezonhgmapandhat
FEMA's role is limited to making the maps publicly avaflabie oniine
Q1: Matishestaﬂsofﬂwpmposeddlanoetomeﬂoodzone
mapping for the area?

Q2: |s the proposed mapping publidyavallableforvlewing?

Q3: What is the procedure and estimatad time frame for the
mapping to become finalized?
(Notemasurveysubmmdmﬂ\ependlngapplicaﬁmmm
ﬂlattheﬂoodzenemappingnsbasedonmezotﬂmapphg)

C. COOneyBulldngsumy
SurveyisdatedBISOIZOandismfemmedasa'MapofEm
Conditions”.
Tlﬂomrehlnfonmﬂontobetnacloudandlneorpomud The
secmdnotestatesmattlnsurveywasperbnmdwfmmebeneﬁtofa
title search.

1.

2.

3.

Q1: Developer has owned the site since 2006 or eariier. Why
does it not provide a title policy to the surveyor so that an accurate
andoanplehewmycmbepmpamdshwﬁmallcovenmts =
easements, restrictions, conditions, and agreements of record?
Q2: Theﬁirdnotawmoutﬂwsatiﬂedefacuﬁnmtmm
Mﬁamismightbeapproprlateforashglepmject.givanﬂn :
nwnberofknownmahﬂalwwerroumadebyapplicaruandﬂs
agentsnoonnecﬁon%ﬂndevelopmmtamoredmﬂed
analysis is merited.

Qs3: Inonenobﬂ'lewrveycarvesoutwbsurfacastmchm
why? lnmoﬁernote,thewmysmastmtﬂnuuergmnd
utﬂitiesmownonﬂwwweyarabasadonasurveypreparedby
the developer’s engineer. Has the engineer's survey been
submitted to the Village for review?



d. Phase 5 B (the “Stable Building™) Sheets A.02 and A.03 of December Site

S bﬂﬁ-SﬁHoBdldlngpartofﬂuHudson_HﬂhorMPla_n:th
faadmmmﬂﬂm_spacesandanemmwingonamm_mpof
land '

i f'WWSWSIbPﬂMMM“MBUHM’g’m
appmeq,hzms*gmmmm,wm«mw.
1. The building s ritt identified on the Site Plan Submission. Is the
structure the Stabile Building? ' - _
2. s applicant's charactérization of the building and its approved use
 accurate? R ' '
lii. ,Isthhoorpomodlnthooﬂghalmsterplan?Nutmﬂm
approved use ifany?
iv. Mydodoﬁadmdbo(ndary—typelinegequdtoRiv&anuse.ﬂ\e
* property to the north of Hudson Harbor in Sieepy Hollow?

Roquutfonﬂoudoflluhrl"hndomimﬂs: '
. nbmmmummhmdmmmsmm_
mmammmmmmmmmnmmwmmm

' sassion, the Village Attomey pointed out that she prepared a detailed memorandum laying out
the original W,M_Wmmmmmwmmasmm
including the remaining residential units. . '
| assume the Board riderstands that it is virtually impossible for Hudson Harbor

residents to keep track of these matters. Similarty, we have no basis for knowing what

developer's obligations are under the Maste Plan entitlements and whether they have been
met. Mmydmhmwmmmndmdwmmbhﬁnm ltis

documernitation. muglmwmqwmhe%podmhmbﬂbwm
make avallable, the relevant documents, including but not limited to the DEIS, FEIS, Findings
-mWstuMIuameMherﬂnw
- Phases, each as amended. In addition, if appropriate, it would be extremely helpful to obtain a
wpydfﬂnmummmmprapatdbyﬂnwmeAﬂom. '

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these questions and comments.
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To:  Tamrytown Planning Board

From: Joyce Lannert

Re:  Cooney building site plan application
Date: January 12, 2020

Fefry Landing (FL) has three remaining projects to complete at Hudson Harbor according to the
'MOA agreed to by the Village Board. :

The Cooney Building is just one of them — but FL has also had informal discussions with
Planning and Village Board members regarding a change to the second, the Gatehouse project,
for which Cotter is seeking an increase in the number of units from the twenty (20) residential
units as per the MOA to sixty-six (66) residential units. Mr. Cotter has also had meetings with
the residents and separately with the Association presidents in which he stated the same
intention.

As for the stable building, Ferry Landing was approvéd to build a restaurant/café, with 44
parking spaces, in 2015. This additional project, however, was never included in Mr. Cotter's
remarks to the residents and not referenced again during the first public hearing on the Cooney
building,

So - what we, as residents, are looking forward to is a great deal more build-out in the northern
part of Hudson Harbor. _More build-out, more density, more cars, more traffic. NOT to consider
these actions as a whole, not to require a new SEQR on the entirety of the remaining projects,
is incomprehensible. Especially as these projects are within 500 ft. of a neighboring
municipality with its own project of 1170 residences, hotel, commercial entities, supermarket —

none of which existed when the original MOA for Hudson Harbor was executed. .~

S—

There is still considerable confusion about the square footage, current and proposed, of the
Cooney building that was not particularly clarified by the architect and his flying illustrations in
the first public hearing.

What is of concem is that there appears to be a conflict between the final square footage,
30,000 sq.ft., as alleged by FL's architect and the Village's zoning code. Under

§ 305-24Definitions.
Words used in this article shall have the meanings indicated in Chapter 305, Zoning, and,
in addition thereto, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated:

and
§ 308-26. Any interior space with a floor-to-ceiling height in excess of 14 feet shall be

counted twice.

L=



Those areas in the Cooney building where the mezzanine has been demolished leaving ceiling
heights well in excess of 14’ have to be counted as twice the floor space. I'm assuming that this
portion of the code was in recognition of the fact that at any time in the future the floors may be
re-added as tenancy changes. So we're back to requiring a new SEQR for the Cooney building
alone.

The next phase, the Gatehouse (5-A), as presented by Cotter in two meetings with the
residents, now consists of sixty-six (66) townhouses in the TZC parking lot, not the original
twenty (20) as permitted by the MOA . Presumably these sixty-six unit owners will have cars,
some more than one. What number of parking spaces are included in this project? And many
of these residents will take River/Division Streets to exit Hudson Harbor, joining their neighbors
from The Edge.

Then there’s the café/restaurant/brew-pub proposed for 5-B. This is all the residents know
about this next next phase. Offices on top, restaurant on the ground floor — how many people in
either space is unknown. Where are the workers/patrons’ cars supposed to park? The “site
plan®, shown on an lllustrative rendering offers no detail — except to show parking spaces for

“ this endeavor in the space currently used to park Village DPW trucks. Are they being re-
located?

There's a reason for Hudson Harbor residents to be suspicious about Cotter's plans for
“parking”. He hired a consuitant to conduct a “parking survey” in March of 2019 - the results
were underwhelming, given the season and the time of day the survey was conducted. For
example, only five of the twenty-seven Carriage houses have two-car garages, residents use
the street for own additional parking.

Any further reliance on available on-street parking becomes problematic. We did our own
survey of available on-street parking in September, 2019. According to this survey there are
one hundred and twenty (120) available on-street parking spaces. But like the Carriage house
residents, those in LOS and ILON rely on these spaces for their second cars. And although
there are one hundred and twenty-eight (128) parking spaces assigned by lease to the tenants
in the Stonehouse and the Lodge ~ there are only eighty-five (85) available spaces. Survey
attached.

We've been patient — some of us are “pioneers” who came in 2010 — but it's 2021 and the
project is stili not completed. | do have sympathy for those in the Carriage houses and One
Hudson Way who have been looking at those unfinished parcels for years. But we want a
quality finish, one that meets the normal standards of good planning.

The extent of the remaining projects absolutely requires SEQR to address the cumulative
impact of these remaining three projects. Looking at each project in a vacuum is dodging this
responsibility.

Attachment: Hudson Harbor on-street parking survey — September 5,2019

a
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.Hudson Harbor on-street parking survéi*:__September S, 2019

N\
Hudson View — Southwest side of Rivers Edge 14 (18-4 marked “reserved”)
Northwest side of Rivers Edge 5
Hudson View — Southeast side 10
Lodge driveway 36
Orchard - west side 13
Orchard - east side 13
Rivers Edge — east side 12
Rivers Edge — west side 17 (37-20 marked “reserved’)
Available 120 available on-street parking
spaces
Stone House/River Market parking lot total 85 spaces
Stone House residents 10
Konica Minolta 22
) Riverstone Yoga ‘ 36
River Market Restaurant 60 :
128 assigned by leases
shortfall 43 spaces
*The portion of Orchard Drive and Rivers Edge that runs east-west is a private road. This
occurred because of the developer’s failure to correct the land survey after the amendment to
the MOA that allowed the construction of Lookout South {LOS) and Lookout North (LON)
instead of the additional townhouses as planned.
As a result, the southern property line for LOS runs through seven of the front property lines of
residents of Hudson Harbor 1, and the southern property line of the Carriage Houses runs
through three of the front property lines of HH 1 residents. Hudson Harbor 1 Association was
required to secure easements from the other two Associations to ensure residents’ access to
their own homes. '
”~~N
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Liz Meszaros -

From: jlannert “

Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2021 2:22 PM ~
To: Liz Meszaros
Subject: ’ Cooney building et al.

[EXTERNAL] This email is from out5|de the Village of Tarrytown - Please use caution when opening links and
attachments! .

Planning Board Members: .
| was disappointed that in your discussion of the Cooney building at this morning’s work session that you did not
reconsider requiring that all three remaining projects be considered together, given the tremendous amount of
development potential remaining in the northern part of Hudson Harbor. During this morning’s discussion the point
that “cumulative effects” were what was important, rather than the specific elements of one project, It would seem
obvious that this applies here, too.

Another point of confusion - with regard to parking spaces for the Cooney building being iocated on E Street, mai&mg the
road non—oompllant with Village standards, Dan simply stated that “Now that the roads will no longer be pubtic, that's
not an issue.”

Who said the roads would not be public? Who decided that?

The MOA indicatéd that they were to be built to Village standards and turned over to the Village at the completion of

the project. There has been NO internal discussion in Hudson Harbor, among the five HOAs, about privatizing the

roads. So the Cooney building’s parking requirement cannot assumed to be met by siting them along E Street until that NG
issue is settled - yet another reason for considering ALL the remaining parcels at the same time.

We realize here that Cotter “sold” parking spaces along Rivers Edge to Lookout North (LON). But was it even legal for
him to do so, given that the roads were to be dedicated to the Village? Is this yet another occasion where Cotter ignores
the rules - and there’s no consequences?

And one last point. Joan had suggested that it would be a good idea to place public restrooms on that northern public
park site adjacent to the RiverWalk. This would be a good idea as the public facilities at the Rec Center are far

away. And that location, available to the significant number of walkers who take advantage of our lovely RiverWalk, is
far better than locating them back by the Gatehouse. In general, in America, public facilities are too often neglectedas
part of the public Iandsape as if, in America, no cne ever really needs or uses them. :



i : Gary TA Connolly & _—

"sant. Wednesday, January 13, 2021 4203 PM
To: Liz Meszaros
Subject: FW: Cooney Building
importance: High

' [EXTERNAL] This emall is from outside the Village of Tarrytown - Please use caution when opening links and
attachmentsl| : :

| am the President of the HH Lighthouse Condominium Board of Managers and wholeheartedly agree with my
residents (One for example see below). This issue is a quality of life, safety, and environmental issue for our
residents and neighbors. '

We are the MOSTimpamdbythisandweoertainly'hopeweoan be heard by your committee and plead that
you please approve the proposed plansilt - :

Most Sincersly,
Gary

P HGAR
Gary T.A. Connolly | Director, Multiple Listing Service & Information Systems

Hudson Gateway Association of REALTORS®
OneKey Multiple Listing Service LLC

| t914.681.0833
| $914.8681.9202
|e onnolly@H




Liz Mesza ' : . )

From: Paul Konowitch e — -

Sent Wednesday, January 13, 2021 12:58 PM O
To: Liz-Meszaros

Subject: Cooney Building

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Tarrytown - Please use caution when opening links and
attachments|
Dear Ms. Meszaros,

I purchased my unit at 45 Hudson View Way in September of 2018 and this is my primary residence. I ,
wholeheartedly support the plan to renovate the Cooney building and to allow Joe Cotter to complete the work
as soon as possible.

The existing Cooney building is such an eye sore and an embarrassment for the residents that live in our
building. Once the bridge contractors vacated the premises at the Cooney building, it was my hope that things
could be addressed very quickly. I know approvals have to be done properly and that these things are taking
longer during Covid, but it has been an ongoing hardship for those that live hére and we are losing our

patience. I am reminded of the poor condition of the building and the negative feelings I have each time I arrive
or depart using the garage entrance or go to the lobby to pick up packages or mail. Friends that know me who
had been visiting prior to Covid, would ask me what is it like to live across the parking Iot from such a ugly and
unmaintained building. '

Frankly, I don’t understarxl why anyone is opposed to these improvements since the benefits to all in the
community far outweigh any potential issues. Other residents have beautiful landscaping to look at and we have
an ugly beat-up building to view.

Please hear our desperate cry to make this a top priority and move forward with the proposed plans.
Thank you.
Paul A. Konowitch

45 Hudson View Way.
Tarytown, NY 10591 -




: Liz Mieszaros

' MICHAEL COHEN

' , Wednesday, January 13, 2021 3:01 PM
Subject: Cooney Building

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Tarrytown - Please use caution when opening links and
attachments| :
Dear Ms. Meszaros;

Hope you are well. Please assist such that the Planning Board reads this.
Thanksl

Dear Board of Trustees,

We are pleased to learn that National Resources has submitted to
the Village Building Department its proposed schematics and plans
for the Cooney building renovation.

~he Board of Directors for One Lighthouse Way Homeowner's
Association, and many of our residents, have had the opportunity to
review those proposed schematics. After reviewing the plans and
discussing them with many of our residents, the Board would like to
express on behalf of our residents our overwhelming desire that the
Village approve the proposed renovation of the Cooney Building on
amexpedited basis.

Aside from the Cooney building and its lot being an eyesore in the
community, our residents have also raised security and public
health concems arising as a resuit of the building being
unoccupied. The residents of One Lighthouse Way are uniquely
affected by the vacancy because our homes are right next to the
Cooney building. As you may know, we had previously raised many
of these issues with Mr. Slingerland on a zoom conference on June
~26, 2020. -



Webelieve that approval of the proposed renovations to the
* Cooney Building will alleviate our health and safety concerns and
cap-off an already beautiful waterfront community development Sq_
again, we strongly support the final phase of Hudson Harbor and
hope that the Village acts expeditiously in its approval process. -

Best
Mike Cohen : Treasurer / 1 Lighthouse Way HOA



Ssent: Wednesday, January 13, 2021 12:37 PM
To: . Liz Meszaros
Subject: Cooney Building Application

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Tarrytown - Please use caution when opening links and

attachments! '
Dear-Planning Boaird Members,

We live at 45 Hudson View Way, Apt 403 and previously resided at 18 Rivers Edge Drive, Apt 410. We listened to the
last meeting of the Planning Board which included comments by residents of Hudson Harbor. i

Althodgh we will admit that Joe Cotter and National Resources have not fulfilled all promises, they have created a
beautiful community that we are proud to call home. We strongly believe the application regarding the Cooney building
needs to be approved expeditiously.

‘ The cother residents of our building have already outlined the reasons the completion of the Cadney building is necessary
for our safety and well being. The people opposed do not live directly across from this eyesore and clearly have their own
agendas that have more to do with punighing Mr. Cotter for his perceived misdeeds than protecting us. The result is they
are holding us hostage to miake a point. -

The plans for the Gatehouse should not be necessary for you to help us get the Cooney Building project started.
We hope you will consider our issues paramoynt in your decision.
/~\Respectfuly,

Dr. Mark Kashen. and Mrs, Sharon Kashen



From: Tarrytown NY via Tarrytown NY <cmsmailer@civicplus.com> ' _ o
Sent: Wednesday, Janvary 13, 2021 8:32 AM ' '

To: . Lix Messmros

Subject: Form submission from: Contact Us

_ [EXTEI!NAI.] This email is from outside the Village of Tarrytown - Please use caution when opening links and
attachments! .

Submitted on Wednesday, January 13, 2021 - 8:31am
Submitted by anonymous user: 108.14.231.87 '
Submitted values are:

What does this comment regard: Community Planning
Piease include any questions or comments:
January 13, 2021 g

Dear Tarrytown Planning Board,

I have fived at 45 Hudson View Way since August of 2018, one of its first inhabitants. After viewing the last planning
board meeting in December, | wish to express but three brief points:

I'had the pleasure of seeing the numerous Tappan-Zee (TP2) trailers out from my window and patio (and they had a

bird's eye view of my environment) every day for one and a half years. Thankfully, they filled those vacated spaces with \_~
gravel thereby greatly reducing the number of rodents and mosqultoes in the area but the latter still pose a health

problem as the number of bites remain huge and the patential for disease they may carry is real. Professional sprays,

The Cooney Building has not only been a perennial eyesore (who doesn’t love fooking at an abandaned dilapidated
bullding every day?) but serves as a hangout spot for young adults/teens In the warmer months. The beer cans and
other debris they leave only add to the charm of the neighborhood. There is also a need for formal streets and sidewalks

for safety.
| am a practicing physician in this community. | treat patients with covid-19, heart attacks, pneumonia, etc. and can

answer most medical questions germane to my practice. | know little to nothing about town planning, bullding codes,
.and the like, hence, need to put my faith In you (just as a person puts faith in their physician) and trust you to make

certain the bullders submit the required paperwork and obtained thelr permits. The builders having done so, | feel It is

suffering for those of us who live here,

I sincerely thank you for your time,
Rafael Softren, MD

Plea;e provide the following information==
Name: Rafael Soitren



~om: Kevin Duign s
’ Wednesday, january 13, 2021 8:02 PM
To: Liz Meszaros

Subject: Approval of Cooney Building Plans

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Tarrytown - Please use caution when opening links and
attachments! . :
Tarrytown Planning Board Members,

I write to implore you to proceed with the approval of the plans for improvement of the Cooney Building. Asa 25year
resident of Westchester and two year resident of the beautiful Hudson Harbor development | am shocked and
embarrassed that the Town would allow the building to remain in its current state which is both visually disgracefui and
clearly dangerous.

I listened and participated in the Planning Board meeting on December 28th and was disappointed in those that
objected to approval of the plans. They have an agenda that is clearly aimed at delay without any aimed at finding a
realistic and acceptable solution and outcome. They are invested in finding flaws in the plans when the obvious flaw is
the continued existence of the building in its current state. Why should their delay tactics be rewarded while the rest of
us have to suffer the consequences?

-t am fortunate to tive in the wonderful town of Tarrytown and specifically in the Hudson Harbor waterfront
community. This is an area that Tarrytown should be proud of and it has clearly been an attraction for thousands of
sidents and visitors, especially during the pandemic. It is an oasis. But it is an oasis with a dangerous eyesore at its
2nter. When you drive over the H bridge it is the first thing you see. Is this the image that we want to promote? Was
It ever conceived that we would go years with the building in this state? Are you going to wait for a child to fall off one
of the loading docks before you acknowledge that these issues could have been resofved by approving the plans?

| am invested in this community - litterally and figuratively - and like all of you, | am looking for ways that we can
continue to improve our community. There is an opportunity to make a significant improvement to

Tarrytown's beautiful waterfront right in front of all of us yet delay seems to be the favored path. | hope you will see the
greater good of approving the plans so that the improvements can begin and be concluded in as expeditious a manner
as possible so that all of us can enjoy the benefits. It's what Tarrytown's residents deserve.

Respectively,

Kevin Duignan
45 Hudson View Way

Tarrytown




\
January13, 2021
Dear Board of Trustees,

| am pleased to learn that National Resources has submitted to the Village Building Department its
proposed schematics and plans for the Cooney building renovation. -

! have had the opportunity to review these proposed schematics. | would like to express my ovemhelm'ing
desire that the Village approve the proposed renovation of the Cooney Building on an expedited basis. :

Aside from the Cooney building and its lot being an eyesore in the community, | have also raised security
and public health concems arising as a resutt of the building being unoccupied. The residents of One
Lighthouse Way are uniquely affected by the vacancy because our homes are right next to the Cooney
building. As you may know, we had previously raised many of these issues with Mr. Slingerfand on a
zoom conference on June 26, 2020.

| believe that approval of the proposed renovations to the Cooney Building will alieviate our health and
safety concerns and cap-off an already beautiful waterfront community development. So, again, | strongly
support the final phase of Hudson Harbor and hope that the Village acts expeditiously in its approval
process. \

Sincerely,

Nilou Mobashery, MD. MS
45 Hudson View Way

Unit 306

Tarrytown, NY 10591



i

45 Hudson View Way #409
Tammytown NY 10591
January 13, 2021

Planning Board

Village of Tarrytown

Dear Board Members:
We are asking you to approve the Ferry Landings (Cooney Building) project expeditiously.

As residents of Hudson Harbbr, who live adjacently to the Cooney Building, we were dismayed
to hear several members of your committee make comments that were not supportive of getting

this project done in a timely manner during your Dec. 28, 2020 meeting. .

The overall Hudson Harbtr Development has been a great addition to.our Village. The
Riverwalk, Community Recreation Center, playground, outdoor concert venue and restaurants
are enjoyed not only by Tarrytown residents but people from the entire area. However the
project needs to be finished so that the remainder of the Hudson Harpor development looks as
good as the initial and public spates. The 45 Hudson View Way building sits next to a
neighborhood blight. This was acknowiedged by the Planning Board during the Dec. 28, 2020
mesting. The Cooney Building is vacant and deteriorating. The adjoining property is
surrounded by a chain link fence and overgrown brush. This situation generates health issues.
Garbage, vermin and standing water are commonplace and omnipresent. I'm not aware of any
other residential neighborhood in Tarrytown that is subject to these same conditions. Safety is
" also an issue since there are no sidewalks in this north portion of Hudson Harbor or permanent
roads.

There is money in escrow and a timeline in place, that is long past, to put in the pocket:park that
will improve some of the vacant lot north of the Cooney Building. There is an approved plan to
finish the Hudson Harbor Development including the Ferry Landi_ng project. W

We urge you to take steps to approve this project, including the pocket park, and get the -
remainder of this project completed. | think that all residents of Hudson Harbor are tired of living
with the mess and disruption of construction and most importantly the residents of 45 Hudson
View Way deserve to have action taken to immediately improve the poor conditions that we are
currently living under. This project has been ongoing for over 14 years and it needs to be
completed as soon as possible. ' ‘

Sincerely, _
Richard and Elizabeth Petrucci






