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Chairman John White opened the meeting, stating that the planners from Ferrandino & Associates Inc. would be arriving at 10.  John said he wanted to hand off as much as possible to the planners.  He explained that he asked Don Rossi and Maureen Eckman to attend the meeting to talk about Peach Lake.  John said he also had a note from Peter Kamenstein, Chairman of the Board of Appeals, outlining his thoughts on the subject.
Don Rossi addressed the group, saying he was present because his firm represents the Pietsch Gardens co-op, and they want to get involved in the zoning process.  Don said he also lives in the area known as the Hotel property (Northern Westchester Country Club), which is also on Peach Lake but is not a co-op.

Don stated that, for the Comprehensive Plan, the CPC should consider recommending flexible zoning for the Peach Lake communities.  He said the NWCC property (fee-ownership lots in a subdivision formed in the 1920s) is different from the co-ops in the way the lots were established.  In the co-ops, the land is owned by the co-op corporations and leased to share-holders.  The bulk requirements of the Zoning Ordinance are applied to “lots”, but each co-op is actually only 1 large lot.  The NWCC subdivision has approximately 80 individual, surveyed lots, and there is a non-mandatory homeowners association.  If formed today, the subdivision would be subject to Planning Board subdivision review, and all properties/their owners would be required to be in the homeowners association.  As things stand, membership in the homeowners association is voluntary, although the roads are private/funds are needed to maintain them.  Don suggested that the NWCC property (and the co-ops) would benefit from a recommendation for special bulk and special supplemental requirements.
Don said the bulk requirements (setbacks, lot coverage, building height, etc.) should be reviewed and perhaps the Comprehensive Plan would recommend that the Town Board consider the bulk requirements applicable to lots in the Peach Lake area.  Don asked that the supplemental requirements be reviewed also;  for example, it is currently not permitted to store boats and trailers in a front yard or where they may be seen in residential districts, but many Peach Lake residents have both/live on small lots.  He stated that he would like to see consideration given to a special district for the NWCC property and the 3 co-ops, all of which are on Peach Lake.
Don suggested that perhaps a special district would use not property-line setbacks but a required distance from adjoining dwellings instead.

Cynthia Curtis said the Comprehensive Plan could include a statement that this area needs to be considered.

Maureen Eckman said the Code speaks to proprietary leases, so perhaps the issue could be addressed through the proprietary lease clause.  
Don described his property, which contains a patio.  He said that if he were to install a screened air-conditioning unit on the existing patio, he would need to apply for a variance, although he does not need homeowners association approval.  Don added that construction of a deck above the patio also requires a variance.  He stated that the variance process is cumbersome and also a hardship for some.
Maureen stated that the 3 co-ops (Bloomerside, Pietsch Gardens, and Vails Grove) require their own approval first, and nearly anything a property-owner wants to build will also require a variance.

Don said even the addition of a second story would require a variance (because it would increase the bulk of the existing non-conformity), although this is less of an issue on larger lots.  He added that the only other co-ops in New York State like those in Peach Lake are in Breezy Point in Queens.
Maureen said there is a similar arrangement on Hen Island in Rye.

Don said he looked at the New York City Code to see if there is any special treatment for Breezy Point, and there is not.  He said there are a lot of special districts in New York, but Breezy Point is not among them.
Cynthia said that if the co-ops were being formed today, they would be subject to site plan review.
Don stated that when the co-ops were established, the same attorney handled the formation of all 3.  At Pietsches’, the Pietsch family owned the land, first renting campsites and then people built summer bungalows.  In the 50s, they wanted to sell the lots, but they had no individual lot surveys.  The leaseholders were asked to stake the corners of their “lots”, and a map was filed for the co-op with a perimeter boundary but not with individual lots (the “White Report”).  Don explained that the plots show assumed dimensions, which causes a lot of problems, including Building Permits and loan applications.  He stated that there was recently serious litigation between one of the proprietary leaseholders, the Town and the co-op, wherein the leaseholder said an addition on her neighbor’s property was actually on her property.  The litigant lost the suit, but there are serious discrepancies regarding boundaries in the co-ops.  Don stated that the co-op boards need to amend the proprietary leases, because they haven’t been carrying the dimensions of the lots as they were set forth in the White Report.
Cynthia asked if someone wants to build an addition or even a shed and they need co-op approval/must meet building code requirements, do we really also want them to come to the Board of Appeals?
John said one reason Don was at the meeting is because the new sewer system being built will enable house-expansions.  He added that Peter Kamenstein thinks the individual co-ops should have say over what is done, but he does not think the Board of Appeals should be eliminated from the process/they always weigh the co-op opinion.

Cynthia said the desire to expand will be a matter of the capacity of the sewer system, and she asked if they should create density limits.

Don stated that as Maureen said earlier, the definition of “lot” in the Zoning Ordinance includes proprietary leasehold areas in the co-ops so it recognizes whatever an applicant presents on a survey.

Peter Wiederhorn asked if the co-op residents need variances because their lots are so small.  

Don said that was correct, adding that the lots/houses are already non-conforming, so even after securing co-op approval, anything added will require a setback variance.  
Peter asked what would happen if someone wanted to add a second story/bedrooms.

Don explained that the sewer district will have rules and regulations that may include limitations.
Peter said the co-op boards will have final say-so.

Linda Farina asked if all residents in the co-ops have a voice.  

Don said they do/regular open meetings of the various boards are held.  He said the issue is how much is to be left up to the co-op boards.  He commented that once they approve something, the Board of Appeals essentially has its hands tied.

Regarding sewer capacity, John said there are multiple co-op boards, so the questions is whose capacity that is.  He said they will all want to use that capacity.

Don said that if someone desires the addition of another bedroom, it would seem to have no negative impact on the neighborhood, but there will be issues of parking, etc.  He explained that the co-ops are almost clannish, passing property down within families, and people like to help other people stay.

John said the co-op boards don’t control the sewer, so another sewer board is needed for approval (the Town Boards of Southeast and North Salem).  He asked if it wouldn’t be better to require approval from the Board of Appeals/having them touch base with those Town Boards and check off co-op approval and sewer capacity as part of their review of ZBA applications.  John said he was inclined to agree with Peter Kamenstein that the Zoning Ordinance does not need to be changed, adding that the ZBA should be in the loop.

Cynthia pointed out that expansion of many 1-bedroom cottages to 2 or 3 bedrooms would have multiple impacts, including pressure on traffic, local parking, schools, etc.

Linda asked if it could be calculated how much room for expansion the sewer district will have for each household.
Cynthia said there is limited information on a per-house basis now, but it is based on theoretical numbers.

Maureen added that it is based on existing conditions, using a bedroom count with some expansion capacity.

John said it may or may not match present conditions.

Don said a maximum capacity needs to be built into such a system.

Returning to the subject of zoning, Maureen said some municipalities have zoning districts that are smaller than R-1/4, like 50 x 100 ft. lots.  She commented that a district like this would bring more lots into compliance so their owners would not all have to go to the Board of Appeals.

Playing devil’s advocate, Cynthia asked if they shouldn’t want those projects looked at by the Board of Appeals to consider impact on neighborhoods.

Maureen said she does not think so, and removing the need to deal with the ZBA would put more responsibility for their communities on the co-op boards.

Cynthia said she agreed re lot-lines, but she is concerned that entire neighborhoods are going to change with a lot of expansion, so there should be some level of government to say “yes” or “no”, possibly as a single approval process.

John said there would be objection to the expense of going through site plan approval.

Amy Rosmarin said the sewer district has approximately 10% expansion capacity, but some households do not have washing machines or dish-washers, and installation of those things will take up some capacity.
Don said he thinks those kinds of things are included in the base calculation and not in the calculation of expansion capacity.

Peter asked how Peach Lake residents feel about the sewer district.

Don answered that most people are happy about it.  There is some concern about the additional expense, but it will also be good for the lake.  He stated that often when sewage treatment plants go in, there is a race to see who can use the extra capacity first (both commercially and residentially).  He said he does not know if the potential is there for such extensive addition of bedrooms that it would impact neighborhood character, but the co-ops will focus on that.
Cynthia asked how the co-ops could say no to a proposed addition once the sewer district is in place, and Don replied that that would have to be grappled with.

John said he sees the ZBA doing that, but Cynthia said the ZBA will not say no if the co-op board has said yes.

John said the co-ops will never say no and they will not be responsible for determining sewer capacity, adding that there are 3 co-op boards and not just one.
Cynthia said she believes that co-op boards will eventually say, “Approved subject to capacity”.

Don said the Building Department immediately refers any plans that include additional bedrooms to the Department of Health for approval of an expanded septic area.  He pointed out that it would be an unusual case now if a property in one of the co-ops had the room to expand the septic area.  Don said his point was that the check on expansion will be the Building Department, where the question of sewer capacity will be raised.  He added that he didn’t think the Town could regulate against the race to use the expansion capacity of the sewer system.  He said that if people seek to change the number of bedrooms without changing the exterior/size of the building, their plans may not involve the Board of Appeals.
Linda said the expansion capacity should be divided between the co-ops.

Cynthia said it cannot be done.  

John added that it could not be managed.  He said it cannot be predicted what will happen, but adding rules is not the answer.  A body is needed to have ownership and responsibility.

Cynthia said the rules have already been set by New York State, and that structure states that there is one sewer district and the same rules apply to everyone.  She said it cannot be broken down by co-op or by County.  

Linda asked what the Comprehensive Plan can say.

John said a process to manage the district is needed, and he mentioned the Building Inspector.  
Maureen stated that, historically, these districts have been overseen by the Department of Health.  She said she is not sure the Building Department should be responsible.

John said that currently, a Building Permit is not issued until the DOH signs off on the plans. He asked if in the future the sewer district will have to sign off and if so, will they do individual reviews.

Maureen said she was already disappointed to see that all the new water lines have been installed for the new district without meters, because down-County that is how water use is regulated.

Peter asked where the co-ops get their water, and Don answered that they have individual private water districts.

John said the point is that sewers are built according to water usage, and sewer billing is distributed based on that information.
Cynthia said a meter system is to be installed.

Maureen said it will go in after the system is in, and it will necessitate tearing everything up again.

Amy asked if (based on a 10% expansion capacity) the Town could say that the co-ops may only increase their use of the sewer system by 1% a year for 10 years.

John said that would be over-engineering/they should be trying to keep the approval system simple.

Maureen stated that they could create a new zoning district that not only has lesser setback requirements but also a floor area ratio that limits lot coverage.
It was suggested that a variance application with co-op plan approval could be used to get around this.

Cynthia asked what the co-ops want.

Don said they desire more flexibility, and he personally thinks the bulk and supplemental requirements need tinkering.  He said he does not envision a race to use the sewer district’s expansion capacity, because it costs money to build and some situations are such that the existing houses cannot be expanded.  Don added that it also might be good to encourage improvement of the lake homes/upgrade of the neighborhoods.  He said he sees the need for flexibility for reasons of economic impact and reduction of administrative red-tape, and he asked if a co-op board deems an application for a shed reasonable, why take up the Town’s time?
John said he did not want to minimize Don’s opinion, but not all Building Permit applications for the co-ops go to the Board of Appeals (interior work, for example), so it is appropriate for the Building Department to check off the box re sewer capacity.  Regarding bulk requirements, John said he was not sure the CPC could figure out what new bulk tables would fit the co-ops.  He added that a large percentage of lots might still not be able to build anything without a variance.
Cynthia disagreed, saying a standard can be developed that fits the average lot in a district.  With new/lesser setback requirements, there is less need to make application to the Board of Appeals for a variance.  She added that a bulk table could also be created.

Don said it helps to look at other Zoning Ordinances,

Maureen said the Building Department also asked that accessory structures be looked at; in most other municipalities, they are permitted to be built closer to a property line than the principle building, and size regulations are provided.

Vince Ferrandino asked if anyone had an idea what the existing co-op setbacks are.

Don said they vary a lot, and he gave an example of the existing setbacks on his property.
Cynthia stated that while there are not surveys of the co-op lots, there is a map of the general dimensions of every lot.
Vince asked if Sanborn maps were used, and Cynthia replied that they might have been, as they are used for insurance purposes.  
Don said that to summarize, the issue is looking at the dimensional requirements and getting a general idea of what the existing structures look like on the lots and perhaps coming up with a more appropriate set of requirements.  

Vince said that for purposes of the Comprehensive Plan, this problem has been identified.  He suggested making a recommendation of further analysis and then making a specific zoning recommendation.

John said they could then recommend creation of a new district with unique bulk requirements and exceptions.

Vince asked Maureen how zoning issues are addressed on Hen Island in Rye.

Maureen replied that Rye does not recognize the proprietary leases, so bulk issues are all handled by the co-op.

Don said that might be something to look into.

John said the CPC still needs to meet with the co-op representatives, and Don said they will be glad to do that.

Maureen Eckman and Don Rossi left the meeting at this time and the CPC went on to discuss the draft Comprehensive Plan.

John updated the group on NYS DOT issues, saying he and Supervisor Warren Lucas (along with a representative from Somers) had a meeting with the DOT recently which he considered successful and provided closure on the CP regarding State work.  They spoke of the difficulty getting to the Croton Falls firehouse because of traffic that is backed up due to the light in Somers, and the DOT has conducted numerous studies of the situation.  The DOT now thinks a traffic circle where the existing light is would be helpful.  John said perhaps a 2-lane circle would be better, and the DOT will consider that option.  John said demonstrating support of this solution is important/should be included in the CP.  John added that DEP support will be needed to build the circle (the property is theirs), and there are parking issues.   He stated that the CPC promoted use of the St. Joseph’s Rectory land for additional parking, and the MTA also considered Purdys for additional parking.  John said he would be against this because it seems it would require a multi-story parking structure which in turn would draw more cars from further north driving through North Salem, and it would be expensive.  He said the CP should state that any additional parking should remain in the general area now used in Croton Falls.
Also discussed at the meeting was the CPC’s proposal to add a third lane to Route 84 in New York and new intersections with Route 684. John said the State and people in Putnam County like the idea (as do the CPC members), so the CPC should continue to support it even though it may be a long way off.
The third important point discussed at the meeting was 684 southbound, where the highway narrows from 3 lanes to 2 (below Goldens Bridge).  John said the DOT was not thinking about this situation at all when they first met with the CPC.  Recently, the DOT has paved north and south of this area on 684 but left it as is, because they are looking into reconfiguring the interchange.  John commented that there is no timeline for this project, but it is important to highlight all 3 of these issues in the CP.

Cynthia suggested that it also be mentioned that North Salem is working with Somers on these traffic issues.

The Comprehensive Plan Committee went over additional comments on the draft Plan, and the secretary left the meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

__________________________

Janice Will, Recording Secretary
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