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Planning Board 

December 12, 2017 

 

The Planning Board meeting was held on Tuesday, December 12, 2017 in the Municipal 

Center Courtroom.  The meeting commenced at 7:08 p.m. with Chairman Jay Sheers, Members 

Randall Williams (in at 7:15 p.m.), Rick Muscat, Gary Barrack, Pat Lambert, David Burke and 

Jill Reynolds.  Also in attendance were City Attorney Jennifer Gray, City Engineer Art Tully and 

City Planner John Clarke. 

 

Executive Session 

Mr. Muscat made a motion to adjourn to executive session to discuss potential litigation, 

seconded by Mr. Lambert.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.  Members entered executive 

session at 7:08 p.m. and Mr. Williams joined the session at 7:15 p.m.  Mr. Williams made a 

motion to come out of executive session, seconded by Mr. Muscat.  All voted in favor.   

 

Regular Meeting 

The regular meeting started at 7:30 with Mr. Sheers calling for corrections/additions or a 

motion to approve minutes of the November 14, 2017 meeting.  Mr. Lambert made a motion to 

approve the minutes of the November 14, 2017 meeting as presented, seconded by Mr. Muscat.  

All voted in favor.  Motion carried.   

 

Architectural Review 

Certificate of Appropriateness – 176 Main Street; sign 

Denise DeVore presented her proposal for a building sign to advertise “Infinite Global” 

store font at 176 Main Street.  The perpendicular hanging sign is Pantone 2112 C (indigo/purple 

color) background with a white logo and lettering.  After careful consideration, Mr. Williams 

made a motion to approve the proposal as presented, seconded by Mr. Muscat.  All voted in 

favor.  Motion carried.   

 

Mr. Sheers announced the following people submitted correspondence relative to items 

on the agenda which were circulated to board members and will remain on file:   
 Meredith Hairston  

 Kathleen Mazza  

 Lisa Alverez 

 Katherine Mahoney 

 Erin Giunta 

 James Hayes 

 Craig Wolf for the Howland Center 

 Eleni Smolen 

 Naomi Canaan 

 Michael Rutkoske 

 Judith Mayle for the Beacon City School District 

 Kelly Ellenwood 

 Christine Wright 

 Raymond VanVoorhis 

 Ryan Green 

 



Planning Board 2 December 12, 2017 

 

In addition, the text of an electronic petition referencing the Edgewater Development 

from The People’s Committee on Development was circulated to board members however the 

over 605 names of petitioners could not be accessed. 

 

ITEM NO. 1  CONTINUE PUBLIC HEARING FOR SEQRA ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW ON APPLICATIONS FOR SUBDIVISION APPROVAL AND SITE PLAN 

APPROVAL, AND CONTINUE PUBLIC HEARING FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL, 7 

RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS - 307 UNITS, “EDGEWATER” SUBMITTED BY SCENIC 

BEACON DEVELOPMENTS, LLC, 22 EDGEWATER PLACE  

Ms. Reynolds made a motion to reopen the public hearings for SEQRA environmental 

review and Site Plan Approval on the Edgewater project, seconded by Mr. Burke.  All voted in 

favor.  Motion carried.   

 

Before beginning the hearing Mr. Sheers made an announcement that he will be resigning 

as the Planning Board Chairman, and emphasized it is not due to the amount of actions before 

the board.  He read the following statement: 
 

Tonight will be my last Planning Board meeting.  I have served on this board since 1995 and as 

Chair for the last 10 years.  Before that I spent three years on the Zoning Board of Appeals.  It has 

been extremely gratifying to have worked with the many people who have given so much time and 

effort to bring about the large number of positive changes that have taken place in this fascinating 

and wonderful City over the past couple of decades.  Recently, demands on my time from my job 

and my growing extended family make it harder and harder to fully prepare for and attend 

meetings.  I know that the City is in the middle of a lot of important work but that is pretty much 

always the case.  Waiting for a good time to step out would mean that it would never happen.  One 

of the most rewarding aspects of my time on the board has been working with my fellow volunteer 

board members both past and present.  I also would like to thank Mayors Gould, Gold, and Casale 

for their support over the years as well as the board consultants and attorneys.  A special thanks 

also goes out to Anne Thomas, Etha Grogan, and Tim Dexter.  Beacon would not be what it is 

today without their hard work and dedication.  

 

City Attorney Jennifer Gray outlined the SEQRA review process, explaining the Planning 

Board is Lead Agency and bears the responsibility to determine whether the proposed action will 

have a significant impact based on application forms, Environmental Assessment Form, 

professional studies and reports submitted for the proposed action.  She further outlined the 

regulations that govern SEQRA determinations.   

 

Attorney Taylor Palmer, Cuddy & Feder, listed the number of meetings their team of 

professionals have attended for review of this project.  He recognized all public comments, 

school district correspondence and commented on their analysis, and reported plans were 

changed as a result of the Fire Department’s review.  Mr. Sheers opened the floor to public 

comment and asked that comments be limited to items not previously discussed.   

 

Dan Aymar-Blair, 58 Judson Street, submitted a petition with over 600 signatures that he 

reported was signed by 90% Beacon residents and offered to circulate the signatures to the 

Planning Board.  He read the following petition: 

  
We the people of Beacon urge our Planning Board to determine a positive SEQR declaration for 

the Edgewater development - based on the significant adverse impact it will have on the Beacon 
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City School District.  The Planning Board is well within their right. City Attorney Jennifer Gray 

said at the November 27th Planning Board meeting: “There’s no statutory definition [for a 

significant adverse impact].  There’s no real case law definition.  Honestly it comes down to a 

judgement call by the adjudicating body which here is the Planning Board based on all of the 

evidence in front of them so it’s not a clear answer.”  Edgewater’s developer used a wildly 

overblown assessment of $60 million in their impact studies and gave a false impression that the 

school district would receive a windfall in tax surplus from this development. Quite the opposite!  

Beacon’s own tax assessor reported a much lower estimated assessment of $34-40 million.  
Even by using the estimate of 47 school age children - offered by the applicant’s legal 

representative - this results in tax surplus of $6,506per year.  Using the applicant’s calculations, 

the addition of even one more student will eliminate the supposed surplus and move the district 

into a tax deficit position.  Further, we are deeply concerned that the applicant is underestimating 

the cost per student by using only instructional costs from the district budget. This does not take 

into account non-instructional costs that change with the number of students in the district such as 

bussing (which includes students that are bussed to private educational institutions and are not 

included in the instructional budget). A more accurate number to be used for the cost per student is 

$23,116 (the total budget divided by the number of students in the district) which brings the cost 

to educate the potential 47 new Edgewater students to $1,086,452, creating a tax deficit of over 

$200,000 for the district!  There are numerous other concerns that have not been satisfactorily 

considered:   

 The demographics in Beacon are quickly changing and with that, the district will very likely 

see a significant reduction in state aid,   

 Due to the state tax cap, the district will not be able to make up for the loss of state aid in 

revenue through a tax increase,   

 The tax cap barely covers basic cost of living increases, so the district continues to struggle to 

offer students an education that is competitive with wealthier districts, and 

 The combination of a new influx of students with the loss of state aid would prove disastrous 

for the district which currently offers only one foreign language, one computer science class 

at the high school level (through a grant), very few AP classes, and some of the lowest paid 

teachers in Dutchess County. 

It is clear that the Edgewater development will have a significant adverse impact on the Beacon 

City School District.  We the undersigned urge the Planning Board to say just that.   

 

Kelly Ellenwood, 8 Hillside Road, reported she has two children that have gone through 

the Beacon City School District and read the following letter: 

 
22 Edgewater – School Impact Study; People’s Committee on Development Petition 

I am writing to express my opinion regarding 22 Edgewater, particularly relating to the result 

of Cleary Consulting’s School Impact Study.  I have thoroughly read the study as well as the 

School District responses and Cleary’s excellent subsequent response. The Cleary Consulting 

School Impact Study is professional, thorough, and I have absolutely every reason to believe the 

data presented.  I am in agreement with the Rutgers Demographic Multiplier and am satisfied that 

it has been utilized with integrity by the consultant.  I also commend and thank the BCSD for 

its due diligence in requesting and reviewing the impact study.  Further I have also read the 

petition that has been submitted by the People’s Committee on Development to the Planning 

Board, and this is especially what I would like to bring to your attention.  The petition’s 

concluding statement centers on a calculation that is either a gross error in reasoning or is 

intentionally misleading.  The petition states:  “. . . we are deeply concerned that the applicant is 

underestimating the cost per student . . . a more accurate number to be used for the cost per student 

is $23,116 (the total budget divided by the number of students in the district) which brings the cost 

to educate the potential 47 new Edgewater students to $1,086,452, creating a tax deficit of over 

$200,000 for the district!”  The equation and the reasoning used in this statement are misleading.  

Multiplying 47 students [times] the calculated cost per student and then adding that result to the 

overall cost of educating the entire population is incorrect.  To correctly calculate the cost per 

student using all of the data as shown in the petition, you would add 47 more students to the 
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number of current students (2,900 per BCSD demographics) then divide the overall budget by the 

increased number of students (now at 2,947).  This results in an actual overall decreased cost per 

student of $22,747 and does not add to the overall budget.  To go on to say that it would cost the 

district $1,086,452 to add 47 more students is incorrect.  It does not “actually” cost the District a 

hard $22,747 to educate an individual student; that is only the number assigned when you divide 

the entire student population by the entire budget to demonstrate impact.  There may be an 

algorithm that increases the cost per student as a number of students are added to the population, 

but that has not been factored into the calculation put forth in the petition.  Over 500 people have 

signed the petition without catching this error in the reasoning, which leads me to believe that the 

petition deals more with emotion and less with facts and math. While I am very much on board 

with being watchful and speaking out, this petition renders more harm than good.  To close, I 

would like to re-state that I am supportive of the School Impact Study and I believe that some 

density is an important factor for Beacon to grow sustainably.  I also believe that 22 Edgewater 

as it is currently presented is too large of a development for our city; I hope it will be downsized as 

it progresses through the planning process, yet retains the positive aspects of the overall design.  

Scenic Beacon’s impact on our community does seem overwhelming.  I have observed that this 

developer has been targeted more intensely and more negatively than any other developer with a 

project in front of the Planning Board.  I have also observed that this developer is doing many 

positive things in conjunction with 22 Edgewater and its other highly regarded projects – here are 

some of those things:  

 Promoting green & sustainable design using high-quality materials 

 Working closely with the Fire Department to ensure that residents will be safe  

 Collaborating with community leaders on economic development 

 Working on managing existing traffic problems and envisioning viable solutions 

 Contributing to infrastructure upgrades and 

 Many other behind-the-scene contributions to our city’s overall health as we move into a 

period of unprecedented growth  

Growing our city in moderation is a good thing for our community, including our schools.  

New energy provided by new residents can be leveraged to produce positive results.  Main Street 

will benefit with more people shopping and using services on a daily basis.  New energy could 

also translate into new light industry and other business ventures.  There will be more people to 

“pick up the shovel” when it comes to volunteering and donating to local causes.  We can and 

should accommodate some growth, and most of it achieved through density where it makes sense.  

I would also like to suggest the school district consider engaging developers as partners.  To view 

them more as an opportunity as opposed to a detriment, working together as we imagine even 

greater potential for a city whose deep and dynamic roots are based on industry, innovation and 

community.  One potential collaboration I would like to suggest is making it possible for newly 

recruited BSCD faculty to live in the required workforce housing being put aside in all new 

developments - or by a special arrangement between developers and the district – providing an 

incentive to boost beacon as viable and attractive for good teachers seeking jobs.  We need to 

focus on recruiting more skilled educators that will stay and help build our district.  We have 

lost so many of our good teachers in the past 4 years as a result of the upheaval we have 

experienced, particularly in the High School.  In order to recruit skilled educators and improve our 

curriculums and support systems, our district needs more funding.  We need to figure out a 

way to repeal the tax cap that is crippling so many districts throughout the State of New York, and 

unleash some of the new tax income generated by growth.  Perhaps the person who was the 

primary architect of the tax cap and who also happens to sit on our City Council can help us 

achieve that.  Our school children really do deserve better.   

 

Samantha Britain, 36 Vine Street, explained people interrupt their lives to speak before 

the Planning Board.  This development is 307 units and the largest in Beacon which is why it is 

getting more negative attention. 
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Perry Hung, 2 South Street, moved to Beacon recently and the City has very low vacancy 

rates.  He doesn’t have a family and believed Edgewater will provide much needed housing for 

people in his situation.   

 

Joan Unterweger, 5 Hanna Lane Unit 1, spoke about density and the Planning Board’s 

responsibilities under SEQRA.  She expressed concern for traffic, tax assessment, the totality of 

all projects under development, and setting a precedent.  Ms. Unterweger felt the project is being 

rushed and that issuance of a Negative SEQRA Declaration may have future impacts. 

 

Judith Crelin Mayle, attorney representing the Beacon City School District, felt the board 

did not look at all the facts or considered errors.  She discussed school multipliers, market 

values, studies, and indicated the draft SEQRA document made no note of the school district’s 

input.  A lengthy debate took place between the Chairman and Attorney Mayle.  Discussion took 

place about funding the school district as a whole.   

 

Justin Riccobono, 30 Bank Street, felt more density is needed to contribute to rising costs 

and to keep taxes level.  Mr. Riccobono reported a minimal number of children have been added 

to the school district as a result of recently completed projects and these developments aren’t 

designed for large families.   

 

Michal Mart, 49 Sycamore Drive, read information about other communities that plan for 

school expansion and talked about the impact this project will have on the schools. 

 

Theresa Kraft, 315 Liberty Street, believed the new high density will adversely impact 

infrastructure, visual appeal, and natural resources.  

 

Andra Sramek was born in Beacon at a time when it was not desirable so was happy to 

see new development.  She felt the project will complement economic growth in the City.   

 

Nicholas Dedring, 24 John Street, felt the developer is just looking to raise money with 

no concern for children’s education.  He felt many properties will not be sold which will 

adversely affect our property values.  He did not support the development. 

 

There were no further comments and Mr. Muscat made a motion to close the SEQRA 

public hearing, seconded by Mr. Lambert.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.  One more person 

asked to speak and Mr. Williams made a motion to reopen the SEQRA public hearing, seconded 

by Ms. Reynolds.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.   

 

 Ms. Superville, 22 Coffey Avenue and student at South Avenue School, complained that 

there is no air conditioning and it is really hot in her crowded classroom.  More students will 

make the rooms even hotter. 

 

There were no further comments and Mr. Williams made a motion to close the public 

hearing, seconded by Mr. Barrack.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.  

 



Planning Board 6 December 12, 2017 

 

Engineer Mike Bodendorf met with the Fire Chief and reviewed changes to make certain 

the ladder truck can reach the highest roof in the development.  He provided plans showing the 

addition of a fire lane and different angles the ladder truck could access the building.   

 

A lengthy discussion with regard to SEQRA took place and City Attorney Jennifer Gray 

pointed out areas where the school district’s concerns were mentioned and considered in the draft 

resolution.  After careful review of all materials submitted on the project, members believed the 

project would not have a significant impact on the school.  Mr. Lambert made a motion to grant a 

Negative Declaration in the SEQRA environmental review, seconded by Mr. Williams.  All 

voted in favor.  Motion carried.   

 

The applicant will be before the Zoning Board of Appeals on December 19, 2017 for the 

following variances:  maximum stories from 4½ to 5 (Buildings 3, 4, and 6) that will still remain 

within the 55-foot height limit; more than 36 units per building in Buildings 1, 2, 3, and 6 which 

propose to have between 48 and 59 units; and less than 30 feet between buildings – separations 

range from 12 to 25 feet.  Mr. Clarke believed the 4½ to 5 story request was reasonable since the 

buildings would fit within the maximum building height.  A lengthy discussion took place with 

regard to variances for the number of units in Buildings 1, 2, 3, and 6, and building separation.  

Mr. Siegel explained they are requesting these two variances to decrease building footprint and 

provide more green space.  A lengthy discussion took place with regard to building density, 

aesthetics and building separation.   

 

After careful consideration, Mr. Muscat made a motion to recommend the Zoning Board 

of Appeals deny the variance request to allow more than 36 units per building, seconded by Mr. 

Burke.  All voted in favor with the exception of Mr. Burke who voted against the motion.  

Motion carried; 6-1.  Mr. Lambert made a motion to recommend the Zoning Board of Appeals 

deny the variance request to allow less than 30 feet between buildings, seconded by Mr. Barrack.  

All voted in favor.  Motion carried; 7-0.   

 

Discussion returned to the number of stories and the alternative design of gable roofs.  

Mr. Muscat made a motion to recommend the Zoning Board of Appeals deny the request to 

exceed the number of stories, seconded by Mr. Lambert.  Applicant Rodney Weber asked to 

address the board.  Mr. Weber clarified the dynamic of keeping the rooflines equal and 

emphasized the desire to decrease building footprint to be more environmentally friendly.  He 

shared thoughts on his form of boutique development and how easy it is to be overcome by 

developers that have deep pockets.  The previous owner of this property purchased it with large 

plans only to let it go to ruin.  After considering information presented by Mr. Weber, all 

members voted against the motion.  Motion denied; 7-0.  Mr. Muscat made a motion to 

recommend the Zoning Board of Appeals grant the variance to allow five story buildings 

(Buildings 3, 4, and 6), seconded by Ms. Reynolds.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried; 7-0.   

 

Discussion turned to the project’s consistency with the City’s Local Waterfront 

Revitalization Program (LWRP) under review for several months.  After careful consideration,  

Mr. Lambert made a motion to issue a LWRP Consistency Determination finding the project is 

consistent with all relative policies in the LWRP subject to revisions, seconded by Mr. Barrack.  

All voted in favor.  Motion carried.   
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Mr. Williams made a motion to continue the public hearing on the application for Site 

Plan Approval, seconded by Mr. Lambert.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.   

 

ITEM NO. 2  CONTINUE PUBLIC HEARING FOR SEQRA ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW ON APPLICATIONS FOR SUBDIVISION APPROVAL AND SITE PLAN 

APPROVAL, PUBLIC HEARINGS ON APPLICATIONS FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL, 

WOLCOTT AVENUE AKA “PARCEL L”, SUBMITTED BY RIVER RIDGE VIEWS, 

LLC 

Mr. Muscat made a motion to open the public hearings for SEQRA Environmental 

review, and the application for Site Plan Approval for the proposed development on property 

known as “Parcel L”, seconded by Mr. Barrack.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.   

 

Attorney Jennifer VanTuyl updated members on the proposal to create 18 single-family 

townhouses on property along Wolcott Avenue known as Parcel L.  Plans were changed to 

enhance the LWRP view shed by widening the entrance to a central green area and historic 

gazebo that exists on the property.  The layout mirrors the design of Hammond Plaza and 

provides privacy with buildings facing Wolcott Avenue.  They continue to work on the 

architectural design and have committed to use of authentic brick on the buildings.  The tower 

element was eliminated, however a variance for building separation will be necessary.  They are 

open to the board’s suggestions with regard to the pocket park along Beekman Street.   

 

Mr. Clarke reported the NYS Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 

indicated the project would have no adverse impact provided a significant vegetative buffer be 

maintained to obscure views from the church.  He discussed the pocket park and due to the 

topography recommended an informal path with benches.  Mr. Tully reported engineering 

comments can be completed after a SEQRA determination is made.  Mr. Sheers opened the floor 

to public comment.  

 

Arthur Camins, 39 Rombout Avenue, had concern that the river vista will be completely 

lost in this historic overlay district.  He felt some units should be eliminated and that BMR units 

are not adequately scattered throughout the development.  The rope path should be improved 

with naturally looking materials, not just concrete.  He feels the school district and environment 

will be significantly impacted.  

  

Lisa May Martinez, Hammond Plaza, supported the development but had concern for the 

trail because it isn’t that far from their townhouses, and felt the pocket park should be eliminated.   

 

Tina Bernstein, 39 Rombout Avenue, reported her neighbors are also concerned about 

loss of their vistas and asked that the impact on this development not be underestimated. 

 

Lisa Alverez, 23 Hammond Plaza, asked that native stone be used on the new stairway, 

did not want a pocket park or trail, felt the view shed should be increased, and that BMR units be 

better dispersed throughout the development.  She appreciated the developer’s efforts. 

 

Dan Goldman, Elder with the Beacon Reformed Church, echoed compliments to 

developer and reported they prefer to see the buildings not the parking lot.  He felt the 
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development will blend in appropriately with the church and that the proposed landscaping they 

were shown was tastefully done.   

 

Lisa May Martinez, Hammond Plaza, commented on how difficult it is to cross Route 9D 

now and suggested a crosswalk be considered to increase the safety of pedestrians.  

 

Theresa Kraft, 315 Liberty Street, expressed concern for those walking through the site, 

loss of views, and for the safety of residents using the proposed pocket park. 

 

Maggie Yarnis, 26 South Avenue, felt the pocket park should be eliminated and 

expressed concern for the cumulative effect of new projects on traffic.   

 

Arthur Camins, 39 Rombout Avenue, expressed concern for additional traffic and for 

pedestrians crossing Route 9D.  He suggested a warning light and a crosswalk be considered. 

 

After a lengthy discussion with regard to the public stairway, pocket park and trail, Mr. 

Williams made a motion to continue the public hearings for SEQRA Environmental review, and 

the application for Site Plan Approval in January, seconded by Ms. Reynolds.  All voted in favor.  

Motion carried. 

 

ITEM NO. 3  CONTINUE PUBLIC HEARING FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL, 

RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL BUILDING, 226 MAIN STREET, SUBMITTED BY 328 MAIN 

STREET, LLC 

Mr. Lambert made a motion to reopen the public hearing on the application for Site Plan 

Approval, seconded by Mr. Barrack.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.  Architect Aryeh Siegel 

described his client’s proposal to construct a new four-story story mixed use building at 226 

Main Street.  The project complies with the CMS zoning district, received a positive review from 

Dutchess County Planning, and was granted variances for off-street parking and a rear yard 

setback from the Zoning Board of Appeals.  They met with the architectural review 

subcommittee and revised drawings based on consultant comments.   

 

Mr. Clarke asked for details on the tree wells and recommended the front roofline have 

breaks at no more than 35 feet.  Mr. Tully reported storm drainage has been resolved and ADA 

compliance will be addressed.  Mr. Sheers opened the floor to public comment.  

 

Arthur Camins, 39 Rombout Avenue, spoke about the moratorium and noted the City 

Council is considering scaling back the number of stories permitted.  He felt it would be wise for 

the applicant to scale the building back accordingly. 

 

Attorney Anthony Morando, Cuddy & Feder, explained the moratorium is an ongoing 

process and this application falls within the exemption.  He urged the board not to delay the 

project until the moratorium and zoning changes are made. 

 

There were no further comments from the public and Mr. Lambert made a motion to 

close the public hearing, seconded by Ms. Reynolds.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.   
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A lengthy discussion took place regarding the application, SEQRA process, and possible 

zoning changes.  After careful consideration, Mr. Lambert made a motion to grant a Negative 

Declaration in the SEQRA environmental review, seconded by Mr. Burke.  All voted in favor.  

After thorough review of the draft resolution of approval, Mr. Lambert made a motion to grant 

Site Plan Approval.  A lengthy discussion took place with regard to architectural review, façade 

alignment, and cornice heights so buildings don’t look out of sync.  At the conclusion of the 

discussion, Ms. Reynolds seconded the motion.  All voted in favor.   

 

ITEM NO. 4  CONTINUE REVIEW OF APPLICATION TO AMEND AN EXISTING 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT, ARTIST LIVE WORK/SELF STORAGE, 39 FRONT STREET, 

SUBMITTED BY BEACON LOFTS & STORAGE 

Architect Aryeh Siegel reported this is an amendment to an existing Site Plan Approval 

for development at 39 Front Street.  Revised plans showing amended handicap spaces and 

landscape plantings, and an updated traffic report were submitted.  Mr. Clarke agreed to the 

alternate parking and landscaping, and asked for a comparison of building heights.  Mr. Tully 

reported the traffic study shows a slight increase in traffic but is within required parameters. 

 

Discussion took place with regard to commercial vs. residential ratios.  City Attorney 

Jennifer Gray summarized items and documents submitted for consideration of the 

environmental impact.  After careful consideration, Mr. Burke made a motion to issue a Negative 

Declaration in the SEQRA environmental review, seconded by Mr. Williams.  All voted in favor.  

Motion carried.  Mr. Lambert made a motion to refer the application to the architectural review 

subcommittee, seconded by Mr. Muscat.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried. 

 

ITEM NO. 5  CONTINUE REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR SUBDIVISION 

APPROVAL, 13-LOT RESIDENTIAL, SUBMITTED BY AK PROPERTY HOLDING, 

LLC, 25 TOWNSEND STREET  

Engineer Dan Koehler of Hudson Land Design, on behalf of his client respectfully 

requested the board consider setting a public hearing for SEQRA environmental review of the 

proposed subdivision.  After considering the request, Mr. Williams made a motion to schedule 

the SEQRA public hearing for the January meeting, seconded by Mr. Lambert.  All voted in 

favor.  Motion carried.  Attorney Taylor Palmer reported the applicant authorized funds to 

conduct a sewer impact study.  

 

Architectural Review 

Certificate of Appropriateness – One East Main Street sign; “Trax Coffee Roasters” 

Katie Behney presented her proposal for a building sign to advertise “Trax Coffee 

Roasters” storefront at One East Main Street.  The sign will consist of white lettering on a black 

background.  After careful consideration, Mr. Williams made a motion to approve the proposal 

as presented, seconded by Mr. Muscat.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.   

 

 

 

Miscellaneous Business 

Zoning Board of Appeals – December Agenda 
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The only item on the agenda, Edgewater was previously discussed and recommendations 

were made.   

 

Request for two additional 90-day extensions of Subdivision Approval – 300-310 South Avenue 

Attorney Jennifer VanTuyl, of Cuddy & Feder, LLP, submitted a letter requesting two 

additional 90-day extensions of Subdivision Approval for the lot line realignment at 300 & 310 

South Avenue (Lee & Gowan).  They continue to work on transactional documents and this 

extension will allow time needed to finalize easements and land transfer documents.  After some 

consideration, Mr. Williams made a motion to grant two additional 90-day extensions of 

Subdivision Approval as requested, seconded by Ms. Reynolds.  All voted in favor.  Motion 

carried.   

 

Discussion of the BMR unit mix – 30 Beekman Street “The View”  

Attorney Taylor Palmer and developer Don Strauss were present to request an adjustment 

in the BMR mix within the 30 Beekman Street development.  The four required BMR units were 

initially slated to be all 2-bedroom units, and after a market analysis they are requesting to 

construct three 2-bedroom and one 1-bedroom unit.  These units would be located on the first 

and second floors of the building.  After careful consideration, Ms. Reynolds made a motion to 

approve the request, seconded by Mr. Williams.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.   

  

City Council request to review Comprehensive Plan Amendment, changes to the Zoning Map, 

and changes to the text of the CMS and FCD zoning districts 

Discussion regarding proposed changes to the zoning map, CMS and FCD districts 

continued from last meeting.  After a lengthy review the following comments and 

recommendations were set forth. 

 
Residential versus Commercial Density:   

It is becoming increasingly clear that developers when offered a choice between residential and 

commercial development will choose residential.  To achieve a desirable balance between the two 

land uses, commercial development should be mandatory in the areas wherever it is being 

considered.  The balance between the land uses has become skewed and we unanimously 

recommended that effort to create more commercial zoning to rebalance the city’s land use. 

Parking for properties on Main Street really needs to be addressed in a manner that doesn’t 

routinely require waiving of spaces by the planning board and/or variances by the ZBA. Again this 

was unanimous. 

 

Building height on Main Street:  
After a lot of discussion we recommend that the proposed CMS limit of three stories with a 4th 

story set back from the front (and from the back if facing a residential area) be established.  A 

corresponding maximum height should be established at the same time.  In the historic overlay 

district, the 4th floor should be by Special Permit only.  Transition buffers between high story 

buildings zones and important shorter structures such as the Post Office, the Howland Cultural 

Center and buildings near Main Street such as the Madame Brett Homestead need to be 

established.   

 

Approvals granted but with no construction started:   
In the absence of a “grandfathering” clause in the proposed local laws, an applicant who has 

already received land use approvals would have to revise their plans and go through the entire 

approval process once again if their approved plans do not conform to the new zoning laws.  After 

a lot of discussion we came to the conclusion that approved projects should be grandfathered as 
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long as substantial construction begins within a year of the enactment of the new zoning laws.  In 

a project with multiple phases only phase one need be started. 

 

FCDD: 

Site Plan Approvals in FCDD (page 7) says time limits “may be” established by the Planning 

Board for construction.  We think that this should read “shall be established for construction by 

the Planning Board in consultation with the applicant”.  If no time limit is set no extensions would 

be required and an approval could go unbuilt for a very long time, then suddenly be built out to 

everyone’s surprise and possible dismay.  Extensions can be granted by the Planning Board if 

justified. 

 

Comprehensive Plan 

The Comprehensive Plan and Local Laws should agree and we recommend the proposed changes 

to make that happen. 

 

City Council request to review proposed Local Law to permit temporary structures for medical 

services  

Discussion of the proposed local law concerning temporary medical service accessory 

structures took place.  These structures would be for residents of the dwelling unit for medical 

services to be provided until permanent accessible housing can be arranged.  Several questions 

arose with regard to whether these structures would be held to setback requirements, accessory 

structure regulations, and enforcement.  Due to the length of the meeting, members felt they 

needed more time to consider and ask questions about the law.   

 

City Council request to review proposed Local Law to permit Food Trucks in the Linkage 

District 

 This item will be discussed at the January meeting. 

 

The meeting was adjourned on a motion made by Mr. Williams, seconded by Ms. 

Reynolds.  All voted in favor.  Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 11:40 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

 


