
Village of Mamaroneck 123 Mamaroneck Ave., Mamaroneck, NY 10543
ph: (914) 777-7700

Harbor and Coastal Zone Management Commission Agenda

VILLAGE OF MAMARONECK HARBOR COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AGENDA
October 18, 2017 AT 7:30 PM - 169 Mt.Pleasant Avenue, Court Room

NOTICE OF FIRE EXITS AND REQUEST TO TURN OFF ELECTRONIC DEVICES

1. OPEN MEETING

2. OLD BUSINESS

A. WEST BASIN PUMP STATION:DISCUSSION
Proposed upgrades and construction by Westchester County Department of
Environmental facilities. The Village Manager will be in attendance to discuss this site.

3. NEW BUSINESS

A. THE RESIDENCES at LIBRARY LANE 145- 149  LIBRARY LANE
PRELIMINARY  - Preliminary Review  (Section 9, Block 50, Lot 6A) Discuss
site plan application for 145-149  Library Lane to remove the existing building and
construct a 9 unit apartment building with parking on the ground level. ( C-2 District)

B. HILLSIDE AVENUE BRIDGE- The Board of Trustees will hold a Public
Information meeting on October 23, 2017 @ 7:30 pursuant to the Village grant
program for the replacement of the Hillside Avenue Bridge. The Commission has
been asked to submit comments and questions.

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Minutes of April 19, May17,  June 21 and July 19, 2017
 

5. ADJOURN MEETING

ANY HANDICAPPED PERSON NEEDING SPECIAL ASSISTANCE IN ORDER TO ATTEND
THE MEETING SHOULD CALL THE VILLAGE MANAGER'S OFFICE AT 914-777-7703

All Board of Trustee Regular, ZBA, Planning Board, and HCZM Meetings are Broadcast Live on LMC-
TV:
Verizon FIOS Channels 34, 35 & 36
Cablevision Channels:  75, 76 & 77
And Streamed on the Web: www.lmc-tv.org

http://www.lmc-tv.org


Village of Mamaroneck, NY

Item
Title: WCDEF Pump Station

Item
Summary:

WEST BASIN PUMP STATION:DISCUSSION
Proposed upgrades and construction by Westchester County Department of Environmental
facilities. The Village Manager will be in attendance to discuss this site.

Fiscal
Impact:

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
02 28 2017 De Almeida Pump Station 3/2/2017 Backup Material
03 26 2017 Slingerland Reviewing Authority PumpStationMemo 4/13/2017 Backup Material
04 24 and 06 05 2017 HCZMC WestBasin Memos to BOT 6/5/2017 Backup Material



M E M O R A N D U M
Village of Mamaroneck

To: Richard Slingerland, Village Manager
Dan Sarnoff, Assistant Village Manager
Members of the Village Board
Members of the Planning Board
Members of the HCZMC

From: Hernane De Almeida, PE,
Superintendent of DPW/Village Engineer

Re: Westchester County Department of Environmental
Facilities Pump Station

P 914-777-7745
F 914-777-7757

Date: Febuary 28, 2017 www.villageofmamaroneck.org

Page 1 of 1

This memo is to inform members of the Village Board, Planning Board and the Harbor and Coastal Zone

Management Commission of upcoming work by the Westchester County Department of Environmental

Facilities (WCDEF) at their pump station in Harbor Island Park at the intersection of W. Boston Post Rd.

and Orienta Avenue. Currently the WCDEF maintains a pump station that is, in large part, underground.

The pump station is visible by its concrete slab, steel hatchway’s, vents and electrical supply boxes. The

pump system delivers sanitary sewage from the West basin area which encompasses, in large part, the

Orienta area and W. Boston Post Rd. to the WCDEF treatment plant.

While the majority of the pump station is below ground, the electrical supply and components are above

ground and susceptible to the elements including flooding. This facility is an integral part of the sanitary

sewer system and is a critical component of ensuring public health and safety. The WCDEF is in the

process of upgrading and retrofitting pump stations for better performance and protection against

natural disasters as practicable. This pump station as part of an overall program to upgrade some of the

pump stations in our area. This program is consistent with the Westchester County Multi-Jurisdictional

Hazard Mitigation Plan, which places a strong emphasis of identifying and mitigating potential damage

to critical infrastructure and to protect public health.

The project will upgrade and automate certain aspects of the belowground pumps and operations but it

will also protect the electrical supply by sheltering those components in a structure measuring

approximately 18.5’ x 13.5’. The structure will be constructed of cast in place concrete walls with a

stone veneer to match, as much as possible, the Harbor Island Pavilion. The standing seam gable roof of

the structure will also mimic the roof of the pavilion. Overall the structure will be approximately 8 foot

high at its eave and 10 foot high at its peak. The structure will be located on the south side of the pump

station platform.

There is a tree that will be need to be removed due to the work and Village management has expressed

our concerns to the project designers. It is understood that they will mitigate the loss of the tree by

replacing it with a tree of our choosing and caliper, within reason.

Again, this memo is inform the Board of a project in a high visibility location, no action is required or

expected on your behalf.
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Betty-Ann Sherer

From: Richard Slingerland
Sent: Sunday, March 26, 2017 10:00 AM
To: Allison Stabile; Mayor and Board; Sally Roberts
Cc: Betty-Ann Sherer; rozandalan@gmail.com; Kat Dufault; Dan Natchez; 

davejfreeman@gmail.com; Linda Meehan; grettajh@gmail.com; Gabrielle Cohen; Marc 
Radulovic; Nina Rubin; David Schaer; Kathy Savolt; Anna Georgiou; Cindy Goldstein

Subject: RE: Important - Re: East Basin Pump Station

Dear Allison, and all:  
 
Good morning and thank you for your inquiry.  
 
The question of whether the Village has any review authority over the East Basin Pump Station came up some 
time ago, in parallel with the West Basin Pump Station, and now has come up again.  
 
The Village staff, coordinating with the County through me in conjunction with Recreation and Parks staff and 
volunteers, had been working in the past with the County to provide for the plans for replacement equipment 
that will be going in at the pump station at the location of West Boston Post Road and Orienta Avenue.  That 
location establishes a permanent easement to the County for that equipment.  
 
The easements related to the West Basin that were found by Dan Sarnoff provide permanent permission from 
the Village to re-build their existing infrastructure to provide for the health, safety and welfare of the public 
through the operation of the pump station at its current location in Harbor Island Park.  The easement was 
signed in 1984, but it is my understanding that the equipment was there for many years before that.  
 
With regard to the West Basin pump station equipment upgrades, based on our discussions, the County advised 
us that they would be elevating the electronics equipment to comply with Base Flood Elevation (BFE) 
Requirements, and keeping the upgraded pumps underground in their current location.  Since this is in a high-
visibility park, they agreed to enclose the electronic panels in a stone building and a standing seam metal roof to 
match the one that is similar to the Harbor Island Pavilion Roof (right now they are behind a stone wall and 
chain link fence).  
 
As for the East Basin Pump Station, we have been working on the matter with the County and Shore Acres 
Homeowners, as you said, since 2013.  The Village should continue to work with the County to convey 
whatever high priority requests the Village would like in terms of covering or screening the equipment.   
 
Based on all information available, the Village does not have jurisdictional authority over the County in relation 
to either the East Basin or West Basin pump stations.  Therefore it is unnecessary to involve any land-use Board 
into this discussion.   
 
However, the County has thus far worked cooperatively with the Village and has been responsive to our 
requests.  If there is a specific concern or request that you have please let me know and I will pass it along to 
them for review and response.  I would hope that whoever my successor is would do the same.  
 
Very truly yours,  
 
Rich  
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Richard Slingerland 
Village Manager 
 
Village of Mamaroneck 
Village Hall 
123 Mamaroneck Avenue 
Mamaroneck, NY  10543 
 
Phone:  914-777-7703 
Fax:  914-777-7760 
 
 
From: Allison Stabile [mailto:allisonstabile@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2017 4:16 PM 
To: Mayor and Board <MayorandBoard@vomny.org>; Richard Slingerland <RSlingerland@vomny.org>; Sally Roberts 
<sroberts@vomny.org> 
Cc: Betty‐Ann Sherer <bsherer@vomny.org>; rozandalan@gmail.com; Allison Stabile <AllisonStabile@gmail.com>; Kat 
Dufault <katdufault@gmail.com>; Dan Natchez <dan.n@dsnainc.com>; davejfreeman@gmail.com; Linda Meehan 
<lindabmeehan@gmail.com>; grettajh@gmail.com; Gabrielle Cohen <leighandgabby@gmail.com>; Marc Radulovic 
<mxradul@hotmail.com>; Nina Rubin <ntr826@verizon.net>; David Schaer <daveschaer@gmail.com>; Kathy Savolt 
<ksavolt@verizon.net> 
Subject: Important ‐ Re: East Basin Pump Station 

 
Dear All, 
Attached and below, please find a letter from SAPOA regarding the East Basin Pump Station project. 
 
We respectfully request that Ms. Sherer forward this to the Chairs of the Planning Board and the Harbor and 
Coastal Zone Management Commission. We also request that the Chairs of these Boards then share this letter 
with their Commissioners. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention. 
 
Sincerely, 
Allison Stabile, VP SAPOA  
 
******************************** 

  

                                                                                                Mamaroneck, NY 10543 

                                                                                                March 23, 2017 

  

Sent via e-mail 
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The Honorable Norman S. Rosenblum 

Mayor, Village of Mamaroneck 

  

The Honorable Leon Potok 

Trustee, Village of Mamaroneck 

  

The Honorable Louis Santoro 

Trustee, Village of Mamaroneck 

  

The Honorable Victor Tafur 

Trustee, Village of Mamaroneck 

  

The Honorable Keith Waitt 

Trustee, Village of Mamaroneck 

  

123 Mamaroneck Avenue 

Mamaroneck, NY 10543 

  

Dear Board of Trustees: 

  

I am writing you today on behalf of the Board of the Shore Acres Property Owners Association 
(SAPOA) and the 218 families we represent.  As the County’s project to upgrade the East Basin 
Pump Station moves towards completion, we believe there are serious unresolved issues, as 
well as implications for the future project at the West Basin Pump Station.  We ask for your 
assistance on behalf of all the residents of the Village. 



4

  

As you may know, the East Basin project began in 2013.  From the beginning, members of the 
SAPOA board have tried to work cooperatively and congenially with County officials, as we 
understood the importance of the project.  We asked that the visual and auditory impact of the 
project be mitigated so the surrounding neighbors would not be severely impacted.  We 
expressed concern that one of the entry points to our neighborhood would become an eyesore. 
We also voiced concerns about the impact of this expanded facility in the Guion Creek Critical 
Environmental Area. 

  

When the County finally agreed to meet with us in July 2014 and we saw the plans, our initial 
request was that the facility be fully enclosed by a modest structure that would require simple 
landscaping. This would protect the County equipment from the elements and vandalism, 
mitigate the need for extensive fencing and screening, and thus prevent further wasted dollars 
repeatedly replacing failed trees and other planting materials. It would simultaneously alleviate 
residents’ concerns for appearance, noise, and odor, among other things. 

  

This approach was dismissed by Commissioner Lauro, who stated in meetings with SAPOA 
and the Village that under no circumstances would the east and west basin pump stations be 
enclosed. The County had not budgeted for it and they had no intention of doing it. 

  

We continued to request, on multiple occasions over the course of the last few years, detailed 
drawings, elevations, and a landscaping plan that would show the finished project.  To this date, 
we have never received elevation drawings.  The few plans that have been shared with us have 
been incomplete, difficult to decipher, and do not address the ongoing questions and concerns 
we have raised.  

From what we now know in hindsight, the County “threw us a bone” by using our choice of 
color for the partial enclosure now on the site.   

  

Meanwhile, construction began, and as the actual project began to take shape, it became clear 
that the outcome would be the eyesore we all sought to prevent. The industrial equipment that 
has now been installed has brought the problem to a new level.  
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In addition to the visual impact, there are environmental and noise concerns that have not been 
addressed.  Despite our calls for Village input, and to the detriment of the Village, this project 
bypassed every Village land use board, apparently because the County owns the property the 
pump station sits on.  

  

In December 2016, I personally attended the County Executive’s presentation at the Nautilus 
Diner to ask for his assistance.  This resulted in strings of emails, and the expenditure of much 
time and energy on the part of several board members, but no substantive action.  When an 
article on this subject appeared in The Journal News this past Monday, March 20, Richard 
Slingerland finally received a drawing in reply to our most recent concerns about the odor 
control unit.  

  

First of all, this drawing (dated August 2014) does not contain the information we all need, and 
secondly, it highlights the County’s limited cooperation and lack of transparency. Clearly the 
County intends to do whatever it wants on this property with no regard for tax-paying residents, 
and consistent with our experience these past few years, continues to offer us lip service and the 
run-around while construction proceeds. 

  

Throughout this process, we have sought assistance from many people besides our Village 
administration, including our State Senator, George Latimer, and our State Assemblyperson, 
Steve Otis. Our County Legislator, Catherine Parker, has worked alongside SAPOA from the 
beginning.  She advised us to present our concerns to the County Board of Legislators’ 
Infrastructure Committee early on, and has visited the site on numerous 
occasions.  Unfortunately, the project is within the purview of the Executive branch, and her 
best efforts also fell on deaf ears. 

  

SAPOA’s requests have been clear and simple from the beginning:  

1) Respect the tax-paying residents who live in the neighborhoods around this facility, 

2) Eliminate wasteful spending on poor designs that don’t take the surroundings into account, 
and  

3) Protect the Critical Environmental Area impacted by construction and the siting of this 
facility. 
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Now that the East Basin pump station has morphed into a tall, unsightly monstrosity, it is time 
to insist on cooperation.  We believe a total enclosure, surrounded by suitable plantings, which 
were recommended at the outset of this project, is warranted and appropriate to put back on the 
table.  This approach not only honors the aesthetic and quality of life concerns voiced by 
surrounding neighbors, but is likely more cost-effective than replacing dead plants year after 
year, as has been the case. 

  

Further, we understand that the County’s plans for upgrade and expansion of the West Basin 
Pump Station in Harbor Island Park at the entrance to the Orienta neighborhood call for above 
ground structure(s). Perhaps the County finally recognizes the need to cover the unsightly 
equipment and heed the concerns of village residents. In any case, the Village should insist that 
the East and West Basin sites be treated consistently. 

  

If in fact the County must receive the Village of Mamaroneck’s approval before 
continuing the West Basin project, you have the opportunity to negotiate an appropriate 
resolution, by conditioning approval of the West Basin work on the remediation of the 
problems created at the East Basin facility.  

  

Now is the time to act on behalf of your constituents and ensure that the County project gets 
appropriate review by the Village’s land use boards and Board of Trustees. We respectfully 
request that you now also take the position that the problems at the East Basin pump station be 
resolved in a collaborative manner that satisfies the concerns of Village residents. 

  

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Allison Stabile, Vice President of SAPOA 

on behalf of the SAPOA Board 

  

cc:  Richard Slingerland, Village Manager 
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      Sally Roberts, Deputy Village Clerk 

      Betty-Ann Sherer 

      Chairperson, Planning Board 

      Chairperson, Harbor and Coastal Zone Management Commission 

      SAPOA Board members 







Village of Mamaroneck, NY

Item
Title: 145- 149 Library Lane

Item
Summary:

THE RESIDENCES at LIBRARY LANE 145- 149  LIBRARY LANE
PRELIMINARY  - Preliminary Review  (Section 9, Block 50, Lot 6A) Discuss site plan
application for 145-149  Library Lane to remove the existing building and construct a 9 unit
apartment building with parking on the ground level. ( C-2 District)

Fiscal
Impact:

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
10 04 2017 145 149 LL Cover 10/11/2017 Cover Memo
10 04 2017 145 149 LL HCZMC APP 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL Landuse Board Applications 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL BP application 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL CAF Narrative 10/11/2017 Backup Material
05 24 2017 145 149 LibraryLane Elevation Certificate 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL CRIS letter 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL Topo and adj bldg heights 145 149 LibraryLn 10/11/2017 Backup Material
145 149 LL REVISED SWPPP 09 28 2017 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL RENDERINGS 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL L1_0_SITEPLAN_081117 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL L1_1_ROOFPLAN_081117 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL Crocco Plans 10/12/2017 Backup Material
10 12 2017 145 149 Library Lane Village Engineer Review 10/12/2017 Backup Material
10 04 2017 145 149 LL HOLT Plans 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 11 2017 145 149 Library Lane S Hoeger Comments 10/11/2017 Backup Material
10 12 2017 145 149 Library Lane Village Engineer Review 10/13/2017 Backup Material































































































































































































.+$4#4
;��.#0'

Ta
x 

Lo
t 2

36
N

ow
 o

r F
or

m
er

ly
El

k 
H

om
es

 P
a

rtn
er

s, 
, L

P

Ta
x 

Lo
t 2

40
N

ow
 o

r F
or

m
er

ly
11

6 
M

a
m

a
ro

ne
ck

 R
ea

lty
 C

o.

Ta
x 

Lo
t 2

42
N

ow
 o

r F
or

m
er

ly
M

a
m

a
ro

ne
ck

 H
a

rb
or

 L
a

nd
in

g 
LL

C

Stockade

Gate

Stockade Fence

Concrete Curb

Concrete Curb

Drop Curb

Drop Curb

Concrete Curb

Concrete Curb

Edge of Asphalt Road

Edge of Asphalt

Edge of Asphalt

Asphalt Pavement

In
t.F

en
ce

Ea
st

 0
.3

7'

Fe
nc

e
Ea

st
 0

.2
2' C

or
.F

en
ce

Ea
st

 0
.4

6'

Ta
x 

Lo
t 2

46
N

ow
 o

r F
or

m
er

ly
H

PS
 1

22
 L

LC

Concrete Curb

Edge of Asphalt

Edge of Asphalt

Fence

G
a

te

Stockade         F
ence

C
on

cr
et

e
Re

ta
in

in
g 

W
a

ll

M
et

a
l P

la
tfo

rm
s

&
 S

te
ps

M
et

a
l F

en
ce

M
et

a
l G

ui
d

e 
Ra

il
M

et
a

l G
ui

d
e 

Ra
il

St
on

e 
M

a
so

nr
y

Re
ta

in
in

g 
W

a
ll

A
nc

ho
r B

lo
ck

Re
ta

in
in

g 
W

a
ll

S
1
8
°0
7
'0
0
"E

S
8
1
°2
5
'1
2
"W

9
6

.1
7

'

N
1
7
°1
9
'0
0
"W

5
4

.0
0

'

N
1
7
°1
9
'0
0
"W

3
1

.0
0

'

N
8
1
°2
9
'3
0
"E

9
4

.9
9

'

S
1
8
°0
7
'0
0
"E

3
1

.0
7

'

Sheet Number:Project No:

Date:

Dwg. Name:

ne
w
 y

or
k 

  
co

nn
ec

tic
ut

  
 n

ew
 je

rs
ey

  
 m

as
sa

ch
us

et
ts

(9
1

4
) 
2

7
3

-2
7

7
4

  
 f
ax

 (
9

1
4

) 
2

7
3

-2
7

7
6

Seal:

GROUND
FLOOR PLANS

A-0
17001

FEB 21, 2017

NEW APARTMENT
BUILDING

145 LIBRARY LANE
MAMARONECK, NEW YORK

FOR

REVISION DATE

1. CLIENT MEETING 02.24.17
2. PB SUBMISSION 05.08.17
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APRIL 10, 2017

NEW APARTMENT
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3. PB SUBMISSION 06.16.17
4. PB SUBMISSION 08.24.17



COMMITMENT & INTEGRITY 

DRIVE RESULTS 
 

Woodard & Curran Engineering PAPC 

709 Westchester Avenue | Suite L2 

White Plains, New York 10604 

www.woodardcurran.com 

T 800.807.4080 

T 914.448.2266 

F 914.448.0147 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Cindy Goldstein, HCZMC Chair 

CC: Members of the HCZMC 
Mr. Bob Galvin, AICP, Consulting Village Planner 

FROM: Hugh J. Greechan, P.E., Consulting Village Engineer 

DATE: October 13, 2017 

RE: 145-149 Library Lane 
Site Plan Review 

  

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the Planning Board with a summary of our review of the 
initial site plan application documents received related to the proposed improvements at 145-149 Library 
Lane, located in the Village of Mamaroneck, New York. The application proposes the merger of two lots, 
demolition of existing buildings, and construction of a new four-story residential building with parking on 
ground level. This review was focused on the engineering design and the associated Village Code 
requirements in accordance with the following: 

• Village of Mamaroneck Code, Chapter 294 Stormwater Management and Erosion and Sediment 
Control, and other sections, as applicable. 

• New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Stormwater 
Management Design Manual, last revised January 2015. 

• New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, dated August 
2015. 

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 

• Cover Letter, “Re: 145-149Library Lane”, by Nathaniel J. Holt, P.E., dated October 3, 2017. 

• Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for The Residences at Library Lane, by Nathaniel J. Holt 
P.E., dated June 11, 2017, revised September 28, 2017. 

• Engineering Drawings, “The Residences at Library Lane”, by Nathaniel Holt, P.E., including: 

Sheet Name 
Last 

Dated 
Last 

Revised 
Sheet Name 

Last 
Dated 

Last 
Revised 

Sheet 1: Existing Conditions 4/5/17 9/28/17 Sheet 5: Hydrology Plan Proposed 4/5/17 9/28/17 

Sheet 2: Site Plan 4/5/17 9/28/17 Sheet 6: Details 4/5/17 9/28/17 

Sheet 3: Utility Plan With Stormwater 
Mitigation 

4/5/17 9/28/17 Sheet 7: Details 4/5/17 9/28/17 

Sheet 4: Grading and Soil Erosion Control 
Plan 

4/5/17 9/28/17    

 

 

 

bsherer
Typewritten Text
RECEIVED 10/12/2017



 

Review Memo_145-149 Library Lane 2 Woodard & Curran Engineering P.A. P.C. 
  October 13, 2017 

DISCUSSION 

The following is a summary of our comments at this time, based on reviews conducted during Planning 
Board review. It should be noted that additional comments may be added upon receipt of further 
information and subsequent submittals. The status of previous comments is noted in Bold Type. 

1. The Applicant shall provide a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance 
with Chapter 294 “Stormwater Management and Erosion and Sediment Control” of the Village 
Code (refer to Section 294-8 / B – Contents of stormwater pollution prevention plan). The 
SWPPP can be provided in the form a brief technical report and must provide stormwater 
management information including, but not limited to: description of existing and proposed 
drainage conditions, in-situ hydrologic soil groups, design calculations, field test data, 
description of proposed stormwater management system, description of temporary and 
permanent soil erosion and sediment controls, and maintenance requirements for the proposed 
systems. Partially Addressed. The Applicant has submitted a SWPPP that shall be revised 
per the following items: 

a. The Applicant shall specify that topsoil to be imported to reclaim previously 
impervious areas shall comply with the “Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup 
Objectives” set forth in 6 NYCRR Part 375, Environmental Remediation 
Programs, Section 375-6, Remedial Program Soil Cleanup Objectives. 

b. The Applicant shall revise the hydrologic computations presented in the Future 
Hydrology table (i.e. roof resultant value).  

c. The Applicant shall furnish calculations for the proposed infiltration practice 
once the percolation tests have been completed, and shall adjust the design as 
required.  

d. Note 3 of the proposed construction sequence in the SWPPP indicates that the 
contractor will install erosion control measures after the demolition of existing 
structures and the removal of debris. The Applicant shall revise the construction 
sequence to indicate that erosion control measures are to be installed prior to 
any construction/demolition activities. 

e. Note 14 of the proposed construction sequence in the SWPPP indicates that the 
contractor will remove erosion and sediment controls and temporary stormwater 
runoff controls prior to demobilizing from the site. The Applicant shall include a 
note that temporary sediment trapping erosion and sediment controls are not to 
be removed until permanent stabilization (80% uniform density of permanent 
vegetation or permanent mulch/stone) is established in all contributory drainage 
areas per the latest version of the New York State Standards and Specifications 
for Erosion and Sediment Control. 

2. The Applicant shall assign a curve number (CN) value of 98 to existing gravel drive areas. 
Addressed. 

3. The Applicant shall consider a 24-hr rainfall depth of 6.41 inches for the 25-Yr storm in               
accordance with current NRCC data for the project location. Addressed.  
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4. The 90% Rainfall Event Number used to compute the water quality volume may be decreased 
to 1.5 in accordance with Figure 4.1 in Chapter 4 of the NYS Stormwater Management Design 
Manual. Addressed. 

5. The Applicant shall perform deep tests and percolation tests at the site to confirm the feasibility 
of the proposed stormwater quality practice (i.e. adequate separation to bedrock and ground 
water, and favorable percolation rates). Tests and results shall be witnessed and signed and 
sealed by a professional engineer licensed in the state of New York. Not Addressed; the 
Applicant indicated in the SWPPP that deep tests and percolation tests cannot be 
performed until the Applicant has completed purchase of the property. Satisfaction of 
this comment will be achieved once the Applicant performs deep test pits and percolation 
tests, and adjusts the design of the proposed stormwater management system based on 
results, if necessary. In addition, the Applicant shall show the locations of deep test pits 
and percolation tests on the plans.  

6. The Applicant shall replace the proposed oil-water separator with an acceptable pre-treatment 
practice upstream of the proposed stormwater quality practice. Acceptable pre-treatment 
practices are those described in the NYS Stormwater Management Design Manual, or 
proprietary pre-treatment practices approved by NYSDEC for effective separation of oil-water 
and sediment retention. Partially Addressed; the Applicant shall clarify how the proposed 
pre-treatment will handle flows that exceed its treatment capacity. 

7. The Applicant shall depict on the plans how roof drainage and other site drainage will be routed 
into the proposed stormwater pre-treatment and treatment practice. Addressed. 

8. The Applicant shall consider dropping the invert elevation of the proposed stormwater quality 
system overflow or the implementation of an upstream bypass structure. Ultimately, the 
Applicant shall demonstrate that the calculated water quality volume will be fully retained before 
the system overflows. Addressed; the Applicant has excluded infiltration and provided a 
proposed overflow structure with the appropriate outlet elevation to retain the full water 
quality volume (WQv). 

9. The Applicant shall consider the implementation of maintenance ports and an isolator row to 
allow maintenance of the infiltration practice. Addressed.  

10. The Applicant shall depict the location of all proposed drain inlets on the plans. Addressed. 

11. The Applicant shall replace the catch basin detail with the Village of Mamaroneck’s standard 
catch basin detail that shows a Type N catch basin head, and modify the standard detail as 
necessary to show how the catch basin will be installed through the existing drain line. 
Addressed. 

12. The Applicant shall propose temporary sediment traps/inserts in the proposed catch basin and 
area drains to prevent sediment migration from the site. Partially addressed; the Applicant 
shall include a detail for the proposed catch basin inserts on the plans in accordance 
with the latest version of the New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion 
and Sediment Control. 

13. The Applicant shall confirm that the proposed trench drain is capable of supporting delivery truck 
loads; and/or revise the detail to include a product that can support such loads. Addressed; the 
trench drain has been removed from the plans. 
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14. The Applicant shall provide construction details of all proposed soil erosion and sediment 
controls (i.e. catch basin inserts, stabilized construction entrance, silt fence, etc.). Addressed. 

15. The Applicant shall include the proposed finished floor elevations and depict the proposed 
contours on the plans. Addressed.  

16. The Applicant shall clarify the diameter for the proposed outlet pipe from the proposed 
stormwater management system. It appears the that “Overflow Pipe” and “Outlet Control” details 
on Sheet 6 have contradicting pipe sizes. Not Addressed. 

17. The Applicant shall label all proposed stormwater management infrastructure associated with 
the stormwater management system on the plans. The rim, invert and sump elevations of the 
proposed stormwater drainage infrastructure shall be included. Addressed. 

18. The Applicant shall show the location of the inspection port for the proposed 3 cultec infiltrators 
on the plans. In addition, the Applicant shall provide a detail of the proposed inspection port. 
Partially Addressed. The Applicant shall provide a detail of the inspection port called out 
on Sheet 3. 

19. The Applicant shall update the proposed pipe alignment for the “Junction Box” detail on Sheet 
7 to match the proposed pipe alignment on the plans. Not Addressed.  

20. The Applicant shall include the construction sequence for the proposed site improvements on 
the plans. Addressed. The Applicant has provided the construction sequence in the 
SWPPP. Refer to our responses to Comment #1 for further action on the construction 
sequence. 

21. The Applicant shall depict the location and provide a detail for the proposed temporary soil 
stockpile referenced in the “Site Stabilization Guidelines” on Sheet 7. Not Addressed. 

















 Creative Habitat Corp.  
  253 Old Tarrytown Road, White Plains, NY 10603 
  T. 914-948-4389   F. 914-948-4390   www.creativehabitatcorp.com 

E-Mail: Sven@creativehabitatcorp.com ; Jacqueline@creativehabitatcorp.com  

 
From: Sven Hoeger, Environmental Consultant to the Village Landuse Boards 
 
To: Members of the HCZM Commission  
 
 Date: October 11, 2017 
 
RE:  Local Waterfront Revitalization Policies Review 
 145 &149 Library Lane Redevelopment Proposal 
  
 
Commentary: 
The Sediment and Erosion and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans look good to me, but I 
typically refer to the Village engineer on those issues. There appears to be a positive water quality 
impact on stormwater discharges, which flow directly into the harbor. LWRP Policies 33 and 37 
apply.  
 

Policy # 33. Best Management practices will be used to ensure the control of stormwater 
runoff and combined sewer overflows draining into coastal waters. 
Commentary: The project reduces impervious surface and provides water quality control.  
The use of Best Management practices makes it consistent with Policy 33. 
 
Policy #37. Best management practices will be utilized to minimize the nonpoint 
discharge of excess nutrients, organics, and eroded soil into coastal waters. 
Commentary: The project reduces impervious surface and provides water quality control.  
The use of Best Management practices makes it consistent with Policy 37. 
 

Plantings:  
As noted in my July commentary, it would be desirable to use primarily native plants for all 
planting plans in the Village of Mamaroneck. The landscape plans for this project, furnished by 
Didona Associates and labeled L1.0 and L1.1 of June 16, 2017, propose mostly non-native plants 
for foundation plantings and the roof garden. Those plantings are mostly of esthetic value to the 
eye of the observer and perhaps add a little to the improvement of air quality. Native plants on the 
other hand – if chosen for the planting beds – can add ever more critical habitat for our native 
fauna (mostly butterflies, beetles, bees, birds, etc.). While any environmental benefit derived of 
plantings at this project will be minute in the overall Village context, it is the philosophy behind 
the design that counts most. I would urge the landscape designer to include as many native plants 
as possible – for the sake of increasing awareness of ecological connections the inner village has 
to its natural surroundings. Climate change is real and happening! The more we promote the 
natives the more we contribute to the buffering ability of our environment. Policies 7 – 10 Fish 
and Wildlife Policies, and policy 44, tidal and freshwater wetland protection are not directly 
applicable, but they convey the idea of the LWRP that all natural habitats have intangible 
benefits. 

 
 

 
End of commentary 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Cindy Goldstein, HCZMC Chair 

CC: Members of the HCZMC 
Mr. Bob Galvin, AICP, Consulting Village Planner 

FROM: Hugh J. Greechan, P.E., Consulting Village Engineer 

DATE: October 13, 2017 

RE: 145-149 Library Lane 
Site Plan Review 

  

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the HCZMC with a summary of our review of the initial 
site plan application documents received related to the proposed improvements at 145-149 Library Lane, 
located in the Village of Mamaroneck, New York. The application proposes the merger of two lots, 
demolition of existing buildings, and construction of a new four-story residential building with parking on 
ground level. This review was focused on the engineering design and the associated Village Code 
requirements in accordance with the following: 

• Village of Mamaroneck Code, Chapter 294 Stormwater Management and Erosion and Sediment 
Control, and other sections, as applicable. 

• New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Stormwater 
Management Design Manual, last revised January 2015. 

• New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, dated August 
2015. 

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 

• Cover Letter, “Re: 145-149 Library Lane”, by Nathaniel J. Holt, P.E., dated October 3, 2017. 

• Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for The Residences at Library Lane, by Nathaniel J. Holt 
P.E., dated June 11, 2017, revised September 28, 2017. 

• Engineering Drawings, “The Residences at Library Lane”, by Nathaniel Holt, P.E., including: 

Sheet Name 
Last 

Dated 
Last 

Revised 
Sheet Name 

Last 
Dated 

Last 
Revised 

Sheet 1: Existing Conditions 4/5/17 9/28/17 Sheet 5: Hydrology Plan Proposed 4/5/17 9/28/17 

Sheet 2: Site Plan 4/5/17 9/28/17 Sheet 6: Details 4/5/17 9/28/17 

Sheet 3: Utility Plan With Stormwater 
Mitigation 

4/5/17 9/28/17 Sheet 7: Details 4/5/17 9/28/17 

Sheet 4: Grading and Soil Erosion Control 
Plan 

4/5/17 9/28/17    
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DISCUSSION 

The following is a summary of our comments at this time, based on reviews conducted during Planning 
Board review. It should be noted that additional comments may be added upon receipt of further 
information and subsequent submittals. The status of previous comments is noted in Bold Type. 

1. The Applicant shall provide a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance 
with Chapter 294 “Stormwater Management and Erosion and Sediment Control” of the Village 
Code (refer to Section 294-8 / B – Contents of stormwater pollution prevention plan). The 
SWPPP can be provided in the form a brief technical report and must provide stormwater 
management information including, but not limited to: description of existing and proposed 
drainage conditions, in-situ hydrologic soil groups, design calculations, field test data, 
description of proposed stormwater management system, description of temporary and 
permanent soil erosion and sediment controls, and maintenance requirements for the proposed 
systems. Partially Addressed. The Applicant has submitted a SWPPP that shall be revised 
per the following items: 

a. The Applicant shall specify that topsoil to be imported to reclaim previously 
impervious areas shall comply with the “Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup 
Objectives” set forth in 6 NYCRR Part 375, Environmental Remediation 
Programs, Section 375-6, Remedial Program Soil Cleanup Objectives. 

b. The Applicant shall revise the hydrologic computations presented in the Future 
Hydrology table (i.e. roof resultant value).  

c. The Applicant shall furnish calculations for the proposed infiltration practice 
once the percolation tests have been completed, and shall adjust the design as 
required.  

d. Note 3 of the proposed construction sequence in the SWPPP indicates that the 
contractor will install erosion control measures after the demolition of existing 
structures and the removal of debris. The Applicant shall revise the construction 
sequence to indicate that erosion control measures are to be installed prior to 
any construction/demolition activities. 

e. Note 14 of the proposed construction sequence in the SWPPP indicates that the 
contractor will remove erosion and sediment controls and temporary stormwater 
runoff controls prior to demobilizing from the site. The Applicant shall include a 
note that temporary sediment trapping erosion and sediment controls are not to 
be removed until permanent stabilization (80% uniform density of permanent 
vegetation or permanent mulch/stone) is established in all contributory drainage 
areas per the latest version of the New York State Standards and Specifications 
for Erosion and Sediment Control. 

2. The Applicant shall assign a curve number (CN) value of 98 to existing gravel drive areas. 
Addressed. 

3. The Applicant shall consider a 24-hr rainfall depth of 6.41 inches for the 25-Yr storm in               
accordance with current NRCC data for the project location. Addressed.  
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4. The 90% Rainfall Event Number used to compute the water quality volume may be decreased 
to 1.5 in accordance with Figure 4.1 in Chapter 4 of the NYS Stormwater Management Design 
Manual. Addressed. 

5. The Applicant shall perform deep tests and percolation tests at the site to confirm the feasibility 
of the proposed stormwater quality practice (i.e. adequate separation to bedrock and ground 
water, and favorable percolation rates). Tests and results shall be witnessed and signed and 
sealed by a professional engineer licensed in the state of New York. Not Addressed; the 
Applicant indicated in the SWPPP that deep tests and percolation tests cannot be 
performed until the Applicant has completed purchase of the property. Satisfaction of 
this comment will be achieved once the Applicant performs deep test pits and percolation 
tests, and adjusts the design of the proposed stormwater management system based on 
results, if necessary. In addition, the Applicant shall show the locations of deep test pits 
and percolation tests on the plans.  

6. The Applicant shall replace the proposed oil-water separator with an acceptable pre-treatment 
practice upstream of the proposed stormwater quality practice. Acceptable pre-treatment 
practices are those described in the NYS Stormwater Management Design Manual, or 
proprietary pre-treatment practices approved by NYSDEC for effective separation of oil-water 
and sediment retention. Partially Addressed; the Applicant shall clarify how the proposed 
pre-treatment will handle flows that exceed its treatment capacity. 

7. The Applicant shall depict on the plans how roof drainage and other site drainage will be routed 
into the proposed stormwater pre-treatment and treatment practice. Addressed. 

8. The Applicant shall consider dropping the invert elevation of the proposed stormwater quality 
system overflow or the implementation of an upstream bypass structure. Ultimately, the 
Applicant shall demonstrate that the calculated water quality volume will be fully retained before 
the system overflows. Addressed; the Applicant has excluded infiltration and provided a 
proposed overflow structure with the appropriate outlet elevation to retain the full water 
quality volume (WQv). 

9. The Applicant shall consider the implementation of maintenance ports and an isolator row to 
allow maintenance of the infiltration practice. Addressed.  

10. The Applicant shall depict the location of all proposed drain inlets on the plans. Addressed. 

11. The Applicant shall replace the catch basin detail with the Village of Mamaroneck’s standard 
catch basin detail that shows a Type N catch basin head, and modify the standard detail as 
necessary to show how the catch basin will be installed through the existing drain line. 
Addressed. 

12. The Applicant shall propose temporary sediment traps/inserts in the proposed catch basin and 
area drains to prevent sediment migration from the site. Partially Addressed; the Applicant 
shall include a detail for the proposed catch basin inserts on the plans in accordance 
with the latest version of the New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion 
and Sediment Control. 

13. The Applicant shall confirm that the proposed trench drain is capable of supporting delivery truck 
loads; and/or revise the detail to include a product that can support such loads. Addressed; the 
trench drain has been removed from the plans. 
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14. The Applicant shall provide construction details of all proposed soil erosion and sediment 
controls (i.e. catch basin inserts, stabilized construction entrance, silt fence, etc.). Addressed. 

15. The Applicant shall include the proposed finished floor elevations and depict the proposed 
contours on the plans. Addressed.  

16. The Applicant shall clarify the diameter for the proposed outlet pipe from the proposed 
stormwater management system. It appears the that “Overflow Pipe” and “Outlet Control” details 
on Sheet 6 have contradicting pipe sizes. Not Addressed. 

17. The Applicant shall label all proposed stormwater management infrastructure associated with 
the stormwater management system on the plans. The rim, invert and sump elevations of the 
proposed stormwater drainage infrastructure shall be included. Addressed. 

18. The Applicant shall show the location of the inspection port for the proposed 3 cultec infiltrators 
on the plans. In addition, the Applicant shall provide a detail of the proposed inspection port. 
Partially Addressed. The Applicant shall provide a detail of the inspection port called out 
on Sheet 3. 

19. The Applicant shall update the proposed pipe alignment for the “Junction Box” detail on Sheet 
7 to match the proposed pipe alignment on the plans. Not Addressed.  

20. The Applicant shall include the construction sequence for the proposed site improvements on 
the plans. Addressed. The Applicant has provided the construction sequence in the 
SWPPP. Refer to our responses to Comment #1 for further action on the construction 
sequence. 

21. The Applicant shall depict the location and provide a detail for the proposed temporary soil 
stockpile referenced in the “Site Stabilization Guidelines” on Sheet 7. Not Addressed. 



Village of Mamaroneck, NY

Item
Title: Hillside Avenue Bridge

Item
Summary:

HILLSIDE AVENUE BRIDGE- The Board of Trustees will hold a Public Information
meeting on October 23, 2017 @ 7:30 pursuant to the Village grant program for the
replacement of the Hillside Avenue Bridge. The Commission has been asked to submit
comments and questions.

Fiscal
Impact:



Village of Mamaroneck, NY

Item Title: Minutes

Item Summary: Minutes of April 19, May17,  June 21 and July 19, 2017
 

Fiscal Impact:

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
DRAFT MINUTES APRIL 2017 10/13/2017 Backup Material
DRAFT MINUTES MAY 2017 10/13/2017 Backup Material
DRAFT MINUTES JUNE 2017 10/13/2017 Backup Material
DRAFT MINUTES JULY 2017 10/13/2017 Backup Material
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DRAFT –NOT APPROVED 

VILLAGE OF MAMARONECK 

HARBOR AND COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

APRIL 19, 2017 – 7:30 PM 

COURT ROOM- 169 MT. PLEASANT AVENUE 

 

PRESENT: 

Chairperson:   Cindy Goldstein 

Commissioners:  Brian Glattstein 

    Kevin LaFollette  

Jennifer Bienstock Cohen 

Doreen Roney @ 7:47pm 

Clark Neuringer 
       

Also Present:    Anna Georgiou, Counsel 

    Hugh Greechan, Consulting Engineer 

    Sven Hoeger, Environmental Consultant  

    Bob Galvin, Village Planning Consultant 

    Susan Favate, Planning Consultant 

  

Absent:    Pam Michels 

 

1. OPEN MEETING 

Chair Goldstein opened the meeting at 7:30 pm. 

OLD BUSINESS 

 

A. MAMARONECK BEACH & YACHT CLUB – UPDATE 

The Commission discussed the following Planning Board memo to the HCZMC of April 7, 2017: 

 
 By memorandum dated January 30, 2017 the HCZMC requested information on the status of the captioned project. The 

Planning Board reviewed your memorandum at its February 8, 2017 meeting and directed that the applicant be requested to 

attend an upcoming Planning Board meeting. Arrangements were initially made for the President of MBYC, Lisa Rosenshein, 

and MBYC counsel to attend the March 8, 2017 Planning Board meeting. However, due to Ms. Rosenshein having surgery, 

the applicant’s counsel, in a letter to the Planning Board dated March 2, 2017, requested that the matter be rescheduled for 

the Planning Board’s March 22, 2017 meeting.  

 

As you will recall, on April 20, 2016, the Planning Board accepted, as complete, MBYC’s Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement (“DSEIS”) for the installation of a new sewer line. The DSEIS was circulated to the HCZMC and other 

involved agencies and a public hearing on the DSEIS was held on May 25, 2016. After the closer of the public hearing, the 

applicant was directed to prepare a Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (“FSEIS”) responding to the 

comments received on the DSEIS. In that March 2 letter, counsel advised that MBYC is close to completing the response to 

comments on the DSEIS. The letter explained that “the process was delayed due to the inability to obtain design drawings 
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needed to determine the best location for the new sewer pipe on the bridge spanning Otter Creek”. The letter goes on to say 

that this issue has now been resolved and the responses to DSEIS comments would be completed within 60 days.  

Ms. Rosenshein and MBYC counsel, Eric Gordon, appeared before the Planning Board at its March 22nd meeting. Mr. 

Gordon reiterated the reason for the delay expressed in his March 2 letter and also mentioned that, in the interim, MBYC 

had obtained an easement from the Westchester Land Trust necessary for the installation of the proposed new sewer line. Mr. 

Gordon opined that the FSEIS would be submitted to the Planning Board by the end of April.  

 

The Planning Board inquired as to the condition of the existing sewer line. Mr. Gordon reminded the Planning Board that, at 

the Board’s request, dye testing of the existing sewer line was conducted in July 2016. No dye was observed in Otter Creek or 

at the ground surface along the alignment of the existing force main.  

 

At the Planning Board’s request, MBYC has agreed to repeat the dye test in April and in October of this year. The results of 

those tests will be submitted to the Planning Board and then shared with the HCZMC.  

 

We trust this responds to your inquiry. The Planning Board will continue to keep the HCZMC apprised of the status of this 

application as it moves forward. 

 

 Mr. Neuringer stated that he still has concerns that the pipe is tenuous and there will be another leak or 

it will burst. The sewage will go into Otter Creek and The Long Island Sound.  The pipe should be replaced or 

suitably repaired.  He asked who granted a waiver for the pressure test, as this test is for a reduced psi level.   He 

would like an explanation.  Ms. Georgiou suggested that an inquiry be made of the Building Department and 

Village Engineer.  Ms. Bienstock Cohen believes that the Commissioners should be notified of the specific date 

and time the dye testing will be performed in order for members to attend.   

 

 Mr. Greechan stated that he inquired when the test would be done with the new engineer.  Mr. 

Neuringer asked who hired the engineers.  Mr. Greechan stated that it is Mamaroneck Beach and Yacht Club 

engineers who will be performing the test.  

 

 

Ms. Goldstein stated that the next application would be taken out of order. 

 

C. ALTER SUBDIVISION- CONSISTENCY 

1000 Taylors Lane, (Section 4 Block 77, Lot 14), Consistency for a proposed 3 lot subdivision located at 

1000 Taylors Lane in the R-15 District 

 

Susan Favate Planning Consultant for the Village appeared and noted it has been 4 1/2 years since the 

DEIS was completed.  SEQRA has now been completed as the Planning Board has accepted an alternative 

presented and the applicant now appears for a Consistency Determination.  If this is found to be Consistent with 

the LWRP, the applicant will go back to the Planning Board for subdivision approval and wetlands permit. 

 

 She reviewed the key changes since the DEIS.  The applicant revised the proposed action to incorporate 

a significant conservation lot.  This area covers 2/3 of the property.  (Member Roney arrived at 7:47pm).  It will be 

deeded over to a not-for-profit organization.  The Planning Board believed that this works better.  The potential 

size and location of the new homes were a concern for the Planning Board because of the wetlands.  There are 

building envelope restrictions limiting the size and location.  It also restricts the expansion of the existing home 
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on lot 2.  The applicant has agreed to that.  They have also accepted larger setbacks on the other lots.  The 

applicant has agreed to abide by what is in the FEIS.  The Planning Board views this as a good compromise.   

 

Mr. Glattstein stated that he has not seen any drainage or storm water plan.  Mr. Neuringer asked if 

these lots are zoning complaint.  Ms. Favate stated that they meet the zoning requirements and that the 

applicant will address the drainage and storm water plan.  Ms. Roney asked about the home on lot 2 being in the 

wetland buffer and that this was supposed to be addressed in the DEIS.  Ms. Favate stated that is a Building 

Department issue and it was discussed in the FEIS. 

 

Ms. Beth Evans, environmental consultant for the applicant appeared.  A copy of alternative 4 was 

submitted to the HCZMC.  She stated that there is no wetland buffer encroachment.  A table of requirements in 

the zone and how this applicant meets these requirements is in the FEIS.  She stated that the Commission raised 

concerns on the DEIS that the applicant addressed in the FEIS.   

 

Ms. Goldstein stated that on the Consistency memo, the response to Policy 1 states that the property is 

not in the jurisdictional area. This is not correct.  Ms. Evans agreed and stated that this will be amended.  Ms. 

Goldstein asked why these building envelopes are pushed to the edge of the wetlands buffer; as they are very 

large lots, why not push back further as this is the most environmentally sensitive area in the Village.  Ms. Evans 

stated that the only area left outside of the wetland buffer is a buildable lot, especially in the case of lot 3.  If the 

building envelope were moved further away, it would no longer be a buildable lot.  In lot 1 there is an outcrop in 

the center of the site.  The 100-foot buffer line was used because they needed to comply with that restriction.   

 

Ms. Roney had a chart from the Watershed Advisory Council (WAC4) Report 4, which stated that a 100-

foot buffer only deals with watershed temperature moderation.  Sediment and nutrient removal are well over 

200 feet.    Ms. Evans stated that the Village wetland regulation is a 100 foot buffer and only certain types of 

organic materials will be used and there are other measures that will be used so that the wetlands will be 

protected.   

 

Ms. Jennifer Gray from Keane and Beane appeared and discussed the conditions that would be part of 

the deed restrictions.  Mr. Neuringer had zoning questions regarding determinations made.  There are no 

documents that indicate that at the time the home was built on lot 2 there was a waiver or variance that 

allowed it to be built in the wetland buffer.  He is concerned and stated that it is impermissible if the non-

conformity would be increased.  He would like confirmation that this subdivision would not be increasing the 

non-conformity.  Ms. Favate appeared again and stated that this is addressed in the FEIS on page 8.  Regarding 

the non-conformity, this does not change.  There is no ability to increase the incursion.   

 

Ms. Gray appeared again and stated that she cannot answer why this home was allowed to be built in 

the buffer without a waiver; however the incursion is not being increased and they are not causing any 

additional incursion with the application.   
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Ms. Goldstein asked the applicant to review the SWPPP and their storm water management plan.  Ms. 

Evans stated that there was a SWPPP prepared when the 2010 storm water regulations were in force.  The 2015 

requirements were reviewed and the lots meet these requirements.  The proposed storm water management 

facilities were reviewed.  Soil testing was done to assure that these facilities could be accommodated.  

Maintenance requirements are part of the storm water plan.  Ms. Roney asked about the slopes on lot 3.  Ms. 

Evans stated that there will be retaining walls and that there will be no soil brought in, the existing soil will be 

moved around.   

 

Mr. Hoeger stated that there was a finding statement from the Planning Board where they recommend 

that a retaining wall be built on both lots so that the property owners do not develop beyond.  Mr. Neuringer 

again stated concern as these lots will be sold to individual owners and unless there are specific restrictions 

imposed, there is no way to control the building.  Ms. Evans reminded the Commission that this is a subdivision 

application, not a building application.  They were asked to provide certain elements of what could be built so 

that the Planning Board could make a SEQRA determination.  When these lots are sold and homes built, these 

applications will have to come before the Building Department showing all of the things that the Commission is 

concerned with.  Ms. Goldstein stated that the issue is determining Consistency without knowing all of this 

information, as these plans will never come before them again. 

 

The DEC comment letter from May of 2013 was discussed.  Ms. Roney tried to contact Ms. Crist, the 

author of the letter to get clarification, but did not get a return call.  Ms. Evans appreciates this information but 

these were comments on the DEIS alternative and the Planning Board threw out most of these alternatives.  Ms. 

Evans again read “C “of the comment letter, which states that if there is a conservation lot that would alleviate 

all of DECs concerns.  That is the plan that they have submitted, one, which has lot 4 as a conservation lot.   Ms. 

Roney still has questions on this as well as the sea level rise.  Ms. Evans stated that they used the Village’s 

projected sea level maps.   

 

Ms. Goldstein stated that as they are an involved agency, that allows them to do their own SEQRA 

findings.  Ms. Georgiou stated that is technically correct, however, in most of these cases, the findings of the 

Lead Agency are adopted.  Ms. Georgiou informed the Commission that this is something that will have to be 

done with their Consistency Determination.  Ms. Goldstein asked what types of limitations the Commission 

would like to put on the building lots.  Ms. Gray appeared again and informed the Commission that they have 

been in discussion with the Land Trust on acquiring lot 4 as a conservancy lot.  They have also been in discussion 

regarding their acquiring lots 1 and 3 as well.  Ms. Ensinger from the Land Trust intended to be here this 

evening, but unfortunately became ill.  There can’t be anything formal done in this regard until the granting of 

the preliminary subdivision is done.   

 

Ms. Roney does not believe that this can be decided this evening, as the information is not complete.  

Ms. Goldstein polled the Commission as to if they would like to do their own finding statement or adopt the 

Planning Board’s.  Mr. Neuringer suggested adding conditions above and beyond what the Planning Board has 

done as the process of having conditions on the building go forward with the application.  Ms. Georgiou stated 

that can be done, but the conditions would have to be within the Commission’s jurisdiction.   
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Ms. Bienstock Cohen asked about the scenic limitations and if those could be addressed.  Ms. Evans 

stated that a visual assessment was done.  Ms. Goldstein believes that this is something that is within their 

jurisdiction and could be addressed.  Ms. Goldstein stated that this would be held over to the next meeting to 

review the Planning Board’s findings.  The Commission asked for full-sized plans before the next meeting.  Ms. 

Roney also asked that a copy of the DEC wetland certification be provided to the Commission. 

 

 

B. 805, 817- 819 MAMARONECK AVENUE -CONSISTENCY 

805, 817-819 Mamaroneck Avenue (Section 8, Block 21,Lots 228 & 233), Subdivision and Site plan for 

redevelopment/new construction of retail shops along Mamaroneck Avenue. The proposal seeks to combine 

two sites: the first site (2.23 acres) contains a vacant 25,377 square foot retail building, previously occupied by 

A&P supermarket. The second site (0.113 acres) contains a vacant three-story residential apartment building. 

These two parcels will be combined in the Subdivision (merger) process. The new building will consist of five 

single story retail units totaling approximately 11,975 square feet in floor area in the C-1 district. 

 

Ms. Bienstock Cohen is recused from this project review 

 

Mr. Andrew Spatz Attorney for the Applicant, Mr. Greg Merritt Landscape Architect, Mr. Joe Riina 

Engineer, Mr. Steve Ciambruschini of Langan Engineering, Ms. Amelia Dos of Creative Architecture, Mr. Brandon 

Fritz and Mr. Marc Newman of Brixmor appeared.  Mr. Spatz reviewed the application, which was reviewed as a 

preliminary application at the December 2016 and February 2017 meetings.  The applicant was also before the 

Planning Board at their March meetings.  A Negative Declaration was issued.  A memo was issued by the HCZMC 

in January with 19 points and requests for clarification.  Mr. Spatz indicated that the applicant pursued 

addressing these comments with due diligence and that the applicant is confident that the Commission will find 

their application Consistent with the policies of the LWRP after this evening’s presentation.   

 

 Mr. Newman gave the Commissioners a status update for the grocery component of this application. 

 Mr. Riina then presented a plan, which demonstrated the revised storm water routing. It was noted no runoff 

will go to the river and the new drainage is shown in the SWPPP post development. Ms. Dos appeared and 

reviewed the flood protection measures taken on the site.  There will be removable barriers and sealant 

additives will be added to the building.  Backflow measures have been taken.  All of this is being done on the 

new structure.  Mr. Spatz stated that this was previously submitted and he reviewed those measures.  Pervious 

pavers have been added as green infrastructure. This project began by meeting the minimum requirements of 

the Village Code and now the entire site is being treated. 

 

 The Commissioners discussed the February 28, 2017 Brixmor memo to the Building Inspector, Mr. Gray 

regarding Chapter 186 Flood Damage Prevention.  Mr. Neuringer stated that there is nothing in the plans that 

show the specific flood protection measures.  He also asked if the walls would be able to withstand the water 

pressure, as the water will be kept outside of the building during a flood event.   Mr. Riina stated that the memo 

did list the specific measures that will be done.   The question if the walls can withstand the water pressure 
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during a flood event has not yet been answered.  This is something the applicant will look at and report back to 

the Commission.   

 

 Ms. Roney asked about the Flood Emergency Plan.  Mr. Spatz stated that there are particular areas in 

the Village that have water rising faster.  In the event of a severe weather situation where flooding is a 

likelihood, the business would be made aware of this the same as the other businesses on Mamaroneck Avenue 

and the Mamaroneck Avenue School.  He does not see flash flooding as much of an issue on this part of 

Mamaroneck Avenue.  He also stated that CVS has a plan in place.  Mr. Riina worked on this plan.  They made 

sure that this plan was effective.  Ms. Roney recommended that the applicant work with the Emergency 

Management personnel in the Village.  Mr. Riina asked if there are other plans in the Village that work well, as 

they were at a loss when looking for one.  The only plan they found is the one for the new development across 

the street. 

 

 The Commission noted that there are open items from Mr. Greechan’s memo.  Mr. Greechan stated that 

they are working on these items and these should not prevent the Commission from voting on Consistency.  Ms. 

Goldstein stated that there were documents presented today, but not in time for the Commission to review.  

Mr. Riina reviewed what was on the memo presented today.  Mr. Glattstein believes that this project furthers 

the policies of the LWRP.  Life safety is the most important part of the LWRP and this project takes an apartment 

building out of the flood zone.  He appreciates the efforts and hopes that they are on the way to wrapping this 

up.  Mr. Neuringer agrees; his only issue is to address what will happen to the existing building during a flood 

event.   

 

 Mr. Riina stated that CVS has been ready to open since February, but cannot until they receive their 

Special Permit from the Zoning Board of Appeals and that cannot happen until SEQRA Determination has been 

done and a Consistency Determination made.  Ms. Roney raised the issue of Policy 23.  Ms. Georgiou stated that 

she could address that either in public or in advice of counsel.  The Commission asked Ms. Georgiou to report in 

public.  Ms. Georgiou stated that their opinion on Policy 23 is that it is reasonable that it would apply to specific 

sites listed in the LWRP and 817-819 Mamaroneck Avenue is not one of those sites and therefore they do not 

agree with Ms. Roney’s interpretation.  She can  put this recommendation  in a memorandum.   Ms. Georgiou 

also stated that the structure’s status  was addressed by the Planning Board as part of their SEQRA 

determination and that is binding on the Commission as an involved agency.  Mr. Spatz referenced the Negative 

Declaration and Mr. Galvin provided background communications with SHPO.  The Commission asked counsel to 

prepare a memo on this.   

 

 The Applicant understands that they are to submit the following to the Planning Board during their site 

plan review as conditions of the Consistency approval: 

 

Detail for impervious pavers 

Condition of the sewer laterals and remediated if necessary 

More details on low points and sloping for tree pits 

Flood proofing detail on existing building 
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Structural integrity detail; for existing building 

Detailed Flood Emergency Plan 

 

 It was noted these documents are part of the documents required for the site plan and building permit 

application.  There was further discussion by the Commission and the Commission then adopted the following 

resolution: 

 

 

HARBOR & COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT COMMISSION 

CONSISTENCY RESOLUTION 

Mamaroneck Centre - 805, 817-819 Mamaroneck Avenue 

WHEREAS, Brixmor Property Group (“Applicant”) applied to the Planning Board for site plan approval to 

redevelop property located at 805, 817-819 Mamaroneck Avenue, Mamaroneck, New York (“Premises”) for retail shops, 

including renovation of the former A&P supermarket building consisting of 25,377 square feet to serve two retail stores and 

on the adjacent site, demolition of a vacant apartment building and construction of a new five store retail building consisting 

of approximately 11,975 square feet with shared on-site parking, entitled the “Mamaroneck Centre Project”; and  

WHEREAS, the Commission conducted its preliminary review of the Mamaroneck Centre Project on December 21, 

2016 and February 15, 2017 and submitted a memorandum to the Planning Board summarizing the Commission’s 

preliminary review comments; and  

WHEREAS, after circulating its intent to be Lead Agency to involved agencies and having received no objection 

within thirty days, the Planning Board declared Lead Agency pursuant to SEQRA and thereafter issued a Negative 

Declaration dated March 22, 2017, finding no significant adverse environmental impacts for the Mamaroneck Centre Project; 

and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board referred the Applicant to the Commission to review the Mamaroneck Centre 

Project’s consistency with the Village of Mamaroneck’s Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (“LWRP”) pursuant to 

Village Code §240-29; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant submitted an application for a consistency determination dated April 5, 2017 for the 

Mamaroneck Centre Project, including Coastal Assessment Form, SEQRA documentation, Building Permit documentation, 

project correspondence, photos, and with plans prepared by Site Design Consultants, Joseph Riina, PE: Title Sheet and “Site 

Plans Prepared for Brixmor Property Group” Sheets 1-4 [with inserted Landscape Plans by Bayview Landscape Architecture, 

L-1, L-2 , L-3] and  Sheets 5-11, last revised April 3, 2017, among other materials submitted (“Project”) and appeared at the 

hearing held at the April 19, 2017 Commission meeting.  

 On motion of Mr. Neuringer, seconded by Mr. Glattstein: 

 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission has completed its review and evaluation of said 

application, including the Coastal Assessment Form, and after conferring with its consultants has determined that the Project 

is consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with policies of the LWRP and the Project will not substantially hinder the 

achievement of any of the policies set forth in the LWRP with satisfaction of the following conditions required: 

1. Prior to site plan approval, a detailed Flood Emergency Evacuation Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 

 Planning Board. 
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2. Prior to site plan approval, flood-proofing details for the existing building (805 Mamaroneck Avenue) shall be 

 submitted to the Planning Board demonstrating the building’s structural capacity to resist flood loads and withstand 

 hydraulic forces during flood conditions, to be signed and sealed by a licensed engineer.  

3. Prior to issuance of building permits, condition of the lateral sewer line shall be evaluated and remediated if 

 necessary. 

   The motion passes:  

Ayes:  Mr. Glattstein, Ms. Goldstein, Mr. LaFollette, Mr. Neuringer 

  Nays:      Ms. Roney 

  Abstain:  None 

  Absent:  Ms. Michels 

   [Ms. Bienstock-Cohen recused] 

 

D. JEFFREY & VICTORIA MAGGARD- CONSISTENCY 

8 Oak Lane, (Section 9, Block 92, Lot 8), Consistency for a Wetlands Permit to construct an addition to a 

single family home, a new in ground swimming pool, remove the existing asphalt tennis court, replace existing 

septic tank and associated site work in the R-20 District. 

 

Mr. Glattstein will be chairing this hearing as Ms. Goldstein disclosed she may be buying property on 

Oak Lane; however she can view this application objectively and is not recused from the hearing.   

 

Mr. Dan Natchez of Daniel S. Natchez and Associates appeared and reviewed the application.  The 

information asked for at the last meeting has been submitted.  He noted the CAF has been revised and the LWRP 

narrative has been expanded to include policies 7, 7A, 13 & 44. He also noted that the drainage is to be 

channeled to the rain garden. The best management practices have been provided on the construction plans. No 

Army Corps of Engineers or DEC permit is required. Getting a letter from the DEC stating this will take 2-6 

months.  They worked with Susan Oakley on revising the landscaping plan. A narrative was developed on the 

addition and cottage septic system.  There is currently no leeching field for the cottage, only a tank. The tank is 

now alarmed and when the alarm goes off, it will be pumped out.  They also sealed a pipe. The Department of 

Health mandated a separate system for the cottage.  Perk tests were not done as the Health Department needs 

to be present and they were not available.   Five trees will be removed as per the County Health Department 
 

The following plan was discussed and submitted during this meeting: 
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Mr. Bob Wasp of Sites Remediation Technologies appeared.  They specialize in environmental and civil 

projects.  He reviewed the previous plan, which the Department of Health gave them a qualified no on.  They 

asked that other opportunities be explored, which was done and a site behind the cottage was discovered.  Mr. 

Wasp reviewed the plan submitted to the Health Department.   The test pit review was done today.  Informal 

perc tests have been done.  The formal tests will be done next week.   

 

Mr. Alan Pilch for the applicant appeared and noted a second rain garden was added to pick up the pool 

and terrace water. The new drain in the driveway goes to the first rain garden the second rain garden picks up 

the additional capacity. 

 

 Mr. Glattstein raised the issue of jurisdiction and asked the Commissioners if they are satisfied with the 

documents.  Ms. Roney said that she is; however, the newly proposed work is in the wetlands buffer.  Mr. 

Glattstein stated that would be reviewed later.  Mr. Glattstein believes that the applicant made every effort to 

reach out to the DEC & ACOE and the feedback and evidence provided leads him to believe that they would not 

take jurisdiction over this project.  The building in the 100-foot wetland buffer was raised and Mr. Glattstein 

stated that Mr. Hoeger gave tremendous insight on this.   

 

Mr. Sven Hoeger reviewed his 4/11/17 memo, which follows in its entirety: 

 

From: Sven Hoeger, Environmental Consultant to the HCZMC 

To: Members of the HCZM Commission 

Date: April 11, 2017 

 
RE: Maggard house addition and in-ground pool - 8 Oak Lane Consistency considerations regarding 
policies 7, 7a, 44, and wetland adjacent area 
Additional documents reviewed: 
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- Cover letter by Daniel Natchez Associates, dated 4-4-2017, stamped received 4-5-2017. 

- A revised page of the Coastal Assessment Form (III, IV) 

- The applicant’s LWRP review and commentary revised 4-3-2017. 

- Three pages of photos and dated aerials regarding shoreline issues. 

- Three pages of state DEC wetland regulations 

- 2 pages of e-mail correspondence between US ACE and D. Natchez 

- A Stormwater Management Report by Alan L. Pilch, dated 4-3-2017 

- A set of additional revised application drawings: 

SD-03 by Michael Quadagno, stamped & signed, dated 2-1-2017, last revised 4-4-17 and 

SD-04 NEW, dated 4-4-2017. 

S1 – S3, by Sean Jancski Landscape Architects, stamped and signed, dated 2-1-2017, last revised 3-31-

 2017. 

C 101, C102.1, C102.2 (NEW), C 111, and C 112 by ALP Eng., stamped, dated 1-30-  

2017, rev. 4-3-17. 

 

During the March 15, 2017, regular meeting of the Harbor and Coastal Zone Management Commission 

(HCZMC) I stated my opinion that an encroachment into the wetland adjacent area of the proposed action at 8 

Oak Lane is NOT INCONSISTENT with LWRP policy 7a. The chair of the committee requested a detailed 

explanation for my interpretation of LWRP policies 7, 7a, and 44 to assure the Village the protection of the 

natural habitats of Delancey Cove. The correct interpretation of the LWRP should prevent a precedent setting 

“arbitrary” approval of a building addition in the wetland adjacent area at a significant fish and wildlife habitat. 

The Commission wants to make sure that it’s determination for this project will not be interpreted as a generic 

acknowledgement that building in the wetland adjacent area of a Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat will be 

automatically found consistent (or “not inconsistent”, or “not applicable”) with LWRP policies by future 

applicants.  

 

Delancey Cove is one of eight Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitats identified in the Village of Mamaroneck 

Local Waterfront Revitalization Policies (LWRP Policy 7a). The proposed building expansion of the residence at 

8 Oak Lane encroaches onto the 100 foot wetland adjacent area (a.k.a. wetland buffer) of Delancey Cove, a legal 

set-aside by the Village wetland law (Chapter 192 – Freshwater Wetlands). The law includes tidal wetlands 

defined at the state level in Article 25 NYS Environmental Conservation Law (Tidal Wetlands law). As such the 

question was raised if the LWRP would also require considering the protection of the wetland buffer as part of the 

protection of a Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat. 

 

The recently resubmitted documents address various concerns raised during the March 15th commission. 

Direct stormwater discharges from the driveway into Delancey Cove have been revised to now discharge into the 

raingarden. As a consequence of additional stormwater volume a second, smaller raingarden was added to the 

project.  

 

The addition of 12 oaks to the planting plan is a major environmental improvement. 

Plans (currently still pending) to combine the septic from the guest house with that of the main house also 

constitute environmental improvements.  

 

There are three distinct issues to be considered regarding LWRP Policies: 

1) Delancey Cove is a Village-listed Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat. 
2) The Village Code specifies a protected 100-foot wetland adjacent area along the shore of 

Delancey Cove. 

3) The nature of the encroachment into the wetland adjacent area. 

Prior to detailed commentary, I would like to caution that the Village of Mamaroneck has no 
records of nor does it facilitate the collection of records that qualify or quantify the importance of 
the eight Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Areas listed in the LWRP. This deficiency significantly 
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hinders an informed decision making process that at its core is designed to “preserve, protect and 
where practicable restore” those very areas. 

 
Discussion of LWRP wetland and wildlife policies, 7, 7a and 44 

Policy #7 significant coastal fish and wildlife habitats, as identified on the N.Y. Coastal Area Map (when 

finalized), shall be protected, preserved, and where practical, restored so as to maintain their viability as 

habitats. 

 

LWRP Policy 7 does not apply: 

New York State currently lists 114 areas along the Long Island Sound and Atlantic shore as “Significant 

Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat Areas”. Each area is described in detail for its particular wildlife value and the 

threats that it faces. At the time the Village’s LWRP was written and adopted by local and state agencies, between 

1984 and 1986, a state list of significant fish and wildlife areas was not yet finalized. Delancey Cove, along with 

the other seven Village-protected areas, listed in policy 7a, was therefore included in a special sub-category of 

policy 7 that specifically protects these eight areas regardless of state significance. The nearest state-protected 

Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Areas are the Premium River-Pine Brook wetlands, which are located 

approximately 1.2 miles to the south of Delancey Cove in the Town of Mamaroneck, the Marshlands 

Conservancy, 2.5 miles to the north in the Town of Rye, and the Play land Lake and Manursing Islands Flats in 

the City of Rye (ca. 4 miles north). These areas are much larger than any of the Village-listed areas. Policy 7 
does not apply to Delancey Cove; it applies only to the 114 state-protected Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife 

Habitat Areas. The policy sub-category 7a takes its place for consideration by the HCZMC. 

 

Policy #7a. Significant coastal fish and wildlife habitats, as identified in the LWRP, shall be protected, 

preserved, and where practical, restored so as to maintain their viability as habitats. 

 

LWRP Policy 7a does not apply/application is not inconsistent with policy 7a: Issue 1) Delancey Cove is 

a Village-listed Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat. The eight significant fish and wildlife areas in the 

Village are of environmental importance and should be protected by any means possible. They are like the smaller 

pearls on a necklace between the larger, shinier stones (the state-protected habitats). Migratory birds (especially 

threatened shore birds) find additional sources of food and shelter in the smaller, Village-protected areas. Fish 

larvae and juvenile fish similarly find food and shelter in protected coves, inlets and tidal marshes, regardless of 

size. In the explanation to this policy the following text applies: 

“In order to protect and preserve these significant habitats, land and water uses or development shall be 

undertaken only if such actions are consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the intent and purpose of 

this policy. When the action significantly reduces a vital resource (e.g. food, shelter, living space) or change 

environmental conditions (e.g. temperature, substrate, salinity) beyond the tolerance range of an organism, then 

the action would be considered to significantly impair the habitat. Indicators of a significantly impaired habitat 

may include: reduced carrying capacity, changes in community structure (food chain relationships, species 

diversity), reduced productivity and/or increased incidence of disease and mortality. The range of physical, 

biological and chemical parameters which should be considered include: 

a. physical parameters such as living space, circulation, flushing rates, tidal amplitude, turbidity, water 

temperature, depth (loss of littoral zone), morphology, substrate type, vegetation, structure, erosion and 

sedimentation rates; 

b. biological parameters such as community structure, food chain relationships, species diversity, 

predator/prey relationships, population size, mortality rates, reproductive rates, behavioral patterns, and 

migratory patterns;  

c. chemical parameters such as dissolved oxygen, carbon dioxide, ph, dissolved solids, nutrients, 

organics, salinity, pollutants. When a proposed action is likely to alter any of the biological, physical or chemical 

parameters as described above beyond the tolerance range of the organisms occupying the habitat, the viability of 

that habitat has been, therefore, would be inconsistent with the above policy.” 
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Policy 7a must be considered by the HCZMC in its finding of “consistency” regarding the house addition at 8 Oak 

Lane. In my opinion, policy 7a does NOT APPLY in this very specific case – alternatively the action can 
be regarded as “not inconsistent” with LWPR #7a. In the following paragraphs I will explain that the 

proposed changes on the property do not impair, and specifically do not alter the habitat value in the backyard of 

8 Oak Lane significantly (at best will improve it slightly). Neither does the proposed action protect nor preserve 

the “significant fish and wildlife habitat” of Delancey Cove. I am making this distinction because the minor 

improvements of storm water discharge quality and upgrades to the septic system have simply resulted from 

compliance with other rules and regulations, rather than being specifically targeted at improving, protecting or 

preserving habitats in and at the periphery of Delancey Cove. Two photos showing the general nature of Delancey 

Cove are appended. 

 

Delancey Cove is a shallow inlet bordered almost entirely by residential lawns and landscaping, with minor salt 

marsh patches of Spartina alterniflora (smooth cordgrass) as well as a circa 2-acre freshwater wetland at its 

eastern-most landward extent. Oak Lane and Hommocks Road form a small, rocky “island” that separates 

Delancey Cove from the Hommocks tidal marshes to the west. The marshes are protected under the Town of 

Mamaroneck LWRP as a Critical Environmental Area and are listed as the Hommocks Conservation Area. 

Together the habitat complex of Delancey Cove with its mostly open, shallow water and the tidal marshes at the 

Hommocks provide suitable feeding and resting places as well as limited breeding habitat for a variety of animals, 

primarily bird and fish species, along with numerous invertebrates. The largely wooded character of the “island” 

provides suitable roosting perches for a variety of bird species. All three habitats, the shallow cove, the marshes, 

and the wooded “island” are one functional habitat complex worth protecting. The Village Planning Department 

does not collect specific records of natural resources observed and recorded at Delancey Cove. 

Generically speaking however, the area has all the attributes of valuable and significant coastal fish and wildlife 

habitat. 

 

The explanation of policy 7a reads as follows: 

“…the action significantly reduces a vital resource (e.g. food, shelter, living space)” 

The proposed action does not reduce “food or shelter”. With regard to living space it could be argued that the 

conversion of an asphalt surface (tennis court) to lawn will improve ”living space” for some creatures, primarily 

birds and specifically migrating geese. 

“...or change environmental conditions (e.g. temperature, substrate, salinity) beyond the tolerance range of an 

organism,..” 

The same argument applies to this condition, namely the conversion to lawn has the potential to reduce heating of 

runoff from an asphalt surface. The effect would be small but beneficial rather than an impairment of the adjacent 

aquatic habitat. The proposed action would not alter the aquatic substrate. The proposed raingardens and 

reduction of impervious surface can only positively influence the salinity of this protected cove, since there will 

be less concentrated rainwater runoff into the saltwater body of Delancey Cove. This effect also would be 

minimal at best. 

 “The range of physical, biological and chemical parameters which should be considered include:” 

a) physical parameters such as living space,” - lawn is perhaps a slight improvement over asphalt, 

“circulation,” - no change anticipated 

“flushing rates,” - no change anticipated 

“tidal amplitude,” - no change anticipated 

“turbidity,” - no change anticipated 

“water temperature,” - no change anticipated 

“depth (loss of littoral zone),” - no change anticipated 

“morphology,” - no change anticipated 

“substrate type”, - no change anticipated 

“vegetation,” - no change anticipated 
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“structure,” - no change anticipated 

“erosion and sedimentation rates” - no change anticipated 

b) “biological parameters such as community structure,” - no change anticipated 

“food chain relationships,” - no change anticipated 

“species diversity, “- no change anticipated 

“predator/prey relationships,” - no change anticipated 

“population size,” - no change anticipated 

“mortality rates,” - no change anticipated 

“reproductive rates,” - no change anticipated 

“behavioral patterns,” - no change anticipated 

“and migratory patterns;” - no change anticipated 

c) chemical parameters : dissolved oxygen, - no change anticipated 

“carbon dioxide,” - no change anticipated 

“ph”, - no change anticipated 

“dissolved solids,” - no change anticipated 

“nutrients,”- - no change anticipated, unless the applicant increases fertilizer application to the backyard 

 lawn, 

“organics,” - no change anticipated 

“salinity,” - no change anticipated 

“pollutants” - no change anticipated 

Policy #44. Preserve and protect tidal and freshwater wetlands and preserve the benefits derived from these 

areas. 

LWRP Policy 44 does not apply: 

For the reasons outlined above under policy #7a it equally follows that the proposed action does not affect 

existing tidal or freshwater wetlands. The proposed action does not “preserves or protect” those wetlands or the 

values derived from them – I interpret the proposed development on the property 8 Oak Lane as environmentally 

neutral. In the following sections I am further explaining the rational for a 100-foot wetland buffer and the impact 

the proposed action has on it. 

 

Issue 2) Village Code specifies a protected 100-foot wetland adjacent area along the shore of Delancey Cove. 

The fact that the Village Code specifies a protected 100-foot wetland adjacent area (buffer) along the shore of 

Delancey Cove, is not strictly an LWRP issue. It is however important to understand if an encroachment of the 

buffer affects the functioning of the wetland and whether this action hinders the preservation and protection of the 

wetland. It is therefore important to understand the functions of a wetland buffer generally and how these 

functions apply at this particular property. 

 

To understand the function of a wetland buffer, it is important to review the functions of a wetland and its value to 

the community. In § 192-1. Legislative intent, “The Board of Trustees of the Village of Mamaroneck hereby finds 

that wetlands play a fundamental role in the environment of the Village of Mamaroneck. Wetlands provide a 

natural habitat for many forms of wildlife; aid flood control and storm drainage by absorbing and storing excess 

precipitation; protect subsurface water resources and recharge groundwater supplies; protect water quality by 

functioning as sedimentation and filtration basins; facilitate recreational and educational activities; and offer 

natural open spaces where such open spaces are in very short supply. ……. This chapter shall be known as the 

"Wetlands Protection Law." § 192-2. Definitions, lists the following under the category: 

“ADJACENT AREA Any land in the Village of Mamaroneck immediately adjacent to a wetland or lying within 

100 feet, measured horizontally, of the boundary of a wetland.” 

 

A wetland buffer does not serve a function of its own; it simply protects the wetlands to do their respective 

functions. Buffers prevent encroachment of a wetland by adjacent land use. 
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Excerpts from text provided by the New York State Department of Environmental Conversation website, labeled: 

“Brief Description of the Freshwater Wetlands Act and What it Means to Wetlands Landowners”. 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Wetlands are one of the most productive habitats for feeding, nesting, spawning, resting and cover for fish and 

wildlife, including many rare and endangered species. 

Flood and Storm Water Control 

Wetlands provide critical flood and stormwater control functions. They absorb, store, and slow down the 

movement of rain and melt water, minimizing flooding and stabilizing water flow. 

Surface and Groundwater Protection 

Wetlands often serve as groundwater discharge sites; maintaining base flow in streams and rivers; and 

supporting ponds and lakes. In some places, wetlands are very important in recharging groundwater supplies. 

Wetlands also improve water quality by absorbing pollutants and reducing turbidity. 

Erosion Control 

Wetlands slow water velocity and filter sediments, protecting streams, lakes, reservoirs and navigational 

channels. They also buffer shorelines and agricultural soils from water erosion 

Pollution Treatment and Nutrient Cycling 

Wetlands cleanse water by filtering out natural and many manmade pollutants, which are then broken down or 

immobilized. In wetlands, organic materials are also broken down and recycled back into the environment, where 

they support the food chain. 

Public Enjoyment 

Wetlands provide areas for recreation, education and research. They also provide valuable open space, 

especially in developing areas where they may be the only green space remaining 

 

Wetland buffers in general can facilitate access to and the study of wetlands. However, the property at 8 Oak Lane 

is privately owned. With regard to the other functions of a wetland that the buffer is supposed to protect, the 

effective width will differ from case to case, from location to location and with each subject of concern. A 100-

foot buffer, as I see it, and as it was described quite elaborately in Mitchell, Frank,1996*, is an artificial construct. 

In his article Mr. Mitchell points out that there is a “methodology dilemma” which often results in a standardized 

100-foot wetland buffer as a compromise fallback position, due to the fact that a “complex decision-making 

process” that ideally uses a “prescriptive width determination model” poses inordinate “extra costs to the land 

owner” and requires special technical expertise from the normally volunteer reviewers. A 100-foot buffer, or 

adjacent area, is nonsensical at the foot of a steep slope for example (NYS DEC modifies buffer width at bluffs 

and on elevations above elevation +10). It also does not work at freshwater wetlands, such as vernal pools, in 

areas where there are still large native salamanders, spotted and marbled salamanders, for example. Those animals 

can migrate 300 to 3,000 feet or more to and from their respective breeding and living habitats. A 100-foot buffer 

does not serve to protect those creatures. On the other hand, a strict 100-foot buffer along Delancey Cove will 

include mostly lawn and landscaped backyards, where the creatures of the intertidal zone find little to no habitat 

value. Potentially of wildlife value are 10 trees slated for removal. The lack of wildlife inventory data however 

makes this a speculative assumption. The apparent values of the setback in this case are primarily for assuring 

good water quality, groundwater recharge, and erosion control. The width needed for those functions will depend 

on prevailing site conditions. It is my understanding that the applicant has given these functions enough thought 

as to include mitigating measures that can justify a site specific (one time) reduction in the buffer width and allow 

the construction of an addition to the existing building while simultaneously preserving, perhaps even minimally 

improving these functions in the wetland buffer. 

 

The proposed encroachment into the standard wetland adjacent area along Delancey Cove should therefore be no 

cause for alarm that LWRP policies 7a and 44 would be affected – in fact, the proposed activity in the wetland 
buffer along Delancey Cove is of no concern to consistency considerations. The applicants have shown 

that they are willing to mitigate any potential future environmental impacts on Delancey Cove “to the maximum 

extent practicable”. 
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Issue 3) The nature of the encroachment into the wetland adjacent area. 

The proposed house addition and new swimming pool in the backyard of 8 Oak Lane result in the following 

potentially environmentally important changes on the property: 

1) New impervious surfaces are added (new roof, new driveway, swimming pool). 

2) An existing asphalt tennis court is going to be removed and converted to landscaping and lawn. 

3) Two raingardens are proposed for storm water impact mitigation 

4) The existing septic system to the main house is going to be upgraded and modernized. Changes to the septic 

system of the cottage are under review. 

5) A total of 15 trees are being removed – replacements are adequate. 

The applicant’s representative claims reductions of impervious surface for this project overall of 12 % (43% in the 

wetland buffer). The amount of impervious surface is typically directly proportional to the amount of storm water 

runoff from a given property. 

Where such a property is located inland, its storm water discharge ultimately ends up in a storm sewer pipe and/or 

in a natural stream. The more impervious surface the more runoff and the more flow capacity storm sewers and 

streams need to have. The property at 8 Oak Lane does however border directly onto Delancey Cove, part of Long 

Island Sound. There are no conveyance considerations to be had. In this respect (volume) the reduction of 

impervious surface as a result of development is meaningless. Storm water runoff conveys sediments and 

pollutants. These are issues the applicant attempts to mitigate with the addition of two rain gardens that intercept 

drainage from the new driveway, from the perimeter drain of the pool, and some roof drainage from the front of 

the house. The proposed drainage from the new driveway into one of the rain gardens has the added benefit of 

intercepting currently uncontrolled runoff from Oak Lane through the Maggard property into Delancey Cove. 

A total of 15 trees are being removed. Nine (9) of those trees are located within the 100-foot wetland buffer and 6 

of them are white oaks. The white oaks are of substantial size, between 12 and 36 inches in diameter. An 

additional 4 large white oaks are going to be removed just outside of the wetland buffer. White oaks in particular 

are of concern since they are very slow growing; they produce acorns and offer potential roosting and perching 

habitat for large predatory birds, such as herons, owls, hawks, osprey and bald eagle. However, the trees slated for 

removal are part of a larger grove, much of which will be preserved. Their loss could potentially have negative 

habitat impact, but given the lack of information available about their actual usage by wildlife, it is impossible to 

gage if their removal will ultimately diminish the habitat value of the wetland buffer around Delancey Cove. The 

applicant proposes to “replace” the cut oaks with young oaks – 5 white oaks and 7 swamp white oaks**. Over 

time these trees may functionally replace the habitat value represented by the cut trees – they will represent a 

younger cohort of trees, which is missing at this location due to intense landscaping that prevents oak seedlings 

from growing to maturity. Proposed replacement plantings of shadbush, flowering dogwood, and Eastern red 

cedar offer the possibility to replace fruit and seed eating songbird habitat of roughly equal value. During their 

presentation at the March 15th HCZMC meeting the applicant explained upgrades of the existing septic system at 

the main house, which are required by County health department regulations. These upgrades will include nutrient 

removal devices and will therefore be an improvement over existing conditions. The septic field is located close 

to shore of Delancey Cove. Any reduction in nitrogen in the seepage from the septic field would be an 

improvement of water quality in Delancey Cove. Changes to a separate septic system of the cottage are under 

review. 

 

The conversion of an existing asphalt tennis court to lawn and landscaped area can be regarded as a potentially 

beneficial action. Its removal means less concentrated storm water runoff into Delancey Cove during rain events; 

less nitrogen and sulphur input from atmospheric deposition and bird droppings will wash into the cove. Asphalt 

surfaces heat up significantly during the summer. Nutrients and heat can get transferred into the cove during 

summer storms. The cumulative effect of nutrients and warm water discharge into the sea can lead to diminished 

dissolved oxygen carrying capacity of the water and to diminished habitat value, which in extreme cases can lead 

to massive fish die-off events. 
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Lawn and landscape plantings on the other hand tend to keep the soil surface cool through shading and 

evapotranspiration. Any runoff from these areas during summer storms is likely going to be temperature neutral 

with regard to the cove. There is however one caution to the assumption of only beneficial effect on the 

environment. It is the unknown future landscape and lawn management at this property. Excessive use of fertilizer 

and other lawn chemicals, used to keep the lawn green and free of weeds, has the potential to neutralize or even 

worsen the potentially positive effects the removal of the tennis court can have on the environment. The 
commission may want to go on record to recommend restrictions on future use of inorganic 
fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides. 
 

In response to questions about the extent of rock ledge and depth of soil on the property, the engineer provided an 

additional sheet that shows boring locations and depth-to-rock measurements. My visual inspection of the 

property confirms the applicant’s assertion that solid rock outcroppings are minimal in the area where the house 

addition is proposed – see annotated photos in the appendix. 

 

Summary 

I hope that these comments adequately address the commission’s concerns with regard to LWRP policies 7, 7a 

and 44. As explained this development is somewhat atypical, in that it is neutral with regard to the 
referenced policies, or perhaps minimally reduces some environmental threats to Delancey Cove by adding 

two raingardens for water quality protection. The wildlife habitat value of the wetland buffer may be somewhat 

minimally improved for grazing birds by the addition of new lawn surface, while there may be temporarily a 

minimally negative impact caused by a reduction in perching and roosting places on mature large trees. 

Annotated site photos are appended 

End of commentary 

 
Reference: 
* Mitchell, Frank 1996*Vegetated Buffers for Wetlands and Surface Waters: Guidance for New Hampshire 

Municipalities (Wetland Journal Vol 8 (4): 4-8. Environmental Concern Inc., Maryland) 

** Swamp white oaks, as their name indicates, require moisture to grow well. Proper placement that assures this 

access to all-year-round moisture is recommended. Since the property has a lot of ledge that is susceptible to 

periodic drying out during the summer, and mature trees that further reduce water availability, planting locations 

for the swamp white oaks should be carefully considered to assure their continued successful establishment. 
 

APPENDIX 

8 Oak Lane Annotated Site Photos 
Photo of existing conditions at the general area designated for new swimming pool. 

Photo of existing conditions at the general area designated for new rain garden below residence. 

Photo of existing conditions at the area designated for new rain garden below pool. 

Yellow line indicates approximate outline of new building envelope. 

Yellow line indicates approximate outline of new building envelope. 

Yellow lines indicate approximate outline of new building envelope; ocre lines indicate approximate outline of 

new driveway. 

Erosion channel from road runoff. 

View west from a pier into a small lateral bay of Delancey Cove – at center right the cottage and the tennis court. 

Intertidal marsh plants are sparse. 

View east toward the terminus of Delancey Cove – the arrow points toward a 2-acre freshwater wetland. The cove 

is shallow and generally devoid of any significant stand of intertidal vegetation. 

 

 Ms. Goldstein stated that the removal of the tennis court helps her with the encroachment.  The 

Commission discussed its concern about the lack of wildlife inventory and suggested that they ask the Board of 

Trustees for the funds to do this.  Mr. Glattstein asked Ms. Georgiou to review the mitigating factors and the four 
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conditions that needed to be true to make this action Consistent with the LWRP.  Ms. Goldstein asked Ms. 

Georgiou to explain what a determination of not inconsistent means.  Ms. Georgiou read the conditions.  Ms. 

Georgiou also stated that Mr. Hoeger’s memo could be made a part of the record and minutes.  Mr. Neuringer 

stated that the Maggard’s were previous clients of his, but he has no issue with deliberating on this.  Mr. Natchez 

stated that the applicant has no issue with Mr. Neuringer deliberating and voting on this determination. The 

following resolution was adopted by the Commission:  

 

 HARBOR & COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT COMMISSION 

 CONSISTENCY RESOLUTION 

8 Oak Lane 

WHEREAS, Jeffrey and Victoria Maggard (“Applicants”) applied to the Planning Board for wetlands 

permit approval for construction of an addition to an existing home, installation of a new underground swimming 

pool, removal of a tennis court and related site work in a tidal wetlands buffer for property located at 8 Oak Lane 

in the Village of Mamaroneck (“Premises”) with plans (i) SD-01, SD-02, SD-03 dated 2/1/17 by Michael 

Quadagno, PE, (ii) T-100, A-200, A-201 dated 7/14/16 and revised 2/1/17 by Rex Gedney, RA, (iii) S-1, S-2,S-3 

dated 1/31/17 and revised on 2/1/17 by Sean Jancski and C-101, C-102, C-111, C-112 dated 1/30/17 by Alan L. 

Pilch, PE and with additional information and revised drawing sheets provided in a submission dated April 4, 

2017 by Applicants’ consultant  Daniel S. Natchez, received on April 6, 2017 (“Project”); and   

WHEREAS, after having classified the proposed home addition as a Type II action requiring no further 

action under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”), the Planning Board referred the 

Applicants to the Commission to review consistency with the Village of Mamaroneck’s Local Waterfront 

Revitalization Program (“LWRP”) pursuant to Village Code §240-29; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicants submitted an application for a consistency determination and supplemental 

documentation for the Project and appeared at hearings held at the March 15, 2017 and April 19, 2017 

Commission meetings; and 

 WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed and considered the Coastal Assessment Form, application 

materials, and correspondence and memoranda submitted to the Commission by its consultants, the Applicants 

and the public at the March 15, 2017 and April 19, 2017 meetings for the purpose of determining Project 

consistency with the LWRP; and 

 WHEREAS, the Commission, based upon review of the application, including the Environmental 

Assessment Form, and all other relevant materials confirms this Project is a Type II action requiring no further 

action under SEQRA. 

  On motion of Mr. LaFollette, seconded by Ms. Bienstock-Cohen: 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission has completed its review and evaluation of said 

application, including the Coastal Assessment Form, and after conferring with its consultants has 

determined that the Project will not substantially advance any LWRP policies, but will not substantially 

hinder the achievement of any LWRP policies. Therefore there is no obstacle to a finding of consistency 

with the LWRP.  



04 19 2017 HCZMC min draft  

P a g e  18 | 20 

 

 

The motion passes:  

 Ayes:   Mr. Glattstein, Ms. Goldstein, Mr. Neuringer, Mr. LaFollette, Ms. Bienstock Cohen 

 Nays:      Ms. Roney 

 Abstain:  None 

 Absent:   Ms. Michels  

 

3. NEW BUSINESS (Taken out of order) 

 

A. ORIENTA BEACH CLUB - SITE PLAN-PRELIMINARY REVIEW 

 1054 Walton Avenue Site Plan (Section 9, Block 98, Lot 1) Application to relocate an existing platform 

tennis court, add an additional court, add a new Warming hut and decking and install storm water recharging 

system (MR District) 

 

Mr. Rex Gedney, Project Architect for the applicant appeared with Mr. Benedict Salanitro, Project 

Engineer, Beth Evans, Mark Shehan the General Manager and Jim Hanley, Board member of the Club.  They have 

been before the Planning Board.  He reviewed the purpose of this application.  Mr. Greechan has reviewed the 

plan.  Ms. Goldstein asked Mr. Gedney to give an overview of what exists and what is planned.  Mr. Gedney 

reviewed the site plans.   

 

Mr. Salanitro appeared and discussed the percentage of impervious surface with the new plan, which is 

an increase because of having a fully paved parking lot.  The storm water plan was reviewed.  There will also be 

a bio swale in addition to the infiltrators.  The perc tests were reviewed.  The warming hut was reviewed next.  

Everything will be raised 4 feet above ground.  Mr. Gedney stated that 12 trees will be removed, they are large, 

but close together and their health is in question.  At least the 12 trees that are being removed are being 

replaced.  One large maple is being transplanted.  As the Planning Board is completing SEQRA, Mr. Glattstein 

asked if Consistency could be done with the completion of SEQRA as a condition.  Ms. Georgiou believes that 

this is a coordinated review; therefore, Consistency cannot be done tonight.  Even if this was not a coordinated 

review, this was put on the agenda as a preliminary review; therefore it is not appropriate for the Commission to 

take action.  If SEQR is complete, consistency review will be scheduled for  the May meeting.   

 
 

2. OLD BUSINESS (Continued) 

 

F. DISCUSSION- NYS DEC Article 19 Air Permit - Mount Vernon Plastics 460 Ogden Ave.  

(Taken out of order) 

 

Ms. Goldstein stated that a citizen noted that the DEC stated that as this was not in a coastal area, it was 

not subject to Consistency review.  Ms. Goldstein spoke with a representative of the DEC, who seemed new to 

the process.  Ms. Goldstein informed her that the entire Village is subject to the LWRP.  She will follow up before 

the next meeting.   

 

E. DISCUSSION: West Basin Pump Station in Harbor Island Park. 
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Proposed upgrades and construction by Westchester County Department of Environmental facilities. 

 

Ms. Goldstein stated that a memo was received from the Village Engineer outlining what the project 

would be.  It stated that no action was needed or required by the HCZMC.  The pump station at Otter Creek did 

need Consistency from the DEC and Ms. Goldstein asked Ms. Georgiou to let them know why this is different.  

Ms. Georgiou stated that the DEC does not have jurisdiction on this pump station.  Mr. Neuringer stated that is 

because this one is located on Village property and the other on County property.  Ms. Georgiou does not have 

an answer as to whether or not this is within the Army Corps’ jurisdiction.   If it were, that would trigger a 

referral by DOS and an advisory review from this Commission.  As Mr. Neuringer has stated, this is on Village 

property and it is also in the scenic resource listed in the LWRP.  In so far as there are concerns regarding the 

county’s work on this, this can be addressed to the Board of Trustees.  She recommends going through the 

Board of Trustees to communicate with the County. 

 

Ms. Goldstein stated that the revised Chapter240, states that a project or physical activity that may 

affect the environment by changing the use, appearance or condition of any natural resource or structure that is 

directly undertaken, funded or approved by the Village, the Village has to grant authority.  Ms. Georgiou stated 

that having to get a building permit would not automatically trigger referral to the Commission;, this would 

occur only if there were certain land use approvals needed.  Mr. Neuringer stated that there has been 

substantial angst with the East Basin structure.  Mr. Neuringer was insulted that the Engineer stated that this 

Commission did not need to review.  Even though the County has an easement on this property, he believes that 

Village attorneys need to look at this easement carefully to see if it grants the County the ability to do whatever 

they like.  In respect to Ms. Georgiou’s suggestion of contacting the Board of Trustees, Mr. Neuringer attended a 

recent meeting and he expressed outrage that the Village is not participating at all in this project.  He suggested 

to the Board that they at least refer this to the HCZMC and Planning Board and ask for an advisory opinion on 

what is being proposed.  He believes that should be done.  Citizens should be outraged on what is happening on 

Village land without any participation.  He believes that the Commission should state an opinion that they do 

have jurisdiction on this project.   

 

Ms. Georgiou would exercise caution as far as the Commission having jurisdiction.  Based on the nature 

of the work, there is case law that would suggest that the County would not have to seek land use permits.  The 

Board of Trustees could certainly try, but it could end up in litigation.  Mr. Neuringer believes that a building 

permit is about to be issued for this project.  No one he knows of is questioning the need of the County to do 

this.  It is viable.  It is a site plan issue and believes that is the kind of input the Planning Board and this 

Commission can give.  The Commission agreed that a memo should be drafted by the Chair in concert with 

Counsel and sent to the Board of Trustees.  Mr. Glattstein believes it important to see the plans.  Mr. Greechan 

believes that it will mimic the Pavilion with a stone veneer.  Mr. Neuringer stated he doesn’t have issue with 

what it is going to be constructed of, but where it is going to be.  Ms. Goldstein asked that this remain on the 

agenda going forward. 

 

5. ADJOURN MEETING 
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Motion by Mr. Neuringer; seconded by Ms. Roney and carried by the Commission the 

meeting was adjourned at 11:12pm 
Vote: 

Ayes:   Ms. Goldstein, Mr. Glattstein, Mr. Neuringer, Ms. Roney, 
Mr. LaFollette, Ms. Bienstock Cohen 

Nays:   None 
Abstain:   None 
Absent:   Ms. Michels 
 
 

 Respectfully submitted, 

Betty-Ann Sherer 
Betty-Ann Sherer 
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DRAFT –NOT APPROVED 

VILLAGE OF MAMARONECK 

HARBOR AND COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

MAY 17, 2017 – 7:30 PM 

COURT ROOM- 169 MT. PLEASANT AVENUE 

 

PRESENT: 

Chairperson:   Cindy Goldstein 

Commissioners:  Brian Glattstein 

    Kevin LaFollette  

Jennifer Bienstock Cohen 

Doreen Roney 

Clark Neuringer 
       

Also Present:    Anna Georgiou, Counsel 

    Hugh Greechan, Engineer 

    Sven Hoeger, Environmental Consultant  

    Bob Galvin, Planning Consultant 

  

Absent:    Pam Michels 

 

1. OPEN MEETING 

Chair Goldstein opened the meeting at 7:30 pm. 

 

2. OLD BUSINESS 

A. MAMARONECK BEACH & YACHT CLUB – UPDATE 

 

 Ms. Goldstein noted that the Commission had requested that they be notified when the dye test of the 

sewer line was being done.  A dye test was done on May 1; however, there was no notification to the 

Commissioners. Mr.Greechan was notified the day of the testing. He was given no direction to witness the 

testing.  It seems it was a successful dye test.   

 

  Ms. Goldstein stated that she would develop a memo to the Acting Village Manager with the 

Commissioners’ concerns.  Mr. Neuringer expressed his disappointment in the lack of proper notification 

and felt the memo to the Board of Trustees should include questions on the pressure testing. They felt 15psi 

did not adequately represent adequacy of the pipe. There were concerns with the pump station 

improvements, as the sewer line would not support this new station.  They felt the Code required higher 

testing levels than what the pipe was tested. They wanted to know who made the decision and what the 

basis for it was. HCZMC had made specific requests, which were not responded to. 
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 Mr. Greechan explained the testing and the rational on the pressures used for this test.  Mr. Neuringer 

thanked Mr. Greechan for this explanation.  He is still concerned that the pump station will have to be 

replaced and the existing pipe will not be able to handle the pressure and sewage will go into our waters.  

He wished the Village expressed the same concern.  Ms. Goldstein asked if this pipe is inspected on any 

regular basis.  Mr. Greechan said that the pipes are very small so only dye tests can be done and they are 

being done twice a year.  This question will be added to the memo sent by the Commission.   

 

B. ORIENTA BEACH CLUB - SITE PLAN-CONSISTENCY 

1054 Walton Avenue Site Plan (Section 9, Block 98, Lot 1) Application to relocate an existing platform tennis 

court, add an additional court, add a new Warming hut and decking and install storm water recharging 

system (MR District) 

 

 Ms. Goldstein stated that a preliminary review was done at the last meeting and the Commission was 

prepared to act but procedurally needed to wait for the Planning Board to complete SEQRA. 

 

 Mr. Rex Gedney, architect for the project appeared.  They were back before the Planning Board and the 

SEQRA determination was done.  He stated that nothing has changed since the last meeting.   

 

  The Commissioners discussed the site retention and water quality in the bio swale. Mr. Gedney stated 

that the cultec would provide 100% water quality and quantity.  Any overflows will go to the bio swale. They 

felt this was a more sensitive approach to keep all of their water on site.  It will also take some of the water 

from the road.   The paddle courts are treated as impervious even though they are pervious as they are 

decks with gravel beneath.  The following resolution was adopted by the Commission: 

 

HARBOR & COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT COMMISSION 

 CONSISTENCY RESOLUTION 

1054 Walton Avenue * Orienta Beach Club 

WHEREAS, Orienta Beach Club (“Applicant”) applied to the Planning Board for site plan approval to relocate an 

existing platform tennis court, add an additional court, add a new warming hut and deck, install a stormwater recharging 

system and improve parking areas at 1054 Walton Avenue, Mamaroneck, New York (“Premises”) with (i) architectural plans 

prepared by Rex B. Gedney, R.A. dated 9/22/16 and last revised on 4/5/17 (T-100, S-001, S-002); (ii) plans prepared by 

Benedict A. Salanitro, PE dated 11/21/16 and last revised on 3/23/17 (ER-1), plans dated 2/28/17 and last revised on 3/20/17 

(ER-1A) and plans dated 11/21/16 and last revised on 3/10/17 (ER-2); (iii) survey prepared by Michael W. Finkbeiner, PLS 

dated 3/1/17 and (iv) landscape plan prepared by Melissa Brent dated 1/8/16 (“Project”); and 

WHEREAS, the Commission conducted its preliminary review of the Project on April 19, 2017; and  

WHEREAS, after circulating its intent to be Lead Agency to involved agencies (unlisted action) and having received 

no objection within thirty days, the Planning Board declared Lead Agency pursuant to SEQRA and thereafter issued a 

Negative Declaration dated April 26, 2017, finding no significant adverse environmental impacts for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board referred the Applicant to the Commission to review Project  consistency with the 

Village of Mamaroneck’s Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (“LWRP”) pursuant to Village Code §240-29; and 
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WHEREAS, the Applicant submitted an application for a consistency determination and appeared at the hearing 

held at the May 17, 2017 Commission meeting; and  

WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed and considered the Coastal Assessment Form, application materials, and 

correspondence and memoranda submitted to the Commission by its consultants and the Applicant for the purpose of 

determining Project consistency with the LWRP. 

 On motion of Ms. Bienstock-Cohen, seconded by Ms. Roney: 

  THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission has completed its review and evaluation of said 

application, including the Coastal Assessment Form, and after conferring with its consultants has determined that the Project 

is consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the policies of the LWRP and will not substantially hinder the 

achievement of any of the policies set forth in the LWRP. 

    The motion passes: 

Ayes: Mr. Glattstein, Ms. Goldstein, Mr. LaFollette, Mr. Neuringer, Ms. Bienstock- 

Cohen, Ms. Roney 

 Nays:         None 

  Abstain:     None 

  Absent:      Ms. Michels  
                                   

C. ALTER SUBDIVISION- CONSISTENCY for a Proposed 4 Lot Subdivision 

1000 Taylors Lane, (Section 4 Block 77, Lot 14), Consistency for a proposed 4 lot subdivision located at 1000 

Taylors Lane in the R-15 District 

 

 Ms. Goldstein stated that the Commission decided to do their own SEQRA findings.  Mr. Neuringer 

disclosed that he has had interaction with Ms. Gray advocating on behalf of one of his projects, but it does not 

have bearing on his hearing this application.  Ms. Gray agreed. 

 

 Ms. Jennifer Gray attorney for the applicant appeared.  She gave a brief recap of this 4-lot subdivision. 

She noted the Westchester Land Trust has significant interest in the 3.2 acres that make up lot 4.  Since the last 

meeting, they have evaluated the lot. The restricted building envelopes for proposed lots 1 & 3 are setback as 

far from the wetlands that they can be. The Planning Board has restricted Floor Area Ratios.  The applicant has 

agreed to additional restrictions on their existing parcel and residence. Ms. Gray stated that the Land Trust has 

also expressed interest in acquiring lots 1 and 3, so there is a possibility that those lots will never be developed.  

The applicant wholeheartedly supports this. 

 

 The Commission was concerned if the Land Trust does not take the parcels what would the backup plan 

be? Ms. Gray stated that the alternatives were discussed in the FEIS. There will be deed restrictions in place, and 

if the land trust does not take them all – except for the conservation lot- only a single-family home can be built 

on lots 1 and 3.  

  

 Ms. Roney stated that there is still an issue regarding the subdivision as not all of the lots conform to the 

Code.  Mr. Gray does not interpret this the same way;  the home on lot 2 is viewed as zoning compliant.   Mr. 
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Neuringer stated that wetlands and buffers are not listed in the Zoning Code.  There is non-conformity on the 

lot, but not with respect to zoning.   

 

 Mr. Neuringer recalls that the Commission wanted more information on how the Certificate of 

Occupancy was issued for the existing home on lot 2.  He believes that a mistake was made.  There are 

mitigations that could be required in the buffer.  Mr. Neuringer is concerned that the applicant can add an 

additional 500 square feet to the structure with no restriction on an accessory structure.  He suggested that as a 

result of the mistake made, would the applicant agree to limit any addition to the house or additional accessory 

structures in perpetuity.  Ms. Roney suggested adding any imperious surface to the restriction.  Ms. Georgiou 

asked for clarification as to what policy of the LWRP this relates to. 

  

  The Commissioners then discussed the 44 policies of the LWRP, specifically policies: 7, 7A, 8, 11, 12, 14, 

17, 23, 25 & 44.  Ms. Gray stated that the applicant would not have an issue with adding the restriction of using 

pesticides or herbicides to lot 2.  Ms. Evans appeared to discuss the slope analysis on lot 3.  Mr. Glattstein asked 

if there could be a deed restriction on the lots that any construction would have to come before this 

Commission or one like it for Consistency with the LWRP.  Ms. Bienstock Cohen said that all of this would be 

obviated if the Land Trust took over lots 1 and 3 as well as lot 4.  She asked if the Commission could wait until 

this determination is made.  Ms. Evans stated that these lots could not be conveyed before the subdivision took 

place and that cannot happen without a Consistency Determination.  Ms. Georgiou suggested that the 

Commission does not have the jurisdiction to add the restriction that Mr. Glattstein suggested.  Mr. Neuringer 

does not believe that this subdivision is being applied for with the intent to give these other two lots to a 

conservatory.  That is what acquired means, to sell, not to give away.  He believes that lot 4 is being conveyed 

for conservation.  Ms. Gray appeared and stated that Mr. Neuringer is correct.  Lot 4 is being dedicated to the 

Land Trust.  If lots 1 and 3 go to the Land Trust it will be through a financial transaction.  

 

 Ms. Roney asked about the FEMA restrictions and if lots 1 and 3 are in the X flood zone in the new 

mapping.  Ms. Evans stated it is in X but they are meeting the AE requirements.  This is a possible deed 

restriction.  Ms. Goldstein asked that a deed restriction that lot 4 would be a conservation lot be added as a 

possible condition for Consistency.  Ms. Georgiou confirmed that it would be within their jurisdiction to do so.  

Ms. Gray stated that although the Alter’s have no intention of adding square footage to the existing home on lot 

2, having this be a deed restriction was not discussed.  She would discuss this with the applicant before the next 

meeting.  The Commission asked that the issue of restricting the use of herbicides and pesticides be a deed 

restriction as well.  Mr. Hoeger again suggested having a visible demarcation of where the wetland buffer 

begins.  A survey marker is often used and was suggested.  Ms. Goldstein would like to see a letter or intent or a 

written document containing their thoughts on the acquisition of lot 4 and also on lots 1 and 3.  Mr. Neuringer 

also asked for a memo from Ms. Georgiou stating why she believes that the Commission should not ask the 

applicant to voluntarily put a restriction on any future building on lots 1 and 3 without a Consistency 

Determination for the construction of single family homes on each lot.   
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 The Commission asked that a draft resolution with conditions be prepared by counsel for possible 

review at the June  meeting.  The Commission will request that the Building Department pull the file for lot 2, for 

their review. 

 

3. NEW BUSINESS 

A.  740 SOUNDVIEW DRIVE- PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION REVIEW AND PLANNING BOARD  

 CIRCULATION FOR LEAD AGENCY 

 O'Keefe 740 Soundview Drive (Section 4, Block 74, Lots 36, 37A, 37B, 38, 39& 40) Subdivision -Lot 

 Merger to combine multiple lots to create 2 zoning compliant lots in the (R-10 District) 

 

 Ms. Goldstein discussed disclosures of connections or prior associations between certain Commissioners 

and the Applicants or their representatives; she confirmed that none of these circumstances  would affect this 

project review including the objectivity of Commissioners. 

 

 Ms. Martha McCarty, attorney for the applicant appeared and noted these are 5 tax lots to be merged 

to create 2 zoning compliant lots. The line will be moved to allow the existing house to then be conforming as 

well as the creation of a new conforming lot. They have been before the Planning Board.  The applicants have 

the intent to sell one of the lots and are sure that there will be a home built there. 

 

 Ms. McCarty stated that it was thought that this is a Type II action under SEQRA, however, it was 

decided that it was an Unlisted Action.  That will have to be changed on the application.  They are not moving 

any dirt or taking down any trees.   There will be no significant impacts to the environment.  

 

Ms. McCarty referenced the May 14, 2017 Bob Galvin memo for this project: 

The Planning Board has requested information on the potential FAR resulting from the subdivision (lot Adjustment) 
application for 740 Soundview Drive.  The application seeks the lot line adjustment that would result in a New Lot 2.  
The existing property at 740 Soundview Drive is in the R-10 zoning district and totals 28, 750 sf. The existing house is 
approximately 3,600 sf.   

The lot line adjustment would result in two zoning compliant lots. The requested FAR information resulting from the 
subdivision/lot adjustment is provided below: 

Lot 1 (existing house) – existing lot size – 17,250 sf – existing house size – 3,600 sf - potential FAR using sliding scale – 
5,132 sf (0.2975) – previous potential before sliding scale – 6,900 sf + 400’ garage exclusion (7,300 sf) 

New Lot 2 – Lot size – 11,500 sf – potential FAR using sliding scale – 3,833 sf (0.3650) – previous potential before 
sliding scale – 4,600 sf + 400’ garage exclusion (5,000 sf) 

The sliding scale results in significantly lower house size for Lot 2, which would be comparable to the existing size of 
the residence on Lot 1 (3,600 sf).  

We have provided a map showing nearby lots and distance (183’) to Magid Pond across Soundview and properties 
bordering the pond.  From the map it appears that the resulting lot adjustment fits in with the neighborhood, which 
appears to be primarily developed. 
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 Ms. Goldstein appreciates the information, but they have no jurisdiction over what is built on the lots.  Mr. 
Neuringer asked who had determined zoning compliance since the form submitted by Mr. Gray only noted the lot area 
and frontage and was silent on lot coverage.  Ms. Roney stated that they didn’t receive all of the information that they 
need to make a determination.  Ms. McCarty stated that she met with the Planning Department and went over what 
information was needed and she believes that everything they needed to get, they did.  Mr. Neuringer again stated his 
concern with lot coverage.  Ms. McCarty does not understand the concern because anyone who is going to build on 
these lots will have to go before the Building Department and it will have to be zoning compliant.   

 Ms. O’Keefe appeared and stated that lot 1 is 17,250 square feet with a 3,500 square foot structure on it, 
which is 20%.  Mr. Neuringer appreciated that and stated that the Building Department should have a document that 
states that.  Ms. McCarty stated that Mr. Gray has looked at this in great detail and if either of the lots were non-
conforming, he would have noted it.  She is happy to get another survey and ask Mr. Gray to put in writing that they 
are conforming; however, it was her view that this is the not purview of this Commission.   

 Ms. Goldstein stated that things should not appear on their agenda if they are not zoning compliant; the 
application not complete.  Ms. Goldstein asked if they could make a Consistency Determination with the condition that 
the Building Department assure that the lots are compliant.  Ms. Georgiou reminded the Commission that this is a 
preliminary review.  They cannot complete Consistency review tonight; the Planning Board is lead agency and SEQR is 
not complete.   

 The Commission requested the plat be revised with the addition of a zoning compliance table, which 
addresses coverage be provided to them before the next meeting.  Ms. Goldstein asked that the Commission get 
copies of the Planning Board application and any determination made by them with their packets.  Consistency review 
is anticipated for  the June meeting.                              

D.  (Continue Old Business)DISCUSSION: West Basin Pump Station in Harbor Island Park. 

 Proposed upgrades and construction by Westchester County Department of Environmental facilities. 

 

 Ms. Goldstein stated that in regard to their memo sent to the Board of Trustees, at this time there is no 

response and the issuance of a Building Permit was put on hold.  Discussion will continue at the June 21, 2017 

meeting 

 

4.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A.  MINUTES: Approval of October 19, 2016 minutes 

 Motion by Mr. LaFollette to adopt the minutes of October 19, 2016; seconded by Mr. Glattstein  

Vote: 
Ayes:   Ms. Goldstein, Mr. Glattstein, Mr. Neuringer, Mr. LaFollette, Ms. Roney 
Nays:   None 
Abstain:   Ms. Bienstock Cohen 
Absent:   Ms. Michels 
 

5.  ADJOURN MEETING 

 Motion by Ms. Bienstock Cohen; seconded by Ms. Roney and carried by the Commission the 

meeting was adjourned at 9:59pm 
Vote: 
Ayes:   Ms. Goldstein, Mr. Glattstein, Mr. Neuringer, Ms. Roney, Mr. LaFollette, Ms. Bienstock Cohen 
Nays:   None 



05 17 2017 HCZMC min draft  

 

P a g e  7 | 7 

 

 

Abstain:   None 
Absent:   Ms. Michels 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Betty-Ann Sherer 
Betty-Ann Sherer 
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DRAFT – NOT APPROVED 

VILLAGE OF MAMARONECK 

HARBOR AND COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

JUNE 21, 2017 – 7:30 PM 

COURT ROOM- 169 MT. PLEASANT AVENUE 

 

PRESENT: 

Chairperson:   Cindy Goldstein 

Commissioners:  Pam Michels 

    Brian Glattstein 

Doreen Roney 

Anthony Carr 

      

Also Present:    Anna Georgiou, Land Use Counsel 

    Bob Galvin, Village Planning Consultant 

    Sven Hoeger, Consulting Environmental Engineer 

    Hugh Greechan, Consulting Engineer  

    

Absent: Jennifer Bienstock Cohen 

Kevin LaFollette   

 

1. OPEN MEETING 

Chair Goldstein opened the meeting at 7:30 pm. 

Ms. Goldstein stated that Mr. Neuringer has left the Commission to serve on the Zoning Board of 

Appeals and welcomed Anthony Carr as the newly appointed member. 

 

2. OLD BUSINESS 

A. MAMARONECK BEACH & YACHT CLUB - STATUS UPDATE 

Ms. Goldstein asked if there is an update on this application.  Ms. Georgiou stated that she 

understands that it is anticipated that the supplemental FEIS will be submitted on or before the next 

Planning Board meeting.  Ms. Goldstein asked that the Commission receive a copy of that as well. 

 

C. 740 SOUNDVIEW DRIVE – CONSISTENCY FOR SUBDIVISION/LOT MERGER 

 O’Keefe 740 Soundview Drive (Section 4, Block 74, Lots 36, 37A, 37B, 38, 39 & 40) – Lot Merger 

 to combine multiple lots to create 2 zoning compliant lots in the R-10 District.  

 (Taken out of Order) 
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 Ms. Goldstein stated that preliminary review was held at the last meeting, however, the 

Commission had to wait for the Planning Board to adopt their Negative Declaration before moving 

forward.  That has been done.   

 

 Ms. Martha Sokol McCarty, attorney for the applicant appeared.  She confirmed that the Planning 

Board did adopt a Negative Declaration on this application.  The applicant was asked to submit an 

amended plot plan dealing with lot coverage.  Ms. Roney asked about the existing lot and conformity 

with zoning.  Mr. Glattstein believes that this had to do with the stairs on the deck, which are in the 

setback and the garage, which is an existing condition.  Ms. McCarty stated that this is a pre-existing non-

conformity, which they are not expanding.  Ms. Roney stated that she believes that this needs to be 

zoning compliant before a subdivision can be approved.  Mr. Galvin stated that this is something that 

the Building Inspector will opine on before the Planning Board.  Ms. Roney also stated that the 

Commission does not have a storm water plan.  Ms. McCarty stated that would be difficult to do as they 

are not doing any building; they are moving a lot line, which can be done without the Village’s permission 

so that there will be a new conforming lot.  When this lot is sold, there will have to be a SWPPP done.   

 

 Mr. Glattstein stated that a letter was received from a resident stating that with a subdivision, a 

SWPPP should be done sooner rather than later.  Ms. Georgiou stated that it is her understanding that 

if there is no planned development on a subdivision, it is almost impossible to do a SWPPP.  Usually with 

a site plan application, there is planned development and a SWPPP provided.  Mr. Greechan agreed that 

with no building plan, there is nothing to review.  Ms. Goldstein stated that there is inconsistency in the 

Code.  Mr. Galvin agrees that there are inconsistencies in the Subdivision Code and this needs to be 

addressed.   

 

 Mr. Glattstein stated that not having a SWPPP makes their Consistency Determination difficult, 

as they need to look at water quality, quantity and flow.  Mr. Galvin agrees and believes that a subdivision 

with no planned development should not be before this Commission.  Mr. Glattstein stated that this is 

backward, as if and when there is development on this going forward requiring a SWPPP, this 

Commission will not have to review it.  Ms. Georgiou stated that is correct, unless a wetlands permit is 

required.  However, the Village Engineer would review and approve the SWPPP.   

 

 Mr. Stuart Tiekert of Beach Avenue appeared.  He was the resident who raised the issue of the 

SWPPP.  He believes that this is something that has to be addressed by the Village.   Perhaps this 

Commission could request an interpretation of the Code. 

 

 Ms. Goldstein reviewed the possible Consistency Determinations.  Ms. Michels believes that due 

to the limitation on what they can review, at this moment she believes that the Determination should 
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be that this would not substantially advance or hinder any of the LWRP policies.  Ms. Roney asked that 

the Planning Board address the non-conformity issue. 

 

 Mr. Dan Natchez of Alda Road appeared.  He understands the Commission’s concern with the 

conflicts in the Code.  There is a reason that the Commission may put something in the Resolution 

regarding there not being a SWPPP.  The inconsistency in the Code should be distinguished.  Ms. 

Goldstein agrees that the Resolution should state that a SWPPP was not provided, as there is no planned 

development at this time.  The Commission agreed.  Mr. Natchez believes that the Commission should 

go further as there will be other applications that will not have a SWPPP, but will have storm water 

implications, where this site does not.  The Commission discussed the language that should be included 

in the Resolution.  The following resolution was adopted: 

 

HARBOR & COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT COMMISSION 

CONSISTENCY RESOLUTION 

 

     740 Soundview Avenue 

WHEREAS, Catherine and William O’Keefe (“Applicant”) applied to the Planning Board for subdivision 

approval for property located at 740 Soundview Ave. (“Premises”) to create two lots with a redrawn boundary line 

with a survey map prepared by Richard A. Spinelli dated April 6, 2017 and  updated on May 31, 2017  (“Project”); 

and   

WHEREAS, the Commission conducted its preliminary review of the Project on May 17, 2017; and  

WHEREAS, after circulating its intent to be Lead Agency to involved agencies and having received no 

objection within thirty days, the Planning Board declared Lead Agency pursuant to SEQRA and thereafter issued a 

Negative Declaration dated June 14, 2017, finding no significant adverse environmental impacts for the Project; 

and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant submitted an application for a consistency determination and appeared at the 

hearing held at the June 21, 2017 Commission meeting; and  

WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed and considered the Coastal Assessment Form, application 

materials, and correspondence and memoranda submitted to the Commission by its consultants and the Applicant 

at the June 21, 2017 hearing for the purpose of determining consistency with the Village of Mamaroneck’s Local 

Waterfront Revitalization Program (“LWRP”); and 

WHEREAS, there is no imminent or planned development of the newly created lot and accordingly no 

SWPPP was submitted by the Applicant for the proposed subdivision, which is not situated adjacent to an 

environmentally sensitive area. 

On motion of Ms. Michels, seconded by Mr. Carr: 

 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission has completed its review and evaluation of said 

Project, including the Coastal Assessment Form submitted, and after conferring with its consultants has 

determined that the Project will not substantially advance any LWRP policies, but will not substantially hinder the 

achievement of any LWRP policies.  Therefore there is no obstacle to a finding of consistency with the LWRP.  

The motion passes:  
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Ayes:   Mr. Glattstein, Ms. Goldstein, Ms. Michels, Ms. Roney, Mr. Carr 

Nays:      None 

 Absent:   Mr. LaFollette, Ms. Bienstock-Cohen  

 

B. ALTER SUBDIVISION – CONSISTENCY for a Proposed 4 Lot Subdivision 1000 Taylors Lane 
 (Section 4, Block 77, Lot 14).  Consistency for a proposed 4 lot subdivision located at 1000 
 Taylors Lane in the R-15 District 
 
 Mr. Justin Siebert, attorney for the applicant appeared.  At the conclusion of the May meeting, 
the Commission authorized the preparation of a Resolution for Consistency Determination and also 
posed several questions to the applicant.  The responses were sent to the Commission on June 7, which 
were reviewed by Mr. Siebert.  
 
 Ms. Laurie Ensinger, President of the Westchester Land Trust appeared to answer the 
Commissions questions.  Ms. Goldstein asked where they are in the acquisition of land in lot 4.  Ms. 
Ensinger explained the process and in her experience, the set aside becomes effective when the plat is 
filed and asked that the organization being granted this land be stated in the approvals.  Her board can 
then turn this around quickly.  She does believe that her board will require that that boundaries that are 
not adjacent to the Otter Creek preserve be marked with iron pins.  Also, clarification as to whether the 
parcel would be subject to property taxes the first year until it comes off the tax rolls is needed.  They 
cannot accept it in that instance.  It would have to be clear of any property tax liability.  What is done to 
land put into conservation was discussed.  Ms. Ensinger stated that there would be very little done to 
this particular piece of land.  The possible purchase of lots 1 and 3 was discussed.  As these are buildable 
lots, Ms. Ensinger believes that the amount would be sizable.  This land could also be donated or a 
combination of the two.   
 
 Ms. Goldstein had questions regarding the June 2 memo from Ms. Crist.   Ms. Goldstein asked 
that Ms. Evans review the requirement of a tidal wetland permit.  Ms. Evans stated that the requirement 
is correct according to New York State regulations for the subdivision of property that has tidal wetlands 
or tidal wetlands adjacent.  The DEC was an involved agency in this application.  As far as a freshwater 
wetland permit, Ms. Evans prepared a grading and erosion sediment control plan in response to a 
request by the DEC that she had available for the Commission’s review.  This shows that the properties 
can be graded and built upon with no encroachment into the tidal or freshwater wetland buffers.  Deep 
water hole tests were also done on lots 1 and 3.  Ms. Evans stated that a preliminary storm water 
management plan was prepared and submitted to the Village Engineer.  The handling of storm water on 
this property was discussed by the Commission and that when there is a plan for building on these lots, 
this will not come back to the HCZMC, which gives the Commission pause.  Ms. Evans understands but 
stated that a plan will have to be done that will comply with all requirements and that this plan will be 
reviewed by the Village Engineer.  She reiterated that on-site soil and deep hole testing were done with 
the previous application to build on these lots.  A full Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan was done 
at that time.  All of this information was submitted to the Planning Board prior to their making their 
positive declaration.  Ms. Roney asked if it would be possible to get this information to the Commission. 
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 Ms. Goldstein reviewed the SEQRA finding statement adopted by the Planning Board.  The 
grading process was discussed.  Ms. Evans stated that there would be minimal soil disturbance.  This 
process, however, will be up to whomever builds on these lots.  Potential blasting was discussed.  Ms. 
Evans believes that this would not be necessary, but the Planning Board is being conservative and 
believes that there is a potential for blasting.  Building on steep slopes was discussed.  An above ground 
swimming pool was discussed to anticipate the build out of lot 1, but not an in-ground pool.   
 
 Mr. Glattstein asked Ms. Evans what is needed from the DEC.  Ms. Evans stated that they 
contacted SHPO as a study was submitted previously.  They asked to review the situation again if this 
subdivision is approved.  The information required by them as been provided, but they have yet to get a 
determination.  Ms. Evans also stated that this application will go to the DEC and DOS for consistency 
and for a tidal wetlands permit but only after the local municipality has done their review and the 
subdivision is approved.   
 
 Ms. Goldstein asked that the Commission review the policies pertinent in this case.  Policy 7 and 
7A was discussed and would need to be reviewed.  Mr. Glattstein stated this is hard to determine with 
no site plan for building.  The Commission agreed that Policy 8 will have to be looked at in regard to this 
application, as well as Policies 11, 12, 14, 17, 23, 25, 33, 37, 38 and 44.  Ms. Goldstein asked what would 
happen in the event future work needs to be done in the area that is currently in the wetland buffer.  
Ms. Georgiou stated that based on the contemplated condition the applicant would not be allowed to 
apply for a wetlands permit in the future to complete any new work, but she is not sure how an existing 
condition would be handled.  Ms. Roney would like an opinion from the Building Inspector on this matter 
before moving forward.   
 
 Mr. Sven Hoeger spoke regarding the memo he prepared in reference to the buffer width.  It is a 
100-foot buffer and the applicant is outside of this regulated buffer and therefore they are compliant.    
Ms. Goldstein does not believe that applying a 100-foot buffer to every site in the Village works 
particularly if you have an environmentally sensitive area.  Mr. Glattstein believes that the applicant 
showed some sensitivity to that, particularly on lot 1, as they will have an additional 60 feet from the 
100-foot buffer.  On lot 3, he believes the setback is less, 30 feet from the 100-foot buffer.   Ms. Evans 
stated that they have committed the building envelope to not encroach on the buffer.  To set the same 
setback on lot 3 as in lot 1, they would not be able to get a reasonable house built in that building 
envelope.  Mr. Glattstein asked if there could be a provision in their approval that the building envelope 
proposed needs to remain when any building is done.  He believes that this will address Policies 7 and 
7a.   
 
 Policy 8 was discussed.  Mr. Glattstein stated that on the one developed lot; there is sanitary 
sewer service.  It would put his mind at ease if any future development would be hooked up to that 
sanitary sewer service.  Ms. Evans stated they did pursue that and it is the intent of this subdivision that 
they would hook up to this sanitary sewer system.  Ms. Michels stated that she would like to see that 
provision added to the Commission’s approval as a condition.  Ms. Evans stated that she is happy to have 
that on the record.  Ms. Roney read from the section of the watershed management plan governing 
runoff rates for the watershed that they are in and those parameters need to be met.  She further stated 
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that none of the information needed to comply with this is before the Commission.  Mr. Glattstein stated 
this is for Planning Board guidance and needs to be addressed in their SWPPP.   
 
 Mr. Stuart Tiekert appeared again and stated that a Storm Water Management Plan and SWPPP 
have been used interchangeably.  He believes that you can have a Storm Water Management Plan that 
does not comply with a SWPPP.  He asked if this applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan has met all 
of the requirements of Chapter 294.  He was told that it does.  Ms. Evans stated that the SWPPP has 
been submitted to the Village Engineer at the initiation of the subdivision application.  As there are no 
building plans, she asked if the SWPPP could be updated if need be; however, it has not been updated, 
as there is no construction anticipated.  Mr. Tiekert believes that if a SWPPP has been submitted to the 
Village Engineer that should be a public document and available for review and comment by the public.   
Ms. Evans stated that this document is available on the Village’s website.  The Commission stated that 
they never received the document.  Ms. Sherer stated that all of these documents are on the Planning 
Department’s page under SEQRA documents.  Mr. Tiekert suggests that if a document is being reviewed 
by the HCZMC, it should be attached to the agenda.   
 
 Mr. Dan Natchez appeared again. He stated that the Village’s Storm Water Code has changed 
since 2010 and asked if their Plan was updated.  He asked if the infiltrators shown in the 100-foot buffer 
on the original plan have been moved.  Mr. Natchez stated that a list of animal species have been noted 
by an ornithologist during the comment period, who happens to live on Otter Creek.  Among that list, 
there has been testimony that a bald eagle nest is in that area.  When habitats are discussed in regard 
to building envelopes, it does not include canopy habitats.  In a highly sensitive environmental area, the 
100-foot buffer may not be sufficient. 
 
 Ms. Evans stated that she was not aware that the Village’s Storm Water Code had been updated 
and will look at that.  The storm water plan has never been within the 100-foot buffer and in reference 
to the animal species, they did see the comments.  They have done the best that they can to identify 
those species and protect them.   
 
 Mr. Natchez also believes that the Commissioners need to review the grading plan that was just 
done.  Ms. Evans stated that she would be happy to submit it and that all grading and disturbance have 
been kept well outside the 100-foot wetlands buffer.  Ms. Goldstein stated that this should be part of 
the record.   
 
 Policy 11 was then discussed.  Ms. Roney had difficulty finding a map or plan with FEMA lines.  
Ms. Evans stated that FEMA elevations were given on the topographic map.  The Commissioners agreed 
that there is no concern with this policy.   
 
 Policy 12 was discussed and is still potentially an issue.  Policy 14 was reviewed and the BMPs for 
erosion protection and sediment control measures discussed.  Mr. Hoeger stated that this policy refers 
specifically to coastal areas and is not relevant in this application. 
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 Policy 17 was reviewed and how this was acknowledged and the measures that will be taken 
during the build out of these lots were discussed.  Building above the base elevation was addressed 
making this policy no longer an issue.   
 
 Policy 23 was discussed.  This has also been addressed and no longer an issue. 
 
 Policy 25 was reviewed next.  How the applicant is addressing this was read from the FEIS by Ms. 
Goldstein.  The materials that will be used to build the homes on these lots may be an issue in reference 
to this policy.  The Board of Architectural Review will review this.  The photos taken by a drone and the 
coverage on the lots were reviewed and discussed.  Ms. Goldstein believes the risk here is slim.  The 
Commission agreed. 
 
 Policy 33 was discussed and the addition of the requirement of the sanitary sewer hookup will 
resolve any issue with this policy.  The Commission also agreed to send guidance to the Planning Board 
of the watershed requirement raised earlier by Ms. Roney. 
 
 Policy 37 was reviewed.  Mr. Hoeger stated that this would be dealt with when the applicant 
prepares the SWPPP.    
 
 The Commission reviewed policy 44.  Ms. Goldstein read the pertinent section of the FEIS 
regarding safeguarding freshwater or tidal wetlands and asked Ms. Evans how they know that they will 
be protecting these.  Ms. Evans stated that making lot 4 a conservation lot assures this.  Mr. Glattstein 
stated that there is still a question of whether the Westchester Land Trust will accept this parcel and 
because of that, he believes that the Commissions Consistency Determination should state that nothing 
should be sold or developed until the time that this parcel is taken over by the Land Trust.  Mr. Galvin 
reminded the Commission that the approval by the Planning Board of the subdivision of this property is 
predicated on that parcel remaining conservation land being acquired and maintained by a not-for-
profit.  Ms. Goldstein stated that she would not want to see this piece of property go to a municipality.  
Ms. Evans stated that this is not the intent of the applicant and that there would be no issue with the 
Commission making that a condition of their determination.   In reference to the question raised at the 
last meeting regarding the Commission having jurisdiction over single-family homes, Ms. Goldstein 
stated that Ms. Georgiou has opined that even if the applicant agreed, it would not be enforceable.   
 
 Ms. Goldstein stated that the Policies that need specific mention in their Consistency 
Determination are 7A, 12, 37 and 44 and how these will be addressed.   The Commission discussed 
whether anything could be added to help mitigate the loss of trees on the buildable lots.  Ms. Michels 
mentioned that she is more comfortable with the plans as they state that native plants will be used to 
landscape the parcels when the building is done.  Ms. Roney is concerned about the tree canopy.  Ms. 
Michels suggested that trees be planted somewhere else on the property to replace trees taken out 
during the build.  Ms. Evans stated that there would not be room to do this.  Ms. Goldstein suggested 
replacing trees over a certain diameter.  Protection of the canopy can be recommended as well so that 
when the Planning Board is reviewing the build plans they understand the Commissions intent.  Mr. 
Glattstein stated that this would be more difficult in lot 3 as most of the trees are in the building 
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envelope.  Ms. Evans stated that Section 342.76 of the Village Code covers this issue and it is the 
applicant’s intention to follow this guideline.   
 
 The Commission reviewed the draft listing of potential conditions for consistency  and how 
conditions would be enforced by deed restriction.  They also reviewed conditions that will be added.   
The Commission discussed prohibiting in-ground pools on lots 1, 2 and 3.  Ms. Goldstein asked if they 
have the right to do this, as lot 2 is not part of the application.  Ms. Evans does not believe that this will 
be an issue for the applicant.  The Commission was polled.  Ms. Michels believes that the Commission 
has done the best they can and appreciates the applicant donating part of their property to the Land 
Trust.  Mr. Glattstein believes the Commission is in a good place.  He would like to see some of the 
documentation available that they do not have and to assure that the SWPPP prepared adheres to the 
new storm water law.  Mr. Carr is generally comfortable especially with the conservation lot.  He believes 
the applicant did a good job and based on the information available, he is comfortable with what the 
Commission is recommending.  Ms. Roney would like to have all of the records in front of her.  She agrees 
that the applicant has done a phenomenal job in conserving parts of what they could.  She would like to 
see documentation from the Building Inspector regarding the watershed requirements on the current 
site.  Ms. Goldstein is feeling more comfortable and thanked the applicant for getting additional 
information to them.  The Commission continued its review of this application to the July meeting. 
 
  
D. WEST BASIN PUMP STATION DISCUSSION - Proposed upgrades and construction by 
 Westchester County Department of Environmental  facilities 
 
 Ms. Goldstein believes that this application will be in front of them for a long period of time, as 
with the Mamaroneck Beach and Yacht application.  The Commission did send correspondence to the 
Village asking for information and have not received this information.  There has been a change in Village 
Management and they will give Mr. Yamuder an opportunity to get back to them.  Mr. Glattstein asked 
if there was a final determination made on the East Basin Pump Station.  There has been fencing and 
plantings done and he wonders if the neighbors are satisfied with that.  There was a lot of effort made 
at this site.   
 
3. NEW BUSINESS 

A.  THE RESIDENCES AT LIBRARY LANE 145-149 LIBRARY LANE SITE – CIRCULATION FOR LEAD 

 AGENCY – Planning Board circulation (Section 9, Block 50, Lot 6A) site plan, special permit and 

 subdivision application for 145-149 Library Lane to remove the existing building and construct a 

 9 unit apartment building with parking on the ground level (C-2 District). 

 

Ms. Goldstein stated that the Commission received circulation for the Planning Board to be Lead 

Agency on this application.  Ms. Roney would like the Planning Board to request photographic evidence 

on the building to determine its historical significance and if any part of it should be preserved.  Mr. 

Galvin stated that this has already been requested of SHPO.   
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The Commission agreed to the Planning Board being Lead Agency on this application. 

 
 Ms. Goldstein informed the Commission that their meeting packages would no longer be 
delivered to their homes.  They will be available for pick up at the police headquarters.   Ms. Michels 
does not understand this as it is a volunteer board and believes that this is outrageous.  Ms. Sherer will 
let the members know when the packages are ready.  Mr. Galvin suggested giving the Commissioner’s 
netbooks so that they can get all information digitally.  The Commissioners are not in favor of there being 
no delivery and would like to know the rationale. 
 
 Ms. Roney asked about the memo sent to the Board of Trustees six months ago requesting their 
working on legislation.  Ms. Roney asked if the memo could be resent.  Ms. Goldstein stated she would 
circulate.   

 

4.  ADJOURN 

Motion by Ms. Roney; seconded by Mr. Glattstein and carried by the Commission the meeting 

was adjourned at 10:57pm 
Vote: 

Ayes:   Ms. Goldstein, Mr. Glattstein, Mr. Carr,  
Ms. Michels, Ms. Roney 

Nays:   None 
Abstain: None 
Absent:  Ms. Bienstock Cohen, Mr. LaFollette 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

Betty-Ann Sherer 
Betty-Ann Sherer 
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DRAFT – NOT APPROVED 

VILLAGE OF MAMARONECK 

HARBOR AND COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

JULY 19, 2017 – 7:30 PM 

COURT ROOM- 169 MT. PLEASANT AVENUE 

 

PRESENT: 

Chairperson:   Cindy Goldstein 

Commissioners:  Brian Glattstein 

Doreen Roney 

Pam Michels 

Anthony Carr 
 

Also Present:    Anna Georgiou, Land Use Counsel 

    Sven Hoeger, Consulting Environmental Engineer 

    Hugh Greechan, Consulting Engineer  

    Bob Galvin, Consulting Village Planner 

    Greg Cutler, Village Planner 
    

Absent:   Jennifer Bienstock Cohen 

Kevin LaFollette   

     

1. OPEN MEETING 

Chair Goldstein opened the meeting at 7:30 pm. 

 

2. OLD BUSINESS 

A.  MAMARONECK BEACH & YACHT CLUB – STATUS UPDATE 

 Ms. Georgiou stated that the FEIS was submitted for the sewer work and is being reviewed by 

the Planning Consultants for completeness.  Mr. Galvin stated that it would be on the Planning Board’s 

September Agenda.  The earliest it would come back to this Commission would be October. 

 

 Mr. Dan Natchez of Alda Road appeared.  He stated that this document has changed from what 

was previously presented to the Village.  It seems to be a rehashing of a plan to have a separate crossing 

that the Planning Board was not willing to do.   

 He believes that it behoove this Commission for this document to be released to them for their 

comment back to the Planning Board instead of waiting to October, as it will take time for them to go 

through this voluminous document.  It also seems not to address the concerns this Commission had.  Mr. 

Glattstein would like to understand if there was something driving this plan and if there were alternatives 



07 19 17 HCZMC minutes draft  

 

P a g e  2 | 6 

 

 

that were not considered for some reason.   Mr. Natchez suggested having the applicant appear before 

this Commission to explain why they are doing what they are doing. 

 

 Mr. Galvin stated that once the Planning Board decides the FEIS is complete, the Commission 

would get it the next day.  Mr. Galvin also stated that this document is on the website so the 

Commissioners can review over the summer.   

 

B. ALTER SUBDIVISION – CONSISTENCY for a Proposed 4-Lot Subdivision  

 1000 Taylors Lane (Section 4, Block 77, Lot 14), Consistency for a proposed 4-lot subdivision  located 

at 1000 Taylors Lane in the R-15 District 
 

 Ms. Goldstein stated that Mr. Greechan submitted a memo to the Commission.  There is also a 

memo from the Building Inspector addressing lot 2. A draft resolution was prepared by counsel for the 

Commission’s consideration. A copy of the draft SEQRA Findings and Consistency Resolution was 

provided to the applicant’s representatives and available to the public during the meeting. 
 

 Ms. Jennifer Gray of Keane and Beane appeared for the applicant with Beth Evans from Evans 

and Associates.  In reference to the Commission’s comments made at the June meeting, a submission 

dated July 5 was made including proposed grading and a sediment control plan representing that the 

subdivision can be done without encroaching on the DEC designated wetlands boundary.  It also included 

a revised SWPPP based on the update of the Village Code.  They are in attendance to address any further 

comments and request that a Determination is made this evening. 
 

 Ms. Goldstein had a question on the proposed storm water management facility on lot 3 and the 

distance there.  Ms. Evans appeared and answered that it is about 5 feet from the edge of the silt fence 

that is shown and the wetlands buffer.  It is a subsurface facility and they are comfortable that it can be 

installed without encroachment into the 100 foot wetlands buffer.  Ms. Goldstein understood that DEC 

needed 10 or 15 feet from the buffer line to consider it compliant.  Ms. Evans stated that she has been 

in contact with Ms. Crist and Ms. Evans respectfully disagrees with that.  Ms. Roney read Ms. Crist’s 

concern and again, Ms. Evans disagrees.  Ms. Evans stated that the drainage area map that Ms. Crist 

refers to has been updated.  This updated information along with a grading plan, was sent to the DEC on 

July 7th.   
 

 Ms. Roney stated that Mr. Greechan’s memo noted that there are still outstanding issues with 

the storm water management plan.  There was inaccurate information pointed out.  Mr. Glattstein stated 

that there seemed to be inconsistencies in the calculations.  Mr. Greechan stated that there was an 

inconsistency with the plan.  These plans have changed numerous times and they are cleaning up the 

plans at this point.  They are not buildable plans at this point.  Mr. Glattstein noted that just the storm 

water quality controls are being looked at.  Ms. Evans confirmed that there was a typo on the document.  
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Mr. Greechan stated that the document would be revised.  Mr. Glattstein believes that could be made a 

condition of the resolution.  Mr. Greechan stated that the locations of the perc tests on lot 3 were not 

noted.  Ms. Evans stated that this could be put on the plans.  Mr. Glattstein stated that the Commission 

would like to see this on the plan, as this application would not come before them again.  Ms. Goldstein 

emphasized the importance of this information being corrected for the record. 
 

 Ms. Goldstein asked if there is a possibility that lot 3 could go into permanent conservation 

ownership as she has real issues with it, particularly the lot’s steep slope and the removal of a substantial 

amount of tree cover.  Ms. Gray noted that this is what the applicant would like, to convey this land for 

conservation; however it cannot be taken off the development plan at this point in time.  Once the 

Planning Board gives preliminary subdivision approval, agreements with the Land Trust can begin to be 

developed for both lots 1 and 3.  Mr. Glattstein noted that removing the trees and the steep slope are 

major issues for lot 3 development.  Ms. Roney asked which storm water manual has been used in the 

establishment of their plan.   Ms. Evans answered that the 2015 version was used.  Ms. Roney believes 

that green infrastructure planning has to be done.  She sees no evidence that this was undertaken.  Ms. 

Evans stated that is actually what they have done by moving the lot outside of the regulated wetland 

buffer and also any building envelope will be zoning compliant.  She indicated that the trees being cut 

down are mostly locust trees which is not a high value wildlife species or diverse forest species since it 

doesn’t allow other trees to grow.  They have endeavored to grade the property so that the home and 

driveway would be built into the slope the Commission is concerned with and required that two retaining 

walls be built so that other parts of the lots can be maintained as natural and vegetative areas.   
 

 Ms. Gray noted that the applicant is gifting over 60% of the site to the nature preserve and the 

Planning Board’s finding statement requires any resolution or approval shall provide for the replacement 

of trees removed from lots 1 and 3, especially in sloped areas.  Ms. Goldstein believes that replacing a 

tree is not the same as having mature trees there.  She would like to see something more robust to 

address this issue.  Ms. Roney agrees, as there is nothing in the Code regarding developing on steep 

slopes.  Mr. Glattstein asked about the retention system on lot 3.  A structure will be put across most of 

the envelope, which should help with runoff.  He asked about the gutter and street runoff and how the 

retention system works.  Ms. Evans informed him that the retention system is designed to catch the 

water from the impervious surfaces on the lot, taking into account the driveway and retaining walls.  It 

will go to a subsurface infiltration system.  She indicated that this system is important as it allows the 

water to be treated underground where it will also be cooled.   Ms. Evans also stated that the assumption 

is that they will not be taking any water from the street onto the property.   A small berm will be built at 

the end of the driveway to prevent this.  Mr. Glattstein noted that Taylor’s Lane is at a higher elevation 

than the property and asked- ‘what about the length of the property other than the driveway?’  Ms. 

Evans responded that the length of the property would be landscaped with vegetation that will prevent 

the storm water from entering the property.  The Alter’s existing home does not appear to have water 

flowing through their property.   
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Mr. Glattstein is not sure of the elevation of Barrymore Lane and there are no storm drains on 

that road.  Ms. Evans believes that Barrymore Lane slopes away from the property.  She also noted  that 

a final site plan will be developed which must  be approved by the Village when the lots are ready to be 

developed; at the building permit stage.  Ms. Roney stated that there is not enough information at this 

time for them to make a decision.  She understands that there will be more information in the future, 

but they will not have the opportunity to look at this application again and is concerned about missing 

information.   
 

 Mr. Stuart Tiekert of Beach Avenue appeared.  He doesn’t have a position on this application but 

wanted to comment on storm water and tree removal.  Locust trees are native trees and colonize which 

is good for stabilizing banks.  Regarding storm water, it appears that this project has been around for 

seven years and was never reviewed by an engineer before Mr. Greechan recently did.  Their storm 

water plan states that it meets the requirements of a SWPPP.  It states that deep hole tests were done 

at seven feet, but actually done at five feet.  He reviewed the test results.  Mr. Hoeger’s memo talks 

about the best management practices and there is no mention of plans for cultecs and infiltration 

systems.  The idea being put forth that SWPPP doesn’t have to be done and tests completed until 

applications go for a building permit needs to be looked at.  This is a problem if applications are coming 

to this Commission without the necessary storm water information.  It puts this Commission in an 

awkward position.   

 

Ms. Gray appeared again and stated that the final plans are not done, as they are not seeking a 

building permit at this time.  Mr. Greechan stated that is correct, those things come later on in the 

process. Mr. Glattstein feels that one would know generally where cultecs would be installed given the 

configuration of the lots and building envelopes.  The Commission then discussed the building envelope 

and how this could possibly change to accommodate for storm water management, but again, this will 

not be known until later in the process.  Ms. Goldstein is concerned that the installation of a storm water 

management facility on lot 3 may require the removal of additional trees, beyond required tree removal 

within the building envelope. 

 

 The Commission discussed the wetlands buffer encroachment condition on lot 2 which is viewed 

as unlawful and Building Inspector Gray’s memo to the Commission characterizing this encroachment 

into the wetlands buffer as a preexisting condition.  Mr. Glattstein requested that counsel address the 

issue of the encroachment.  Ms. Georgiou read the portion of the draft resolution that addresses this 

issue, as follows: “although the existing home on Lot 2 was constructed without the required wetlands 

permit approval, the Commission has been advised by counsel that requiring the Applicants to obtain the 

required wetlands permit many years after the Village issued a Certificate of Occupancy for the home 

would likely exceed the Commission’s consistency jurisdiction and not be enforceable, and further, it 
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would be unreasonable to impose constraints on the portion of Lot 2 outside of the regulated wetlands 

buffer area to address this issue.”   

 

The Commission then reviewed the remainder of the draft resolution including a review of the 

LWRP policies that were of greatest concern.  Conditions A through N of the resolution were also 

reviewed.  Ms. Gray asked if the wall on lot 2 in the wetlands adjacent area became in disrepair, would 

the Commission allow for repair or replacement in kind.  Ms. Roney stated that the DEC would not allow 

this, so they could not allow.  Mr. Hoeger reminded the Commission that this wall, although built illegally, 

serves a purpose.  It prevents sediment from going into the wetlands.   He believes that this decision 

should be made if and when this happens.  Ms. Goldstein feels that she does not have the data to confirm 

the legitimacy of Mr. Hoeger’s statement and there is no evidence in the record to substantiate this.  Mr. 

Glattstein suggested revising the language to state that this could be reviewed if and when it occurred; 

that a wetlands permit could be applied for if the wall needs repair.  It was noted that the flood zone 

needs to be revised to reflect “AE”.  The Commission was polled regarding the applicant having the ability 

to apply for a wetlands permit if and when the wall fails or is destroyed.  The majority of the 

Commissioners agreed to change the language to allow for the application for a wetlands permit only 

for the wall if it needs repair or replacement. Ms. Evans noted that it has been determined that this 

property is in the Harbor Island watershed, not the Beaver Swamp Brook watershed and there are no 

subdivision regulations in the Harbor Island watershed.  Condition “m” regarding an updated tree survey 

with a tree removal and replacement plan will address those trees with trunks that are eight inches in 

diameter (dbh) or greater instead of “in excess of”.   

 

There were two additional housekeeping items that need to be added to the conditions; that Mr. 

Greechan expanded on.  The first is that the locations of the perc tests need to be shown on the plans 

and the second is the correction of the calculation of storm water.  Ms. Goldstein stated that the off-site 

runoff should be included in the storm water management plan if it affects the property.  Survey data is 

needed.  
 

 The Commissioners reviewed two potential determinations (consistent or inconsistent) and they 

were straw-polled regarding their consideration of the application; it then appeared that there would 

not be four votes in favor of a determination.  Ms. Georgiou suggested that if there were an insufficient 

number of votes, the Commission might hold this over to the next meeting for a formal vote as two 

members of the Commission are absent.  Ms. Gray appeared again and stated that they would prefer to 

wait for the full complement of the Commission and hopes that if it is delayed, the Commission could 

meet either in August or earlier in September.  Ms. Gray also believes that waiting a month or two rather 

than commencing an Article 78 proceeding would be in the best interest of all parties.  The Commission 

agreed to hold this over.  Ms. Goldstein stated that she would poll the members regarding a meeting 
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date in August.  The Commission asked that any additional information requested as well as noted 

corrections made be sent to them before the next meeting.    
 

C. WEST BASIN PUMP STATION: DISCUSSION  
 Proposed upgrades and construction by Westchester County Department of Environmental 
 Facilities 
 
 Ms. Goldstein stated that no additional information has been received.  She suggested asking the 
Village Manager and Village Engineer to attend their next meeting to give them an update.  The 
Commission agreed. 
 
3. NEW BUSINESS 

A.  PROPOSED LOCAL LAW REFERRAL-  Board of Trustee Referral of PLL’s K, M, N & P 2017 
 

 Ms. Goldstein noted that these would not be discussed, as they have not yet been formally 

referred to the Commission.    
 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES-None 
 

5.  ADJOURN 

Motion by Ms. Roney; seconded by Mr. Glattstein and carried by the Commission the meeting 

was adjourned. 

  Ayes:   Ms. Goldstein, Mr. Glattstein, Ms. Roney, Mr. Carr, Ms. Michels  

 Nays:   None 
Abstain: None 

  Absent:   Mr. LaFollette, Ms. Bienstock Cohen 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

Betty-Ann Sherer 
Betty-Ann Sherer 
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