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Chris Gallagher

From: Audrey Struber [STRUBER@adelphi.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2010 11:18 AM

To: Chris Gallagher

Subject: housing

Attention:S upervisor Frank Petrone; Town Council members Mark Cuthbertson, Susan Berland,
Glenda Jackson and Mark Mayoka

April 21, 2010

Dear Supervisor Petrone and Town Council Members,

| cannot support the new luxury condominiums for 55 and over that is being proposed by a TRIANGLE
£QUITIES in the West Hills area of Huntington. There is plenty luxury housing and not enough middle
income housing for those of us in the $50,000 to $100,000 income bracket.

AS-1

| understand that the corporation is planning on making 10% of the development available for Sec. 2.2.5
affordable housing. That would mean that only 8 units would be offered to qualifying adults. This is
not enough units for our baby boomers who will be on fixed incomes and may have lost savings in the
past year due to the stock market problems. Huntington needs more affordable housing in secure
communities for the 55 and over. Residents that cannot afford to purchase luxury housing, but have
contributed to Long Island growth and prosperity over the years ,deserve the opportunity to have
security and comfort in their senior years ,as well as, the wealthy.

| respectfully request that you do not approve this fuxury development without including additional
affordable housing in the proposal.

Sincerely yours,

Audrey Struber

108 W 215t Street
Huntington Station, New York 11746
struber@adelphi.edu
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My name is Karen Friel. | reside at 19 Colonial Drive, the first street running parallel to Jericho

‘Tpke in Cold Spring Hills. And in full disclosure, while I am a Civic Association Board member, |
am speaking as a resident and not on behalf of the Board. e

-1 rise in opposition-to the proposal presented by Triangle Equities. As you are well aware from
the numerous letters from our community and in meetings heid with you, the Civic Association
opposes this application strictly and solely on a density issue. However, the tactics of Triangle
leave me with some serious concerns about their method of doing business, and their
forthrightness. Triangle should be fighting for this application on its merits in an open and
honest way. :

| oppose the downzoning of this property, the gateway to Huntington, for no reason other than
greed by both Triangle and the Dougals.

| take offense that Triangle has misrepresented their level of support. The majority of “fans” on
their Facebook page reside outside of this immediate area, and are, in fact, located in Melville,
Smithtown, Commack, etc.

| object to the fact that Triangle has knocked on doors in our neighborhood stating that there a

" “few” board members.of Cold Spring Hills that support their application. This is'simply not true. =% " o

] object to the fact that they state they have the support of neighboring civic associations, when
we are, in fact, the only organized and recognized civic association in the Town of Huntington in
the affected area.

| object that Triangle is represented by the Huntington Chamber of Commerce as having a
business in Huntington. This seems somewhat premature.

| object that Triangle has been allowed to contribute money to the fundraising campaigns of
our Tewn Board Members. And, in fact, the Supreme Court has recently ruled that “a serious,
objective risk of actual bias” exists in court cases involving plaintiffs and defendants who were
major donors to a judge’s campaign. is that really how we want our Town govt to be viewed?

| object that Triangle’s so called “consultants” were on both the payrolls of Triangle and the
Town simultaneously. Where is the objectivity?

| object that the Town may be willing to turn a blind eye to this application which will then set a |[KF-1
precedent for future downzoning of the last remaining tracts of open space in the Town. Sec. 2.1.2

If these are the actions of this so-called “reputable” company, then it all leaves me feeling
somewhat suspect about their integrity. The residents of Huntington shouid not be made to
suffer because of a company that has failed to act, respond and react in a positive and honest



manner with the residents. With the enactment, and enforcement, of the new Master Plan,
~ there is hope in the Town that we can “do the right thing” and be a leader in thwarting the
overdevelopment seen in so many other, once beautiful and serene towns on L. This proposal KF-2
is clearly inconsistent with the intent and goals of the Master Plan and will violate" the density | Sec. 2.1.1
"requlrements of the West Hills Special Ground Protection Area. ‘Both recommend low to

medium density for this site. Anything more violates the law.

Taking the high road is never easy, but it is often necessary.
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Gayle Snyder. 27 Oakridge ] Drlve Sprmg 1lls Huntmd@tgl 1 am the
Chairperson of the Cold Sprmg Hllls Civic Association and am speaking in

that capacity tomght.

Our Association is opposed to the zone change application which would
allow for 80 clustered townhouses for 55 & over plus 3 single family homes
on 18.6 acres. We are opposed to the application because the density is too
high. We are not opposed to the cluster concept...just to the density.
Clustering is traditionally a means for preserving open space...In this case it
is a means for cramming in as many units as possible. Currently the 1 acre
zoned property would yield approximately 15 homes. The proposed 83
homes equate to over 5 per acre.

At the most recent meeting of our Association, our residents expressed
e Anger at the Town for allowing the current owners, the Dougals, to
operate a host of businesses illegally for over 10 years, creating a terrible

- igyesore even aﬁer the courts 2 years ago ordered the owners to legalize--

e Anger at the Town fOr allowmg. the Dougals 10 operate.w:

- any of the structures on the property:. aﬂd-ewﬂenﬂyb-there—afe-&tleast_].()'

such-struTtures. .. A& No ) Comsit

o Anget-ﬂa&t—%he—?mm—weuld-eveﬂ—eomideﬁ-rewarding the Dougals with a
windfall profit after all these years of violating Town code and zoning
laws.

move the tow
development)...

Why would you, the Town Board approve a plan that

1. is not consistent with the surrounding zoning. ..

2. is not consistent with the Suﬁ'o]k Country Groundwater Protection
Act..

3. is not consistent with the updated Master Plan...

4, is completely contrary to the Town Board’s goal of preserving

* open space as exemplified in the new zoning district created for

golf courses that upzones golf courses to 1 acre residential?

5. Why would you approve a plan that allows 5 homes per acre?

PRESE?E” ATTOWNBOARD M E:TENG EXHIBIT A

CSCA 1
Sec. 2.1.1

-CSCA 2

Sec.2.1.1



The Town has an opportunity to create a development that is consistent with
‘the Master Plan and the West Hills Groundwater Protection Act whieh-eatl

.
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How can you, our elected officials substantiate approving this downzoning
application?
1. There is no financial hardship
2. There is no economic obsolescence (ie the property is not located next @M ¢oo Wik
to a gas station) Pt 50 9o
3. This is not an affordable housing development where one might argue /&1 millir
' w‘{“;‘“"b /25 pne é}fu N CL(:P /
| VAL Aoy g A

; H-and-- Sy ears-ago-ey-reaicou e

As recently as December of 2009 representatives of our

Association met with Supervisor Petrone and Lester Petracca, principal of

Triangle Equities. We left the meeting with the promise from Mr. Petracca

and the Supervisor that they would re-visit the density and get back to us.
They never did.

The residents of Cold Spring Hills urge the Town Board to send this
application back to the developer. Creativity can produce a plan that is
environmentally sound, one that shows good planning and does not set a
bad precedent for future developers. Thank you...
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COLD SPRING HILLS -
CIVIC ASSOCIATION INC.
38 Green Meadow Lane + Cold Spring Hills  Huntington, New York 11743 -
T www.coldspringhilis.org

~ June21,2010

Councilman Mark Mayoka
- Huntigton Town Hal
© 100 Main Streest
Huntington, NY 11743 -

| Re:  Triangle Application to Develop Kensingto.n Estates
.Dear Councilman Mayoka:

. Thank you for meeting with us-last week, We felt it was a productive meeting
and-a good opportunity to become acquainted with one another. At your request, we are
. Tollowing up with this letter, which summarizes some points of our discussion and
- beckons you'to bé one of theé two councilpeople whose “rio” vote is required to make a
Wwise choice for Huntington, om both developmental and environmental perspectives,

. Asyou reéa.il. our discussion foc'uqéd;pn thires legal grounds why Triangle’s
application for development of the 18.6 acre wetland property located at the corner of
gberulgho Turnpike and Plainview Road should be denied. In brief, thess arguments are as

1} The subject site is presently zoned one acre residentig! In both the Town of i
 Huntington and the Town of Oyster Bay, This was the zoning of the site whenthe | csca 3
-~ Applicant entered into its contract to purchase same. The plan which the Applicant | gec 211

‘provided for the subjeot site indicates that it could yleld a maxinum of 15 conforming .

. single family lots. The Horlzons 2020: Town of Hurntington Comprehensive Plan
Update, which was the result of yeats of studies, hearings and analysis, specifically
inlcats tha the generalzd futue land uso of the uljéc ieshould be for use as

“packs, reoreation and conservation of land.” Rather than follow the guidelines

estabed i th recently completed Comprehensive Plan, the Appliant i secking

approval to develop the site in o manner directly opposite to that whichthe
Comprehensive Plan concluded was most apptopriste for the subject site. Instead of | -
“parks, recreation and conservation of land”, the Applicant is seeking permilssion to
construct §3 dwelling aits Where the current aw only permits 15 units, By seeking 8/

ec: Supervisor
Town Board (4)

Town Attorney N &/’U/ CQAS
// é'ﬁ Enl ironmen I~
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450% Incrense in the historically allowed density of development, the Applicant is
asking that the Town disregard not only its current laws, but to disregard the
- recommended conclusions contained in its own newly adopted Comptehensive Plan,

-4_; - Such

impacts upon the surrounding community and will result in the very detriment that the
- Comprehensive Plan sought to avoid. ‘ .

SHNYDER HOME OFFICE

. 631 367 4B8S

P.03

 TOWN BOARD AGENDA ﬁ ‘

7-6- 2010

{dais)

ricre

'2) N ,Uh_der New York State law, the govemﬁxeut cannot make a gift of the public CSCA 4
wealth; i.e; it cannot cede part of a public wealth without receiving a just benefit to the | ec.2.1.1

-+ public in return. Here, the one acre Zoning of the subject site was lavfully enacted and

~ Justifiably selied upon by the surro g property owners and neighborhoods, ‘They have
. benefited from this 20ning. If the Town of Huntington wero to grant the Applicant's

. ¥equest anid allow for g 450% Increase in the permitted density for development.of the

- subject site; it would be taking from the surrourding comymutity a public benefit to which

. they were and continue to be entitled, Sucha g requires & replacement of the benefit

Bensfit to the community in that it will provide “affordable housing” for those over age

. - 35 To our mind, Triangle’s proposed pricing structure of $750,000 to $1 million does
not constitute “affordable housing”; therefore there is no extraordinary benefit to the
town that would justify such a tremendous increase in density,

. Triangle will argue that providing six units of affordable housing is such a public
~ benefit when in fact this is the absolute minimum Triangle is allowed to offer after it buys
- offthe other 10% of required housing through its contributions to a Town trust (Town
Code requires 4 minimum of 20% of units to be priced as “affordable” in this = -
- application), Thus, although the Applicant seeks a 4503 increase in the existing o
‘permitted density, it seeks to provide only half of the required amount of affordable unis,

3)' o This wetland site is situated within two separate special ground water protection

arcas. The DEIS confirms that the West Hills-Melvillo SGPA Plan identifies the project -
8ite as being within an ares of low density residential use. It also confirms that both
Nassai and Suffolk Counties, as well as the Tow of Oyster Bay have addressed Jand use
density.to ensure best groundwater management pratices by requiring & minfmum lot

CSCA 5
Sec.2.2.5 .

CSCA 6
Sec. 2.1.1

CSCA 7
Sec. 2.1.1
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: We believe a worthwhile application should stand alorie on its merits. -We also
believe we are a reasonable organization that has attempted to work with Triangle in
cotning to s compromise that would yield an acceptable development of this property.
We have consistently stated that we are not opposed to either senior housing or cluster
housing; what we are opposed to is the density of this project. ‘In a joint meeting with
Supervisor Frank Petrone held in January 2010, we specifically asked Triangle to reduce
the density of its proposed development to better protect the environment, the wetlands,
and the quality of life in Huntington. Triangle has failed to honor the promise it made at
that meeting to review the project and report back to us the possibility of reducing the

density of its application.

We are concerned with some of the strategies Triangle has employed in pursuing
this application, specifically; :

8  contributing to the political campigns of people who would be rendering
& decision on this application, The United States Supreme Court recently held that judges
should not accept campaign contributions related to cases which they are adjudicating.
We believe it is a small analogical step to extend this reasoning to campaign
contributions for local government representatives, We find these contributions even
more specious given that Triangle is not a local organization and hes. previously not
expressed an interest in Hunitington civie matters, :

b)  soliciting support for its application immediately outside the doors of
Town Hall on Town property on the evening of the May 17" public hearing regarding
Kensington Estates. Included on the tables, which Town Hall incidentally provided to
the applicant, were bag give-aways that included water, and other small articles,
emblazoned with the name “Kensington Estates”, Additionally, Triangle representatives
solicited signatures for its-proponent petition by asking the misleading question, “Are you
here for Kensington Estates”, when in fact several signers thought they were merely .
signing in to hear debate on the issue, or to take a stance against the application. This is a
haﬂmgrk example of prohibited electioneering adapted by a corporate entity in. pursuit of
_aprofit. ‘ , .

¢)-  attempting to solicit support by knocking on neighborhood doors within
Cold Spring Hills and misrepresenting that many neighbors were in favor of the project,
;vnl:ien Triangle’s major base of support is from non-neighboring areas such as Melville
Dix Hills,

We urge you to consider the above in rendering your decision about whether to
agree to a density give-away for this property. It is also important that the Board - CSCA 8
recognize that the proposed zoning amendment is the subject of a written protest and that 215
the Cold Spring Hills Civie Association has submitted petitions frorn six (6) surrounding | S¢: 21
neighbots who contest the proposed down-zoning and who have asked the Town Board
to deny the application, This number of protestors exceeds twenty percent of the owners
of property surrounding the land included in the proposed change of zone. Pursuant to v
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Town Law Section 265, having been presented with the protest petitions mentioned, an
Town Board adoption of the requested amendment “shall require the approval of at least
three=fourths of the members.of the town board”, . In the instant case, this means that at
least four of the five members of the Town Board must vote in favor of the zoning
amendment in order for it to be adopted. There is an opportunity here for two of the
Board’s members to make a responsible decision to protect the quality of life in
Huntington by denying or electing to abstain from the passage of this zoning amendment
which is contrary to sound planning and to the Town's own Comprehensive Plan,

Very truly yours,

Executive Board
. Cold Spring Hills Civic Association
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CIVIC ASSOCIATION OF SWEET HOL
11 Equestrian Court Huntington, New York 1 1743

May 17,2010

Supervisor Frank Petrone

Members of the Town Board
* Huntington Town Hall

100 Main Street

Huntington, New York 11743

Re: Change of Zone Application
Kensington Estates

Dear Supervisor Petrone, Councilman Cuthbertson, Councilwoman Berland,
Councilwoman Jackson and Councilman Mayoka,

The Civic Association of Sweet Hollow, inc. appreciates the opportunity to offer
comments on the application for a Change of Zone and the DEIS for the proposed
development of Kensington Estates.

The current use of the property is not favored by our community, as itis an eyesore

_and appears to.be out of compliance with. the.codes .of Huntington.-Aftera
resentation by Triangle Equities; to our Civic Association, we asked sgvergl.:-

_duestions and were mostly pleased ‘with thé answers, as well as the propesed-

- development, known as Kensington Estates. We do have some concerns,
however.

L0

Although the originally proposed development of 136 units has been reduced to 80,

we are still concerned with the density of approximately 4.5 units to the acre of this CASH 1
currently zoned R-40, 1 unit to the acre property. We understand that itis Sec. 2.1.1
appropriate for senior housing, but we view the issue of density as a recurring

problem with new construction applications for development throughout the Town.

There have been several developments of high density approved over the last

several years, some of which we did endorse, but not all. We feel these past

approvals have provided all types of homes, at all price points, for both seniors and

families. There are discussions of several other developments in the area of higher

density, as well, aithough not all in the Town of Huntington. Although Kensington

Estates, by itseif, may not have a hugh impact, we ask that should this approval be | cAsH2
granted, its density be considered when other application are before you for Sec. 2.1.3
approval. Traffic congestion and related pollution, use of resources, drain on

emergency services, school districts either through family housing or turnover and

quality of life issues are our concerns. We want Huntington to remain a Town and not

become a City through repeated approvals of dense housing.

One of our concerns related to Kensington Estates is traffic going to Round Swamp
Road. This road has become increasingly congested, asitis a through street to the
Northern Parkway, the Long island Expressway, especially for those heading East
from the proposed development, and shopping in nearby Plainview. In addition,
several of the catering facilities on Jericho Turnpike, in the area, give directions from
the Round Swamp Road highway exits, rather than from Route 135 to Jericho




_area come.to frution. . . .

Tumnpike. Traffic studies done for this project did not include the Round Swamp Road
area. We have been told, by the developers, that efforts will be made to direct
construction vehicles away from Round Swamp Road, but residential traffic, after
construction:may*be'anfissue;espeeiallyfif—the—other—developmentsfproposed,infthew :

We respectfully request you consider our comments on continuously approving
higher density developments, as it relates to keeping Huntington a Town and
provides a drain on services and traffic. We also would like a review of the
commutative impact of all the proposed developments on traffic going to Round
Swamp Road.

The developers of the proposed Kensington Estates have done an excellent job of
community outreach and response. They have reduced the number of units and
increased the proposed buffer zone on Jericho Turnpike in response to the
community. The development will be a vast improvement over the current use of the
property and, from the pians, appears to be a well planned and attractive
development.

Thank you very much for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Ubiin

‘Alissa Sue
President
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Chris Gallagher

From: Paut and Kathy [pa.ka@verizon.net]

Page 1 of 1

Sent: Saturday, June 12, 2010 11:48 AM

To: Chris Gallagher
Subject: A response

I am sometimes slow to learn of things, due to working and other commitments, but | was upset and saddened to

read of the proposed "senior housing' to be built on Jericho Tpk just east of Plainview Rd. Generally | drive this
street at least twice a day during my job and | am delighted to view the woodcarvings and horses. Locally it is
difficult to find a view without buildings- be they houses or stores. | know there are several 'senior housing' areas

already in town. | feel that Huntington is built enough. There should be places ieft 'wilder' to ease stressed out

minds. There are enough cookie-cutter landscaped houses.

Sincerely, Kathryn Abdis

A/142010

KA-1
Sec. 2.1.4
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WILLIAM A. DICONZA

COUNSELOR AT LAW
5 AUDREY AVENUE
P.O. BOX 457
OYSTER BAY, NEW YORK 11771
TELEPHONE (516) 624-0866
FACSIMILE: (516) 624-7735
DICONZALAW@AOL.COM

June 18, 2010

HAND DELIVERED

Supervisor Petrone and Members of the Town Board
Town of Huntington

100 Main Street

Huntington, New York 11743

Re: Project No. 2006-ZM-363
Action: Kensington Estates

Dear Supervisor Petrone and Members of the Town Board:

This firm has been retained to represent the interests of the Cold Spring Hills
Civic Association, Inc. regarding the above application by Triangle Equities Development
Co., LLC for the construction of 80 multi-family town homes and flats and 3 single
family dwellings at the property situated on the southeast corner of Jericho Turnpike
(NYS 25) and Plainview Road, straddling the border of Woodbury and Huntington, New
York. The proposed action requires changes of zone in both the Town of Huntington and
the Town of Oyster Bay, as well as area variances from the Town of Oyster Bay Board of
Appeals. Approval is also required from the Nassau County and Suffolk County
Planning Commissions, various water districts and county health departments and public
works departments.

On May 19, 2010, the Town of Huntington Town Board, acting as Lead Agency
in this application, caused to be circulated a Notice of Completion of Draft EIS. Parties
were provided until June 21, 2010 within which to submit comments on the Draft EIS.
Below are the comments of the Cold Spring Hills Civic Association, Inc., as a
supplement to the statements made at the public hearing held before the Town of
Huntington Town Board on May 17, 2010. ‘

1. The subject site is presently zoned one acre residential in both the Town of WD 1
Huntington and the Town of Oyster Bay. This was the zoning of the site when the Sec. 2.1.1
Applicant entered into its contract to purchase same. The plans which the Applicant
provided for the subject site indicates that it could yield a maximum of 15 conforming
single family lots. The Horizons 2020: Town of Huntington Comprehensive Plan
Update, which was the result of years of studies and hearings and analysis, specifically \/




indicates that the generalized future land use of the subject site should be for use as /\
“parks, recreation, and conservation of land”, Rather than follow the guidelines
established in the recently completed Comprehensive Plan, the Applicant is seeking
approval to develop the site in a manner directly opposite to that which the
Comprehensive Plan concluded was most appropriate for the subject site. Instead of
“parks, recreation and conservation of land”, the Applicant is seeking permission to
construct 83 dwelling units where the current law only permits 15 units. By seeking a
450% increase in the historically allowed density of development, the Applicant is
asking that the Town disregard not only its current laws, but to disregard the
recommended conclusions contained in its own Comprehensive Plan. Such an extreme
and substantial increase in the permitted density will have massive impacts upon the
surrounding community and will result in the very detriment that the Comprehensive Plan

sought to avoid.

2. The one acre zoning of the subject site was lawfully enacted and justifiably relied | wb 2
upon by the surrounding property owners and those in the Cold Spring Hills community. Sec. 2.1.1
‘They benefited from this zoning. If the Town of Huntington were to grant the Applicant’s
request and allow for a 450% increase in the permitted density of development for the
subject site, it would be taking from the surrounding community a public benefit to which
they were and continue to be entitled. Such a taking requires a replacement of the benefit
or some type of compensation. The Applicant has stated that its development provides a
benefit to the community in that it will provide “affordable housing” for those in need of

same.

WD 3

The Town of Huntington requires that developments such as the one which the
Sec. 2.2.5

Applicant is proposing herein provide that at least 20% of its units be deemed
“affordable”. The Applicant is not providing such. Instead, the Applicant is seeking
permission to have only 10% of the proposed units deemed “affordable”. Thus, although
the Applicant seeks a 450% increase in the existing permitted density, it seeks to provide
only half of the required amount of affordable units.

The Applicant is seeking to take away the public benefit of one acre Zoning and WD 4
replace it with nothing. In the absence of a compelling public benefit, the Town of - Sec.2.1.1
Huntington is prohibited from making such a gift of the public treasure to a private entity.
The proposed provision of just six units of “affordable housing” clearly does not rise to
the level of a “compelling public benefit”. Any increase in density must be met with an
increase in public benefit. In this case, this requirement is clearly not met.

3. The site is situated within two separate special ground water protection areas. The WD 5
DEIS confirms that the West Hills-Melville SGPA Plan identifies the project site as being Sec. 2.1.1
within an area of low density residential use. It also confirms that both Nassau County
and Suffolk County, as well as the Town of Oyster Bay have addressed land use density
to ensure best groundwater management practices by requiring a minimum lot size of
40,000 square feet for yield purposes in unsewered areas. Rather than provide the
recommended density of just one unit per 40,000 square foot of area, the Applicant is
seeking a change of zone to allow for over 4 units per 40,000 square feet of area. This is
directly contrary to the state plan and goals of both the Nassau County and Suffolk
County groundwater protection act plans.




4, The DEIS contains the following statement:

Under the Steep Slope Ordinance, this site could yield a total of 172 units.
As the project proposes only 66 units within the Town of Huntington, it

conforms to this regulation. Page S-11

The Applicant should explain how it comes to the conclusion that the site could yield 172
units when it states that the maximum yield is 15 single family homes.

It should also be noted that the necessary grading will be significant as the
property is approximately 284 feet above sea level along its southern border and drops to
248 feet above sea level along its northern property line. The disturbance of this natural
36 foot grade differential could have a significant impact upon the site waterflow and the
surrounding properties. It will also have an impact upon the site’s own natural wetlands.
What are the potential impacts on and off site of such disturbance and what measures are

being taken to mitigate same?

5. Regarding the amount of soil that will be moved, the DEIS claims that “15.31
acres of the subject property will require grading”. (8-10) In that over 80% of the site
will be graded, what is the magnitude of the re~-grading, how will the re-grading be.
accomplished, and what provisions are being made to ensure that all site generated water
is contained on the subject site?

6. The application is contrary to the original intent of the R-RM zoning district
which was enacted to address the true needs of the Town’s senior population. When
previously employed, the Town Board granted R-RM zoning and the downsizing and
density bonuses it provides for developments that were truly “affordable” in nature for
senior independent and assisted living facilities. The instant application does not provide
affordable senior housing and should not be entitled to the benefits of such zone.

7. The DEIS indicates that 26,008 gallons per day of sanitary wastewater must be
treated before it leaves the site and enters the Nassau County system. How and where
will this treatment take place and what back-up measures are in place should the main
*facility fail? What will happen with the wastewater if the Nassau County system is
unable to handle it for some reason and what will be the anticipated impacts?

8. Where will the required pump station be located and what will be its dimensions
and hours of operation? What are the potential negative impacts during the operation of
the pump station and what are the impacts should the pump station operations fail for any
reason?

0. The DEIS states that “it is not anticipated that creating access from Plainview
Road would be necessary for construction purposes”. Under what scenario would access
from Plainview Road be required and what could be the potential impacts upon the road
network and residents of Plainview Road if the construction vehicles were to utilize
Plainview Road as an access point for the project?

10.  What will be the impact of the proposed development on the current ecological
setting at the subject site? What species of flora and fauna have been identified and, if
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the proposed project were to be approved and developed, what will happen to the plants /\
. and animals currently at/on the site? .

l1. How much money will the Applicant be required to pay to the Town of
Huntington Affordable Housing Trust?

12. Itis respectfully submitted that the proposed project is an overintensification of
use for a site that is one of the best, last large remaining open spaces in the Town and that
is unique in its position as a wetland property. The Town has failed to require that a hard
look be given into the possibility of acquiring this property as open space. This could and
should be studied as part of the “no action” analysis.

The Applicant and the Town have failed to examine the actual need for this
project and its potential impacts upon the surrounding property owners and the
community in general. While an increase in the permitted density of development to
meet a specifically identified need may be appropriate in the proper location and setting,
this project meets no identified needs, nor does it provide any public benefit. What the
Applicant proposes to construct is exactly the opposite of what the Town’s current
Comprehensive Plan has identified as appropriate for the subject site. The impacts will
be severe and continuing.

It is also necessary that the Board recognize that the proposed zoning amendment
is the subject of a written protest and that the Cold Spring Hills Civic Association has
submitted petitions from six (6) surrounding neighbors who contest the proposed down-
zoning and who have asked the Town Board to deny the application. This number of
protestors exceeds twenty percent of the owners of property surrounding the land
included in the proposed change of zone. Pursuant to Town Law Section 265, having
been presented with the protest petitions mentioned, any Town Board adoption of the
requested amendment “shall require the approval of at least three-fourths of the members
of the town board”. In the instant case, this means that at least four of the five members
of the Town Board must vote in favor of the zoning amendment in order for it to be
adopted. There is an opportunity for two of the Board’s members to make a responsible
decision to protect the quality of life in Huntington by denying or electing to abstain from
the passage of this zoning amendment which is contrary to sound planning and to the

Town’s own Comprehensive Plan.
' Vgry truly yours

WAD/sIm
cc:
Jo-Ann Raia, Town Clerk
John Leo, Town Attorney
Anthony Aloisio, Director of Planning & Environment
Scott Robin, Senior Environmental Analyst
Craig Turner, Planner
‘Town of Huntington
100 Main Street
Huntington, New York 11743
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WILLIAM A. DICONZA

COUNSELOR AT LAW
5 AUDREY AVENUE
P.O. BOX 457
OYSTER BAY, NEW YORK 11771
TELEPHONE (516) 624-0866
FACSIMILE: (516) 624-7735
DICONZALAW@AOL.COM

June 21, 2010

HAND DELIVERED

Supervisor Petrone and Members of the Town Board
Town of Huntington

100 Main Street

Huntington, New York 11743

Re:  Project No. 2006-ZM-363
Action: Kensington Estates

Dear Supervisor Petrone and Members of the Town Board:

This firm represents the owners of 40 and 42 Plainview Road, Woodbury, New
York. Their respective single-family properties are surrounded by the property that is
now the subject of'a change of zone application before the Town of Huntington Town
Board. (“subject premises”) The applicant before your Board, Triangle Equities
Development Co., LLC, is seeking to downzone the subject premises to permit for the
construction of 80 multi-family town homes and flats and 3 single family dwellings at the
property situated on the southeast corner of Jericho Turnpike (NYS 25) and Plainview
Road, straddling the border of Woodbury and Huntington, New York. The proposed
action requires changes of zone in both the Town of Huntington and the Town of Qvster
Bay. as well as area variances from the Town of Oyster Bay Board of Appeals and
subdivision approval from the Nassau County Planning Commission. Approval is also
required from the Suffolk County Planning Commissions, various water districts and
county health departments and public works departments.

On May 19, 2010, the Town of Huntington Town Board, acting as Lead Agency
in this application, caused to be circulated a Notice of Completion of Draft EiS. Parties
were provided until June 21, 2010 within which to submit comments on the Draft EIS.
Below are the comments of the Scott Hart and Paul Jones, as a supplement to the
statements they made at the public hearing held before the Town of Huntington Town
Board on May 17, 2010. Both of these property owners object to the downzoning
proposal and urge the Board to reject same. In that the development virtually surrounds
their properties, their privacy and expected way of life will be severely impacted by the
clear cutting and paving of the forest that now exists in this special watershed area of the
[sland.



Comments on the DEIS:

1. The subject site is presently zoned one acre residential in both the Town of
Huntington and the Town of Oyster Bay. This was the zoning of the site when the
Applicant entered into its contract to purchase same. The plans which the Applicant
provided for the subject site indicates that it could yield a maximum of 15 conforming
single family lots. The Horizons 2020: Town of Huntington Comprehensive Plan
Update, which was the result of years of studies and hearings and analysis, specifically
indicates that the generalized future land use of the subject site should be for use as
“parks, recreation, and conservation of land”. Rather than follow the guidelines
established in the recently completed Comprehensive Plan, the Applicant is seeking
approval to develop the site in a manner directly opposite to that which the
Comprehensive Plan concluded was most appropriate for the subject site. Instead of
“parks, recreation and conservation of land”, the Applicant is seeking permission to
construct 83 dwelling units where the current law only permits 15 units. By seeking a
450% increase in the historically allowed density of development, the Applicant is
asking that the Town disregard not only its current laws, but to disregard the
recommended conclusions contained in its own Comprehensive Plan. Such an extreme
and substantial increase in the permitted density will have massive impacts upon the
surrounding community and will result in the very detriment that the Comprehensive Plan
sought to avoid.

2. The one acre zoning of the subject site was lawfully enacted and justifiably relied
upon by the surrounding property owners, including the objectors herein. They benefited
from this zoning. The Heart and Jones families have benefited and come to rely upon this
zoning. If the Town of Huntington were to grant the Applicant’s request and allow for a
450% increase in the permitted density of development for the subject site, it would be
taking from the surrounding community a public benefit to which they were and continue
to be entitled. Such a taking requires a replacement of the benefit or some type of
compensation. The Applicant has stated that its development provides a benefit to the
community in that it will provide “affordable housing” for those in need of same.

The Town of Huntington requires that developments such as the one which the
Applicant is proposing herein provide that at least 20% of its units be deemed
“affordable”. The Applicant is not providing such. Instead, the Applicant is seeking
permission to have only 10% of the proposed units deemed “affordable”. Thus, although
the Applicant seeks a 450% increase in the existing permitted density, it seeks to provide
only half of the required amount of affordable units.

The Applicant is seeking to take away the public benefit of one acre zoning and
replace it with nothing. In the absence of a compelling public benefit, the Town of
Huntington is prohibited from making such a gift of the public treasure to a private entity.
The proposed provision of just six units of “affordable housing” clearly does not rise to
the level of a “compelling public benefit”. Any increase in density must be met with an
increase in public benefit. In this case, this requirement is clearly not met. Additionally,
the proposed increase in density will have a direct and immediate impact upon the
objectors use and enjoyment of their properties in that they will be surrounded by multi-
family buildings, a recreation center and tennis court where the current zoning would only
permit for the erection of a few single family homes on one acre each.
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3. The site is situated within two separate special ground water protection areas. The
DEIS confirms that the West Hills-Melville SGPA Plan identifies the project site as being
within an area of low density residential use. It also confirms that both Nassau County
and Suffolk County, as well as the Town of Oyster Bay have addressed land use density
to ensure best groundwater management practices by requiring a minimum lot size of
40,000 square feet for yield purposes in unsewered areas. Rather than provide the
recommended density of just one unit per 40,000 square foot of area, the Applicant is
seeking a change of zone to allow for over 4 units per 40,000 square feet of area. This is
directly contrary to the state plan and goals of both the Nassau County and Suffolk
County groundwater protection act plans.

4. The DEIS contains the following statement:

Under the Steep Slope Ordinance, this site could yield a total of 172 units.
As the project proposes only 66 units within the Town of Huntington, it
conforms to this regulation. Page S-11

The Applicant should explain how it comes to the conclusion that the site could yield 172
units when it states that the maximum yield is 15 single family homes.

5. Significant regarding has been proposed since the property is approximately 284
feet above sea level along its southern border and drops to 248 feet above sea level along
its northern property line. The disturbance of this natural 36 foot grade differential could
have a significant impact upon the site waterflow and the surrounding properties. It will
also have an impact upon the site’s own natural wetlands. What are the potential impacts
on and off site of such disturbance and what measures are being taken to mitigate same?
Specifically, how will the properties at 40 and 42 Plainview Road be protected?

6. Regarding the amount of soil that will be moved, the DEIS claims that *15.31
acres of the subject property will require grading”. (S-10) In that over 80% of the site
will be graded, what is the magnitude of the re-grading, how will the re-grading be
accomplished, and what provisions are being made to ensure that all site generated water
is contained on the subject site?

7. The application is contrary to the original intent of the R-RM zoning district
which was enacted to address the true needs of the Town’s senior population. When
previously employed, the Town Board granted R-RM zoning and the density bonuses it
provides for developments that were truly “affordable” in nature for senior independent
and assisted living facilities. The instant application does not provide affordable senior
housing and should not be entitled to the benefits of such zone. How does the proposed
development quality for the R-RM zoning?

8. The DEIS indicates that 26,008 gallons per day of sanitary wastewater must be
treated before it leaves the site and enters the Nassau C ounty system. How and where
will this treatment take place and what back-up measures are in place should the main
facility fail? What will happen with the wastewater if the Nassau County system is
unable to handle it for some reason and what will be the anticipated impacts?
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9. Where will the required purnp station be located and what will be its dimensions
and hours of operation? What are the potential negative impacts during the operation of
the pump station and what are the impacts should the pump station operations fail for any

reason?

10.  The DEIS states that “it is not anticipated that creating access from Plainview
Road would be necessary for construction purposes”. Under what scenario would access
from Plainview Road be required and what could be the potential impacts upon the road
network and residents of Plainview Road if the construction vehicles were to utilize
Plainview Road as an access point for the project? What impacts can the residents of 40

and 42 Plainview Road be expected to experience?

11. What will be the impact of the proposed development on the current ecological
setting at the subject site? What species of flora and fauna have been identified and, if
the proposed project were te be approved and developed, what will happen to the plants
and animals currently at/on the site?

12. How much money will the Applicant be required to pay to the Town of
Huntington Affordable Housing Trust?

13. It is respectfully submitted that the proposed project is an overintensification of
use for a site that is one of the best, last large remaining open spaces in the Town and that
IS unique in its position as a wetland property. The Town has failed to require that a hard
look be given into the possibility of acquiring this property as open space. This could and
should be studied as part of the “no action” analysis.

The Applicant and the Town have failed to examine the actual need for this
project and its potential impacts upon the surrounding property owners and the
community in general. While an increase in the permitted density of development to
meet a specifically identified need may be appropriate in the proper location and setting,
this project meets no identified needs, nor does it provide any public benefit. What the
Applicant proposes to construct is exactly the opposite of what the Town’s current
Comprehensive Plan has identified as appropriate for the subject site. The impacts will
be severe and continuing.

14, What will be the anticipated impacts experienced by residents of 40 and 42
Plainview Road as a result of the proposed community’s use of the recreation building
and tennis court? Will there be any lights around the tennis court and, if so, where will
they be located and when will they be required to be turned off?? What will be the exact
use and hours of operation of the recreation building? Will outside guests be allowed to
utilize the recreation building? Will catered events be permitted in the recreation
building? Will alcohol be served in tlie recreation building? Will there be any access to
the tennis court or recreation building from Plainview Road?

15, The proposed zoning amendment is the subject of a written protest from six (6)
surrounding neighbors who contest the proposed down-zoning and who have asked the
Town Board to deny the application. This number of protestors exceeds twenty percent of]

the owners of property surrounding the land included in the proposed change of zone. \/
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Pursuant to Town Law Section 265, having been presented with the protest petitions
mentioned, any Town Board adoption of the requested amendment “shall require the
approval of at least three-fourths of the members of the town board”. In the instant case,
this means that at least four of the five members of the Town Board must vote in favor of
the zoning amendment in order for it to be adopted. There is an opportunity for two of the
Board’s members to stop this project in its current form and, thereby, protect the quality
of life of those most immediately impacted by this proposed development. The
developers can downsize this project and still earn a profit while, at the same time,
allowing the surrounding property owners to enjoy the community the way it was meant
to be as confirmed by the Town’s comprehensive plan

WAD/slm
cc:
Jo-Ann Raia, Town Clerk
John Leo, Town Attorney
Anthony Aloisio, Director of Planning & Environment
Scott Robin, Senior Environmental Analyst
Craig Turner, Planner
Town of Huntington
100 Main Street
Huntington, New York 11743
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Robert Bontempi, The Huntington Township Chamber of Commerce
July 31, 2009
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Re: Kensington Esiates

Denr Huntington Town Conneil:

The Huntington Township Chamber of Commerce (the «Chamber”) writes this letter €O
express its general support in concepl for Triangle Equities’ proposed development off
the Dougal property, locaied atong the south side of Jericho Turpike, as Kensington
Estates. The property i3 currently an eyesore énd, under current zoning, Is
underperforming in terms of property tax revenues it could generate for the towns of
Huntingtonwand Oyster Bay.

- Ourchg,xmi;p -s;lqu_ggliiy'|-.-i_sr.t_é{pi:-amdl@bﬁsin@Ss;.e_é'q'riﬁmic‘dcv‘e!qpmelit, and job
cyeation Uough the-coordinated efforts of our membership, As such, the Chamber
seeks to represent the interests of business, industry, financial services, not-for-profit,
and other professionals within the greater Huntington Arca, and our Governiment
Relations Coviitee is charged to n3sess the impact of various initiatives on local

business, employment, and the sconomy.

HT 1
Sec 2.1.7

the developer expressed that it is the company’s
As such the

i 0 meeting with the committee,
mtent to use local vendors and employ local workers where postible.
project will have a positive impact o the local business community.

A mujor challenge facing the Town of Huntington, and L.ong Island in general, is the
need to provide alternative housing opportunities for an aging population witha
growing munber of empty nesters. The proposed project would help meet this need b
providing an age restricted comnunity offering Thousing consistent with the Towi's
Horizons 2020 comprehensive plan, which articilates a need for smaller households®
and affordable housing fora changing demographic. The proposed development
\would aiso offer a positive tax impact for the South Huntington and Syosset School
Districts without the burden of additional stndents. -

HT 2
Sec. 2.1.4

HT 3
Sec. 2.4.1

As such, the Chamber is snpportive of the proposed project concept, subject to further _

details atrout the project as Triangle Equities moves forward, wﬁg
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Howard & Warren Kleet, Kleet Lumber Co., Inc.
June 21, 2010
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E stablished 1946

Serving the Professional Bu_ilc‘zfe:.'”a.{rd Remodeler with a full line of & ziilding prodiicts

Aungust 26, 2009 ) ' )
= R
5 3=
Hon, Frank Petrone, Supervisor 3 Eha
Eluntington Town Board Members — ST
100, Main Street _ : ' = Holl
Huntington, NY 11743 . D g
! Eyoye 5;{-(1?-

l

i <

Degr Supervisor Petrone and Town Board Members:

We are writing to express ot support_of Triangle Equities proposed developmerny& on
_ Jericho Turnpike known as Kensington Bstates. We have had the opportunity to rewiew | o
their plans and believe that a 55 and over residential community filis a housing need in | o

Huntington.

A ¥ - ‘gg,..l;;gg,iw,s_:gﬂners:i!.},_.._E:,,Iymj,ﬁ_gt.%._w,e._ can attest to the need for this types of
R et o & Sompiy, Witk the rpttation of Tratele Bdues, ‘TR
~“developnient will help to address the need-fora community-where parents-and friends. can
‘live when they want to move out of fheir single family homes, It will also stimuslate | HK2

businesses in Huntington-—something which is needed in these economic times, Sec. 2.1.7

We know that Triangle is in the active part of the environmental process and we have
been assured by them that they will conform to all requirements. We sincerely hope that
as our elected representatives you realize the need for Kensington Estates proporsed
development &8s a housing alternative and an economic engine for the busirmess

community.
Thank you.
incerely, '
R
Howard Kleet Warren Kleet

777 Park Avenus ¢ Buntington, New York 11743 -

LBl 1-800-696-KLEET » Fax 631-427-5446 » Fax 63 1-470-1336
oA T 7 wiwn kleet.com
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Mark J. Catapano, Melville Chamber of Commerce
August 27, 2009
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August 27, 2008

Hon. Frank Petrone, Supervisor

Huntington Town Board Members

100 Main Street ' - .
Huntington, NY 11743 .

Re: Kensington Estates c/o Triangle Equities
Jesicho Turnpike, Huntington/Oyster Bay _ _
80 Residential Units, 55 ‘& Older Adult Community .

Dear Supcnvi,sof Petrone and Town Board Members:
The Meiville Chamber of Commerce is in support of Triangle Equities proposed development on F ericho
Tugnpike kriown as Kensingten Bstates..Our.community has continnously expressed the need for soluti ons to
out housing EHSTEAREINS pioBpsskdoeTats TosidanyeboS and older housing witheniforible ype options

within the glevélopmﬁnﬁfﬁff “this commutiity, 22 T e o e

We feel that the proposed Jocation of this community will positively affect our local area, increase tax dollar
revenues for our schools and boost the Jocal economy. ‘We have been assured that Triangle Equities vws-i)l be
using Jocal buflding suppliers and local contractors. In addition to using local development resource-s, the
Kensington’s residents will be shopping locally and improving our local merchant revenues. -

Tilangle Equities has presented their application to us for our view and concems, regardingr  our
nelghborhoods, - economic and environmental impacts sich a development would impose. The Melville
Chamber-of Commerce feels that the integrity of Triangle Equities development proposal will impacst our
community in a positive manner, .

Please consider that the Melville Chamber of Commerce is committed to fmproving our community anci will
continne lo be an advocate for such development opportunities. We sincerely hope that our - el ected
representatives will provide support of development proposals like the Kensington Bstates for howsing
alternatives and economic stimulus.

Sincerely,

Mark I. Catapano
Chairman of the Board

585 Broadhollow Road Melville, NY 1 1147 phone 631.777.6260 fax 631.777.6261

W
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Kai Bauer, Neubauer Electric, LLC
December 21, 2009
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Neubauer Electric, LLC

420A Lexington Ave

West Babylon, NY 11704

T 631.587.3751

F 631.321.0873 o

\ : W E, M““el

. Dﬂgﬁfﬁg&;"ﬁi’:’aaag . e e aem e e e BN - e e s Ce e emer v b ae

Hen. Frank Petrone, Supervisor
Huntington Town Board Members
100 Main Street

Huntington NY 11743

Dear Siipervisor Petrone and Town Board Members:

We are writing to express our support of Triangle Equities’ proposed development on J ericho Tumpike known
as Kensington Estates. We have had the opporunity to review their plans and believe that a 55 and over KB 1
residential community fills a housing need in Huntingfon. Sec. 2.1.4

As an sctive electrical contractor working in Huatington and throughout Nassau and Suffolk Counties, we can
attest io the need and demand for this type of housing. We are currently working on similar projects for 55
and over housing in the Townships of Islip and Babylon, involving over 100 new construction units. This
dress the need and desire fo keep families together and closer to home on Long [sland.

Fddx

- =W hops that youwas elected represeniatwéﬁ agrea.u;iﬁ;;ﬁs. We are confident that Triangle Equities will . .. e ‘
perform and comply with the environmental process, and bring this housing alternative project to fruition.
Kensington Estates is a living community that the Town of Huntington needs.

"Thank you for your atiention.

Sincersly,

7(&» // S
¥ai Baver
QOwner

Neubsuer Electric LLC
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William F. Bonesso, Forchelli, Curto, Deegan Schwartz, Mineo, Cohn &

Terrana, LLP
April 13, 2010
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- Promlses at.-1130:West:Jerichio Lu H:mtmgt(m, e A

County of Suffoll: New Vork

Dear Supervisor Petrone and Members of the Board:

On behalf of my partner, John Terrana, as well as many other property owners on and
around Artisan Avenue in the development situated directly to the east of the above-reforenced
premises, I am writing to support and appland the adoption of proposed Resolution No. 2010-186
at tonight’s Huntington Town Board meeting, As you know, the premisas is the site of the “Dougal
Farm’ which has been the location of angoing illegal, unauthorized, noxious and unsightly activities | WB1
for far too Jong, Most recently, the premises is not only the site of an unauthorized horse tiding and Sec. 2.1.6
boarding facility, but also & mulching and chipping business, .

The R-40 residentially-zoned property in question has been allowed to cperate
commercially due to rulings by the District Court finding that the property is the site of a
nonconforming nursery use, However, the wide-ranging array of activities presently aceurring on
the site far exceed even the uses that the Disirict Court would have deemed permitted, Ag
refetenced, the property owner presently boards up to 60 horses on the premises, in facilities and
under conditions that one horse expert advised ns was “atrocious”. In addition to that, the proparty
owner maintains a petting zoo, and a wood carving business which entails the use of chain saws to
carve trec hrunks into novelty figures, Also occurring af the premises is the storage of multiple

_..vehicles_and_storape_containers -which,—upon-our-last-inquiry-to—the -Town;—are—all-without

authorization.

Now, in violation of direct orders from the Town’s Department of Publlc Safety, the
properly owner is bringing in tmote wood for mulching and chipping, One need only drive past the
site (much less live next to it) to smell the incredibly strong and pungent odor of decomposing wood.
Add to that the noise frop chein saws and other heavy equipment, and the swarming horse flies jn \/
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residents,
While the property owner has filed an application fo the Huntington Zoning Board
of Appeals 1o legalize the existing horse farm, said application has been adjourned on numerous
occasions by the property owner and prosently does not have a hearing date, Meanwhile, all of the
unauthorized and illegal activities described above are ongoing and the property owner does not
seem to have any concern about the negative Impacts it imposas npon neighboring property owners,

For this reason, it is respectfully requested that the Town, In bringing legal

proceedings against the owners of this property, seek not only to force the termination of the

mulching and chipping activity, but alse all other unanthorized and noxious activities QCCUITINg on
£ Bourd of Appeals grants necessary variances {0 the property

the proporty, unless and untl] the Zonin
awner to maintain the same.

Be assured that, should you need affidavits or even personal appearances by my
partner or other neighbors in the area in order to support the fogal proceedings to be brought against

the subject property owner, they will be only too happy to oblige you in your efforts. Inreturn, I
hope you will keep me informed s to the progress-of the commencerefit:of the prdecedingsgoing .. ..,

forward, : o

Thank you for your attention fo this matter.

WILL