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apartment. This represents a 173 percent increase over the maximum permitted residential density.

This department is not in favor of granting use variances because of the land use precedent that will be
set. The applicant is seeking the same relief for twelve additional parcels. The variances required to
construct a detached two-family residence on each of these twelve parcels were also previously granted.
Each site now requires numerous area variances. (The Town must review the public hearing notice to
ensure that all of the required variances are stated correctly for this lot. The Building Inspector's denial
letter indicates that a variance for side yard is required, as 20" is the minimum yard distance; however, the
bulk table indicates that the side yard measurement must only be 10'. This discrepancy must be
resolved.) Many lots do not have street frontage. Most require a variance for maximum development

coverage and they all exceed the maximum permitted floor area ratio. The on-site parking requirement is

the parking Spaces, in the turnaround areas and along the access drive on the west side of the property.

If the parking currently provided is heavily utilized, it is unlikely that it will be sufficient for 26 additional
households. :

Doubling the residential density on thirteen undersized, non-conforming lots will negatively affect the
community character of the surrounding neighborhoods. Though the narrative states that the community
area is diverse, citing two multi-family developments, the neighborhoods directly adjacent of the site are
all comprised of single or two-family residences. The impact on the existing infrastructure will be
significant. The proposed density also gives rise to concerns about the provision of emergency services
and compliance with New York State Fire and Building Codes. Permitting development that does not
comply with the applicable bulk standards will result in the overutilization of individual sites, T he ability of
the existing infrastructure to accommodate this increased residential density on non-conforming parcels is
a countywide concern and must be evaluated. This evaluation must consider whether local roads will
become more congested and the sewer system, stormwater Mmanagement systems and the public water

unnecessary hardship in order for a use variance to be granted. In order to
prove such unnecessary hardship the applicant shall demonstrate to the board of appeals that for each

and every permitted use under the zoning regulations for the particular district where the property is
located:

A. The applicant cannot realize a reasonable return, provided the lack of return is substantial as shown
by competent financial evidence.

‘B. The alleged hardship is unique and does not apply to a substantial portion of the district or
neighborhood. -

C. The requested variance will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.
D. The alleged hardship is not self-created.

recommend that the proposal for any additional units be denied. The 13 existing two-family residences
are all located on significantly undersized lots and required numerous bulk variances when initially
proposed. The Town must not permit an exacerbation of an existing non-complying situation.
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Douglas,J. Schitetz ™ 1. /
Acting Commissioner of @anning
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C: Supervisor Christopher St. Lawrence, Ramapo

Rockland County Department of Highways

New York State Thruway Authority - '
Rockland County Department of Health
Rockland County Drainage Agéncy '
Rockland County Sewer District #1 - .
Rockland County Office of Fire and Emergency. Services
Sparaco & Youngblood, PLLC . T ‘
Villages of Chestnut Ridge & Spring: Valley
New York State Department of State, Division of Code Enforcement and Administrat’\on
Monsey Fire District -
Binyan Torah, Inc.
Rockland County Planning Board Members

*NYS General Municipal Law Section 239 requires @ vote of a 'majority plus one' of your agency 1o act contrary to the above
findings. '

The review undertaken by the Rockland County Planning Department is pursuant to, and follows the mandates of Article 12-B of the New York
General Municipal Law. Under Article 12-B the County of Rockland does not render opinions, nor does it make determinations, whether the item
reviewed implicates the Religious Land Use and lnstr'tutionalized Persons Act. The Rockland County Planning Department defers to the municipality

forwarding the item reviewed to render such opinions and make such determinations if appropriate under the circumstances.

In this respect, municipalities aré advised that under the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act, the preemptive force of any provision of
the Act may be avoided (1) by changing @ policy or practice that may resultin @ substantial purden on religious exercise, (2) by retaining @ policy or
practice and exempting the substantially purdened religious exercise, (3) by providing exemptions from a policy or practice for epplications tha
substantially purden religious exercise, or (4) by any other means that eliminates the substantial burden.

Proponents of projects aré advised to apply for variances, special. permits or exceptions, hardship approval of other relief.
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