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Chairman calls the February 6, 2002 North Salem Planning Board Meeting to order.

PRE-APPLICATIONS:

1.
Swoosh/Field’s Lane:


Jerome Kerner, Architect


Pre-Application review of expansion of existing office building.

Good evening.  My name is Jerome Kerner, Architect from South Salem, NY.  The pre-application before the Board is for an expansion of an existing office building at 39 Fields Lane.  We are anticipating adding approximately 1,800 square feet at ground level, and adding two stories to the building.  We have shown an expansion of parking in two locations to the South to an existing parking area and to the East of the building in the rear.  We have shown an additional parking area, which traverses the grade at 7%.  Steve asks where the existing parking is.  Mr. Kerner refers to their plan and shows Steve the existing parking.  There will be 22 

reserved car spots that will be over the septic system, which we understand may or may not be permitted if DEP revises its regulations.

Liz says she has met with the Applicant representatives.  One of the items that she pointed out was that in certain cases the Planning Board may entertain a reduction of the parking requirements.  Liz has a concern with the steep slopes on the site.  If the Board feels that there is enough parking on the site without the reserve, they may want to make a decision to have the reserve or not.  Steve inquires if we count the reserve towards the development coverage.  The coverage they are proposing is 28%, the code provides for 30%.  It is easy to go over that number. Jonathan asks what the square footage of the building will be.  Mr. Kerner replies that it will end up just under 30,000 square feet.  Jonathan asks how many parking spaces they will provide.  Mr. Kerner replies that they will have 81 parking spaces.  Jonathan asks if the proposed occupants will be medical.  Mr. Kerner replies that it will be a construction company.  Liz assumes there will be no construction vehicles.  Mr. Kerner concurs and says it will be a construction management company.  A reduction in square footage may be an option if they can’t fit all the parking on the site.  Mr. Kerner is aware that there are site conditions that have to be more thoroughly examined, such as a water course that seems to meander towards the front of the building.  We have Insite Engineering doing some further investigation on that.  The size of the septic system is also being looked into.  Jonathan asks if they have any data listing the actual parking requirements.  Mr. Kerner replies that he has been there on several occasions and it is not a full lot.   Steve asks if they have enough room for the septic.  Mr. Kerner replies that it is being looked into, and they may have to expand.    

Gary asks how many people are projected to be in the building, and how many square feet per person does that work out to be.  Mr. Kerner replies that there are probably about sixteen people for the top two floors and the ground floor about twenty to twenty five.  We are allowing for visiting cars.  In the space that they are working on in Somers, they have approximately 300 to 400 square feet per person.  

2.
Sprint Spectrum/First Purdy’s Building:


Cara Bonomolo, Snyder & Snyder Attorneys


Pre-Application review of antennas proposed on existing office building.

Good evening, my name is Cara Bonomolo, I am an attorney with Snyder & Snyder, L.L.P., representing Sprint Spectrum L.P.  This is a pre-application to discuss Sprint’s proposal to install a wireless telecommunications facility on the existing building at 509 Route 22.  This facility will consist of the installation of six small panel antennas on the roof of the building, with related equipment cabinets on the ground adjacent to the existing building.  We have submitted to the Board a number of materials that show compliance with the wireless law.  There are also some additional materials that we plan on submitting such as a structural report and health and safety analysis.  We received a memo this evening from MDRA which raises some additional issues that we will respond to in writing for our completeness review.  We would like the  Board’s input on this application, and will answer any questions that you may have.  

Liz would like the Board to know that there has been a determination made by Bruce Thompson, the Building Inspector on the Sprint Frawley application, which is similar to this application, to allow a little bit more flexibility, which, at least on Frawley, they no longer needed the variances.  Liz and Bruce will take a look at this application to see how it applies.  

Gary asks why equipment cabinets will be located outside the building, instead of in the basement.  Cara responds that the building consists of two stories.  She does not believe they have a basement.   The cabinets 

will be on the North side of the building.  The cabinets are approximately 5 ½ to 6 ½ feet in height and will be placed on a platform.  They won’t exceed the top of the building.

Gary inquires about the coverage.  Cara replies that they will primarily cover the railway that runs adjacent to I-684 and Route 22 up and down a limited area that there is no intervening topography and not a lot of existing vegetation.  Gary asks why Sprint is interested in going here as well as on the Crown application.  Cara responds that if you were to look at the coverage maps, that Sprint submitted as Exhibit 3, you would see that the facility that is to be located on the tower to be discussed later on tonight, covers a completely different portion of the municipality.  This site is located in the western portion of the municipality, whereas the application on the Crown tower is located further East.  

Steve asks how many more antennas-on-buildings applications will you need to cover the I-684 corridor with the railroad.  Cara replies that the map does show long-range search plans with four hatched circled areas.  There is only one that is located within the Town up in the Northeast corner.  We have submitted an affidavit showing what those locations are intended to cover.  At this point there has been nothing selected in that area.  Steve mentions that the two other sites are in Lewisboro and one other site is in Somers.  Gary asks why this site was preferred as to the existing cell tower at the Purdy’s Train Station that has Sprint on it.  Cara is not familiar with the existing tower, she will look into it.  

Steve asks how high the antennas will be.  Cara replies that they are a maximum height of 33 feet.  The antennas themselves, four of them are 56 inches in height and two are 60 inches in height.  The top of the antennas will be at 33 feet.  The existing roof is 25 feet.  They will extend eight feet at the top of the building.  Three on the North side and three on the South side.  

Steve asks if the Board has any questions.  Liz mentions that this application has been reviewed by MDRA for completeness.  There are no wetlands.  Cara mentions that they will respond to MDRA’s memo, and resubmit for completeness review.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

3.
Crown Atlantic-Naumburg:


Leslie Snyder, Snyder & Snyder Attorneys

Continue/Adjourn Public Hearing regarding Applications for Approval of Communications Tower (Conditional Use and Site Development Plan).

Open Public Hearing regarding Application for Approval of Wetland Permit.

Chairman opens the Public Hearing.  We will go for 1 ½ hours and then adjourn and continue.  We will take a short break while the individuals wishing to speak fill out cards with their names and addresses.  Steve asks Liz Axelson, Town Planner if she would like to make a few remarks.  Liz replies that the status of the application has not changed.  We are still in hearing, I anticipate that we will adjourn and continue the hearing tonight.  There has been one new submittal with plan sheets depicting the needle, or flagpole design, which was demonstrated on January 12th at the visual demonstration.  Also tonight we have a visual analysis that has just been submitted.  MDRA has prepared draft materials for consideration.  

The Board may look at them tonight, or wait for a workshop.  There is a Draft Part 2 of the EAF, Draft Visual EAF Addendum, a Memorandum from MDRA regarding the visuals, and a draft Resolution SEQR 

Determination of Significance (Positive Declaration).  Given the fact that you are looking at the visual analysis tonight, you might want to put off looking at this until a workshop.  Steve adds that the application has changed slightly.  It is now a 120 foot needle tower that is with internal antennas.  Quite a bit different than what was originally proposed.

Steve asks Leslie Snyder to come forward to make her presentation.  We will then have a few questions from the Board Members, our Technical Expert, and then open the meeting up to the public.

MINUTES OF PRESENTATIONS BY LESLIE SNYDER, MICHAEL JOHNSEN, AND GRAHAM TRELSTAD ARE SUPPLEMENTED BY ATTACHED RECORD BY COURT STENOGRAPHER.  

Steve asks Michael Johnsen the diameter of the proposed needle tower.  Mr. Johnsen replies that it would not be more than 40 inches in diameter at the top.  Charles asks Mr. Johnsen to refresh the group with the four other sites that the proposed tower could be seen from.  Mr. Johnsen replies that would be Viewpoint No. 6, at 9,260 feet, Viewpoint No. 11, at 13,514 feet, Viewpoint No. 12, at 6,672 feet, and Viewpoint No. 15, at 5,002 feet.  Jonathan asks what the diameter of the needle is proposed to be.  Leslie responds that the diameter is 40 inches.  At the base the dimension is about 52 to 60 inches.

Steve mentions that Frank Rodriguez has not completed his report for tonight.  He does, however, have a few questions.  Mr. Rodriguez refers to construction plans he has examined that were submitted and dated 1/23/02.  On the site elevation drawing, it appears that the antennas have been reduced in height.  For example, Verizon has an antenna at 118 feet, which has no change, but it has another antenna 13 feet lower, Sprint has one about 15 feet lower, Nextel has 2 of them, 1 is 14 feet lower and 1 is 21 feet lower, AT&T has 2 of them, at different heights, and a future antenna is 25 feet lower, future no. 2 is 22 feet lower, and future no. 3 no longer exists.  I would like some confirmations as soon as possible that the propagation’s submitted previously are still valid with respect to the lower antenna heights.  In addition, the antennas may have been changed in model number, representative to what is on the drawing.  We would like to see that information, either a confirmation that there is no change, or with additional information so we are able to evaluate the new setup.  Code Subsection 250-77.5 Paragraph 10 requires a structural analysis.  That was submitted for the old proposed monopole.  I have found no evidence that a new analysis was submitted for the needle.

Leslie responds that we wanted to make sure the Board wanted to go forward with the needle, and then we will be happy to provide that information.  Mr. Rodriguez states that he is only stating these details for their information, and for the record.  Mr. Rodriguez discusses that an evaluation of non-ionizing radiation was submitted in Exhibit 7 with respect to the old plans.  I see no evidence that a new one has been submitted.  The number of antennas have changed. The antenna heights have changed.  Therefore, while I might not expect it to exceed the maximum allowable levels, this should be reflected in the current proposal.  I noted also that the drawing does not show a lightning rod.  To the extent that a lightning rod is required, I would prefer to see it on the drawings.  Leslie responds the Board had asked that to be taken out at the last meeting.  They had also asked to lower the tower as much as they could to the minimum height.  That is why there is one less spot.

Mr. Rodriguez refers to the Federal Aviation Administration.  I wouldn’t expect that lighting or markings are required for this height.  He requests a copy of the report from Leslie Snyder.  

Gary asks if the tower can be shortened if it is not filled to capacity.  Mr. Johnsen replies that the carrier who is at the top, will still require that height.  Gary inquires if position 3 disappears, could everyone drop down 10 feet?  Leslie responds that we would do it if the Board required it.

Charles asks about reducing the height of the tower.  It is actually the same height, but the internal antennas are lower.  Originally there were three slots on the bottom for emergency services and extras and that the five 

carriers or primary spots are still above those three for a total of eight.  Leslie responds originally there were seven.  Charles asks if there currently is a spot for emergency services.  Leslie responds yes.  Charles asks if the emergency services were removed from the tower, could the height be lowered.  Leslie responds that taking off the emergency services would not change the height of the tower.  The height is based on the carriers needs.  Charles confirms with Leslie that no matter what, the height of 120 feet is necessary in order to accomplish what the carriers need.  During the previous review, there were discussions about a 100 foot tower at the town garage, and that met the carriers needs.  Leslie responds that the 100 foot tower was a proposal for Verizon and Sprint only.  Also, based on the location of the site, the Planner MDRA asked for a plot to compare the coverage of their current site versus the highway garage site, and why the various heights are needed.  That should have been included in their September submittal.  

Charles discusses multiple towers at the same location with lower height.  Leslie responds that they did show in one of their exhibits a visual of what two 100 foot towers would look like.   In her opinion, two 100 foot towers would look offensive.  She feels one 120 foot tower would look much better.  There is a discussion about not having the antennas too close together.  Leslie has one other document to hand in for the record.  This is an Affidavit from Sprint’s RF Consultants, which documents the difference between the Delancey Road site in comparison to the other sites discussed.

Steve opens up the meeting to the public.  He asks them to keep their comments brief to 3 or 3 ½ minutes, so that everyone who has signed up has a chance to speak.

MINUTES OF PUBLIC COMMENTS ARE SUPPLEMENTED BY ATTACHED RECORD BY COURT STENOGRAPHER.  

Michael S. Bogin – See Court Stenographer’s record

Steve asks Mr. Bogin to wrap up his comments.  We will end this portion of the meeting at 10:15 p.m.

Liz responds to one of Mr. Bogin’s comments to say that there is a Wetland Permit.

Bill Ahearn – See Court Stenographer’s record

Dorothy Cesta – See Court Stenographer’s record

Lucy Close – See Court Stenographer’s record

Ms. Close asks Roland if the vineyard has an Agricultural Tax Exemption.  Roland is not sure about this and will discuss the matter with the Assessor.  He states that this is a good question and he will obtain an answer.

Rohna McKenna – See Court Stenographer’s record

Patrick Freydberg – See Court Stenographer’s record

Frank Tuoti – See Court Stenographer’s record

Richard Knowlton – See Court Stenographer’s record

Bob Kotch – See Court Stenographer’s record

Gene Colley – See Court Stenographer’s record

Lois Colley – See Court Stenographer’s record

David Quinn – See Court Stenographer’s record

Gloria Mandelstam – See Court Stenographer’s record

David Wilklow – See Court Stenographer’s record

Dean Colley – See Court Stenographer’s record

Renee San Marco – See Court Stenographer’s record

Josh Leicht – See Court Stenographer’s record

Jerry Iannace – See Court Stenographer’s record

Todd Baremore – See Court Stenographer’s record

Roland states that by State Law, we have the right to find the least intrusive means of providing coverage.  We can’t flat out reject it.

Michael Bogin – See Court Stenographer’s record

Resident, who did not sign in, complains about there being such a time limit for the public to speak.  The Applicant’s should also have a time limit.

Peter Wiederhorn – See Court Stenographer’s record

Saul Zonana – See Court Stenographer’s record

Patricia Brust – See Court Stenographer’s record

Sharon Gunthel – See Court Stenographer’s record

Brian Colley – See Court Stenographer’s record

Steve asks Mr. Colley to submit copies of their photographs to the Planning Board.  Mr. Colley responds, yes, he will.  Liz asks Mr. Colley to also bring in a copy of the map he has referred to in his presentation.  Mr. Colley responds, yes, he will.

Liz mentions that the Board has received a lot of public commentary tonight, in addition to written commentary.  She suggests the Board look at all the materials and hold off discussions until the March 6, 2002 

meeting.  Liz explains the Environmental Assessment Form.  The consultant prepared a draft of Part 2  for Board to review.  The Applicant will take Part 2 and prepares Part 3 (more descriptive).  They attach visual studies and Draft Visual EAF Addendum which identifies different areas near the site.  The Board will go over it and make their determinations.

Steve would like the Board to have an opportunity to go over all of the information that has been discussed tonight, as well as the information handed in tonight.  

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Adjourn and Continue the Public Hearings for Crown Atlantic-Naumburg, and defer the Positive Declaration until the Board has gone over all of the materials, or the next regular meeting on March 6, 2002.  Charles Gardner seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

4.
Continental:


John Watson, P.E., Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.

Open Public Hearing regarding Application for Approval of Preliminary Subdivision Plat and Wetland Permit.

Chairman opens the Public Hearing for Continental.  He confirms that the green cards, notices in newspaper and notices to neighbors have been submitted to the Planning Board.  

Good evening, my name is Adam Wekstein.  I have John Watson from Insite Engineering, as well as Rich Jacobson, our wetlands consultant with me.  We are here tonight regarding a four-lot subdivision on the South parcel of land between Peach Lake and Bloomer Road.  The lots range in acreage from a little over two acres to a little over four acres.  The access road for the site is a private drive, which will be an improvement over what is currently the driveway leading into the Lakeside Field Club.  It will be widened a little bit, will lead into a cul-de-sac on which all of the lots will have access.  The subdivision will not create a public road, therefore we will also need an open development area from the Town Board.  The engineer will discuss the features on the site, and the wetlands consultant will discuss the storm water management.

Good evening, we are proposing four lots off of a private road.  All four lots will come off a new private road which is an extension of the existing private driveway off Bloomer Road and the Lakeside Field Club.  Each house will have its own  individual well and septic system approved by the Health Department and New York City DEP for drainage that will be collected to the low area, where the private road is.  That way we are picking up the runoff in the developed areas and bring it back to the storm water management area consisting of two storm water basins. That is a general overview.  I will turn it over to Rich.

Two issues that Evans memo discussed, were location of storm water treatment.  We were asked to look at alternative locations on the site.  There is discussion about relocating basins further away from the wetlands, and water quality treatment.  The engineer will be discussing this with the Planning Board Engineer.  Steve notes that not only does the Wetlands Consultant have concerns, but also NYCDEP has concerns.  Steve asks if a storm water pollution prevention plan is required by the DEP.  The response is yes.  If DEP does not like the basins, they will need to be changed.  The design sets up a system for both quality and quantity control.  Here Peach Lake is down stream.  DEP requirements discussed, as well as the quality of the runoff.

Liz discusses that they met yesterday with Andy Reimann and Alan Pitsch and Applicant Representatives.  Bill Youngblood, in his memo, stated that he did not have a problem with locations in the buffer area.  Adam believes that submissions have been made already to address consultants concerns.  We don’t believe it has a significant wetland impact.  The Board declared their intent to become lead agency at the last meeting.  Steve asks if our local 

wetlands law permits us to approve basins in the wetlands buffer?  Liz mentions that the wetlands law doesn’t specifically prohibit it.  It speaks about finding another practical alternative.  Both MDRA and Andy Reimann’s comments talked about the buffer area.  

Steve discusses the rear yards in several of these proposed lots.  There is discussion about residents needing to obtain wetland permits for doing what they may seem like small landscape improvements.  There are wetlands in the rear and further towards Peach Lake.  How do we get the lot owners on notice?  Liz discusses the restrictions on some of these lots.  A development envelopment was discussed.  It just depends on what the Board prefers.

Charles has a concern about taking water from naturally flowing areas and putting it in another location, what is the detriment of moving water that was actually going to the wetlands?  He’s concerned about all of the roof runoff going into that system. In his opinion 90% of what comes off the roof is pretty clean, as far as water is concerned.  It could even go into a dry well and let it perk out .  Is there anyway that you could do that instead of tying it into the rest of the storm water.  This might reduce some of the volume in that area and also put some of the water back into the area that you are taking it away from in the North side.  

In the topography of the site, there are quite a few very steep knolls on the property.  We have the houses located and are maintaining a very high percentage of the pre-development drainage tanks.  So even though we are taking roof drainage and bringing it back towards the storm water basins, the houses are located in areas where a lot of the areas are naturally green that way anyway.  The infiltration issue is discussed.  There is a lot of rock on the property.  We sited septic areas were adequate area for septics.  It is something we could look at.  I don’t know how feasible it would be. 

Charles states that it seems ridiculous that you can’t take clean water and put it into a system.  Roof drainage still has airborne dust that lands on the roof.  Charles states that if you were to allow that water to go clean across land and into wetlands that is the best way to clean any of that stuff out.  At this point it would be a lot cleaner than going through sedimentation basins as proposing and all of the pipes.  These pipes have a low/flow outlet structure.  

Steve discusses the EAF and rock blasting for the foundations.  They are now allowed to blast in septic areas.

Liz mentions the potential blasting areas shown on the map.  Those are the anticipated blasting areas.  Liz requests a note on the plat regarding blasting.  Steve opens the meeting up to the public.

Rohna McKenna, CAC discusses her main concern is the large picture, Peach Lake, considering the problems they already have. This in her opinion is not going to add to the solutions.  She has a concern about the wetlands not being protected.  I would like to recommend strongly to have a conservation easement there, so we don’t have history repeating itself in this community.  I can count how many people have fertilized lawns and starting growing things in the wetlands.  In these cases, the damage has already been done.  To have a conservation easement there along with envelopes of construction, we will be doing the Town and Peach Lake justice.  I think it is our responsibility to do something like that rather than say that people have to be aware that they are near wetlands. We should take the responsibility off the owner.  We should limit the amount of trees that are cut so that the viewshed won’t be disturbed.  At the meeting the other night regarding Peach Lake, there was a discussion about trees, and that it doesn’t matter what the size are.  Trees are so very important.

Elaine Sweeney takes a look at the proposed map, to find out where the blasting will be done.  Elaine asks questions about the map and the property line for owners.  She is interested because her daughter lives in the area. The buffer area is discussed, as well as a wetland permit buffer.  

Evelyn Janice, owner of Pabst Water Company discusses the 150 foot deep well on the other side of where the properties are proposed.  She mentions that this is a community well that services 70 homes.  Charles Voelkel takes a look at the proposed map and discusses where the Pabst Water Company well is located. Fourteen people have private wells.  Elaine Sweeney takes a look at the map to see where the wells will be located.  There is a discussion about putting four individual wells on the proposed property.  The well driller and well locations are discussed.  That decision will be made once the land is subdivided.  

Mr. Voelkel would like to thank both the CAC and Board for their hard work.  He hopes that they consider a conservation easement.  The site inspection is discussed regarding the wetlands.  There is a discussion about 

preventing anyone from putting docks on the lake.  The suggestion of possibly renting dock space is discussed. Mr. Voelkel is also concerned about the rock blasting on the site.  The amount of blasting is discussed.  Notification to landowners is discussed.  This is also a private road.  Will there be a homeowners agreement about who takes care of the road?  Jonathan discusses that anyone either adjacent to or within 1,000 feet has to be notified about rock blasting.  

There is a discussion about the vision, how big the houses will be, and at what cost.  The response is that at this time they will be standard houses with standard foundations.  Mr. Voelkel discusses his concern about bankruptcy. He believes Continental has had problems.  Are you going to sell the concept or start the development?  Steve responds that the entrance road is already there.  The only infrastructure is the short private road.  Steve does not see it as a problem.  It is not like a Salem Chase where we have a mile long entrance road recreational facility. Properties are so valuable in this Town.  Someone would come in and takeover the project.  Jonathan discusses that once they subdivide, they can sell as lots.  Mr. Voelkel asks who is responsible for putting in common roadway and all of the drains prior to the building of the first house.  Steve discusses that there would be construction bond and then a maintenance bond for two years after its conception.  

My name is Joe Gerasse, I am the current President of Lake Side Field Club.  I just put in a large pool. I am concerned about the time of the blasting.  Whether it is going to happen in the summer time when members are using the pool.  I’m concerned about the homes close to the property on Lake Side.  Will there be a proposed fencing buffer?  The extensive wetland plant plan is discussed.  Elaine Sweeney asks if there will be additional plantings for the upper side.  There is nothing proposed there.  Adam Wekstein discusses restrictions regarding the Wetlands Permit.  The common driveway and fence off of Bloomer Road is discussed.  The fence is discussed. Possibly moving the gate down closer to the property.  There is a concern about people taking dips in the lake.

Rohna asks whether the basins are proportionately contingent upon how many houses there are, discussion about eliminating a house and combining a site, investigate real estate values.  Sometimes the more land you have the more valuable the property is.  Rohna also asks if the houses will be visible.  The response is yes.  The R-2 zone is discussed, consideration of using road other than lake Side Field Club Road.  Steve asks if there are any further issues.  Liz mentions that MDRA has technical comments.

Chairman motions the Planning Board to Adjourn and Continue to March 6, 2002 the Public Hearing.  Charles Gardner seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

5.
Sprint Spectrum Frawley Building:


Cara Bonomolo, Snyder & Snyder, Attorneys

Chairman opens the Public Hearing regarding Application for Approval of Conditional Use/Site Development Plan Applications for an array of antennas on the Frawley Building.  Chairman asks if the green cards and notices have 

been handed in, as well as publications in newspapers duly published.  Cara Bonomolo responds yes, they have.

Good evening, my name is Cara Bonomolo, I am an attorney with Snyder and Snyder representing Sprint Spectrum L.P., Sprint is seeking conditional use and site development plan approvals to locate a wireless telecommunications facility on the existing building located at Four West Cross Street.  The facility will consist of six panel antennas on the roof of the existing building, with related equipment located in the basement.  As you may recall our original proposal was to locate the antennas towards the edge of the roofline.  Based on this Board’s comments and the comments of the Planning Consultant we have relocated the antennas back towards the center of the roof to minimize any potential adverse visual impact.  Also to further mitigate any potential visual impact, the property owner has agreed that as a condition of approval, Sprint may remove the existing 25 foot lattice tower that is currently located on the roof.

Charles asks about an antenna that is currently on the building, and if it will be taken off.  Cara is not sure.  She knows it was mentioned at the last meeting.  She does not have an answer.  Her belief is that if it is no longer being used, then they will be able to remove it.  The color of the proposed antennas are discussed.  Cara mentions that they may be painted whatever the Board would like.  Jonathan recommends the use of colors that are the least visible.

Liz gives the Board an update.  This was referred to the ZBA.  The Building Inspector, Bruce Thompson, has decided that they do not need variances.  

Rohna McKenna, CAC asks how high above the roof the antennas will be.  Cara responds that they are about six to seven feet above the top of the roof.  The top of the antennas are just below 42 feet.  The roof itself is 34 ½ feet.

Liz mentions that Hilary Smith of MDRA prepared a full EAF, Part 2.  If it ok with the Board Liz will request that Hilary prepare a Draft Determination of Non Significance (Negative Declaration).

Charles asks about health issues related to the antennas.  Cara responds that they have submitted a Health and Safety Report that certified the facility will operate in accordance with FCC standards regarding radio frequency.  

Chairman motions the Planning Board to close the Public Hearing.  Peter Nardone seconds.  Charles Gardner abstains.  All in favor.  No opposed.

There is a discussion about how long this application has taken to get to this point.  Cara replies that they started with their first submittal in August, 2001.  Liz asks the Board if she should go ahead and ask Hilary to draft the conditional use and site plan approval.  Cara asks if that will be considered at the February 27, 2002 Workshop Session.  Steve responds yes.

REGULAR MEETING:

6.
Shoecraft:


Robert Howe, Senior Designer, Bibbo Associates, LLP

Consideration of Draft Resolution of Final Subdivision Plat Approval with Conditions.

Robert Howe shows the Board the final subdivision plat.  He states that he is here to answer any questions.  This will be a two lot subdivision, reduced from three.  Common driveway serving the two lots, based on an existing driveway.  A development envelope has been placed on the new lot.  The Board takes a look at the development envelope.

The resolution is discussed.  Roland inquires about the Draft Resolution, in Item 7 under conditions.  Is it deemed necessary?  It is decided that Liz will take this out.  The draft declaration of utilities is discussed, Roland has the original document, it is fine.  It can’t be filed until the map is on record.  There is a question about Item 6.  The property belongs to NYC Watershed.  Liz mentions that this is a note that was on the Landi plan.  Liz will ask Penny Kelly about it, there was a problem, Liz will take it out.  

The closing documents, as well as escrow account are discussed.  Liz spoke with the Town’s Bookkeeper.  The Town would not have released escrow.  Once we have evidence, the escrow will be switched over from Hudson Valley Bank to Shoecraft.  Liz will provide the evidence to Roland.  Liz will rewrite sentence in Resolution regarding evidence.

Chairman motions the Planning Board to approve the Draft Resolution as amended regarding the Final Subdivision Plat.  Charles Gardner seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

7.
Savino Subdivision


Don Rossi, Hogan & Rossi Attorneys at Law

Discussion of Completeness and Technical Comments

Don Rossi would like to discuss the memo from Hilary Smith of MDRA, as well as a memo he has prepared and handed into the Planning Board tonight.  The proposed conservation easement is discussed that extends through the entire 100 year flood plain.  This is the extent of the boundaries.  There is a network of brooks that come into the property, go into the pond and then drain out to the brook area that is on the adjoining Turkey Hill Subdivision that has had many studies over the years.  Jonathan asks if this is already developed.  Yes it is.

Don mentions that there is no current construction plan.  The only alteration of the site that is proposed is removing the shed which is within the side yard setback.  That will be relocated.  We would like to leave the wetland boundary.  The 100 year flood plain is outside the wetland boundary.  We would like not to have to go to the extreme expense of surveying the wetland boundary.  We would like to place a note on the plat that highlights that the controlled areas from the wetlands and water portions exist on the property.  We will agree, although it is not stated in the memo I just handed out, to show the controlled areas from the wetlands on the plat and to blare out to everyone that a wetlands permit will be required for controlled areas shown on the plat.  We think that there is sufficient protection for the Town.  When you look at the plan, the controlled area goes through the existing resident.  We believe adequate protection exists so that in the event there is any future construction everyone is on notice at that time that someone is going to undertake an addition or potentially new construction on this site, they will be required to have the wetlands surveyed and mapped.

Rohna McKenna inquires about using the existing driveway.  Don responds yes.  Liz asks Don to make whatever changes need to be made.  Liz discusses restrictions for the conservation easement.  Don has submitted the conservation easement, the drainage easement, and the maintenance agreement.  Passive recreational uses basically prohibits any structures from being constructed.  It has already been submitted in the file.  

Don states that there was a suggestion that they place a note on the plat regarding the lack of existing monuments. We are proposing monuments.  There are no existing monuments.  There was a very thorough study done regarding Turk Hill wetlands.  There was a comment about the calculation of minimum lot area under 250-16. We should not submit anything further on that.  You can’t take into account areas of wetlands under the 100 year flood 

plain.  I think that the lots are of such size that even if the entirety of the property was wetlands  we would reduce it by 50%.  Steve states that it is still required to be put on the plat map.  Liz mentions that it is a zoning requirement, you can’t waive that.  Don says the issue is that we would have to get the wetlands surveyed in order to show compliance.  What I am proposing to the Board is that it is apparent through a review of the plat that we have complied with 250-16.  We have a 24-acre lot.  If it were entirely wetlands, we would have to reduce the total acreage of 24 acres to 12 acres.  It would still be 6 times greater than area required in the Ag 2 district.

The SSDS expansion areas will be shown.  Any questions on the engineering parts, we will get back to you on it. I believe it is shown.  Jack McNamara is away, I did not get anything from him on that.  Jonathan talks about his concern about the barn coming with the house.  He is concerned about the foundation.  Don shows Jonathan on the map the existing SSDA.  The well is situated over here.  There is ample room throughout the property.  The next question is regarding existing utilities.  We are not proposing any new construction, so Don is suggesting that they don’t have to show it.  Liz asks if they are requesting a waiver.  Don will request a waiver.

There is an existing asphalt drive that is proposed to serve both lots.  We have a 40 foot wide common driveway easement which runs somewhat uncharacteristicly through the paved area.  The entirety of this 40 foot wide common driveway easement is within the controlled area of this pond.  The comments of the Planning Consultant are that we should move the boundary line as close as possible, even to the extent of butting it up against the asphalt drive.  Steve discusses that is just lines on a map.  Liz mentions that we could move the easement so that if they are going to do any more improvements it is further away from the wetlands.  Steve mentions that if they are going to do improvements, they will need a wetlands permit and then they will have to delineate the wetlands.

Don mentions that first and foremost, the problem that he sees with it is that if Mr. & Mrs. Savino drive off their driveway, they will be trespassing on this lot, if this easement line is that close.  If anything is going to occur that constitutes a regulated activity, they have to get a wetland permit regardless of who owns it.  Given the manicured 

beautiful condition of this property which is a show place in town.  If they want to do something like plant a holly bush, they should not have to go to the person they sold the lot to for permission to do something on that side of the driveway.  It is not their land, but they will have rights under the driveway easement agreement to utilize this. The comment seeks to address is not accomplished by moving this over.  Anything that occurs in this whole strip would require a wetland permit.  The concept of putting someone’s property line directly against an easement would be a problem.  

The turn around is discussed.  Roland states that he does not have copies of the agreements.  Don states that they were submitted.  He will provide Roland with a copy.  Don states that they will add the Town Board to the EAF as the list of agencies that are involved.  There was a comment about adding the DEP.  I do not think we should have to do that.  Jonathan asks a question about the 100 year flood rule coming from the 1986 FEMA Map.  Shouldn’t we have a current map?  Don will make sure we have the latest map.

8.
A-Home:


Joan P. Arnold, Executive Director

Conditional Use and Site Plan Approval.  Consider granting extension of approval for sixty days, or to the regularly scheduled meeting in April, 2002.

Steve discusses a letter has been sent in from Joan Arnold requesting the Board to grant an extension for sixty days, or to the regularly scheduled meeting in April, 2002.

Jonathan Rose motions that the Planning Board approve an extension on A-Home for sixty days or to the regularly scheduled Planning Board Meeting on April 3, 2002.  Gary Jacobi seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

9.
PFAU Preliminary Subdivision:


Bibbo Associates

Consideration Extension of Preliminary Subdivision Approval.

Chairman motions that the Planning Board extend the preliminary subdivision approval through February 6, 2002.  Gary Jacobi seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

10.
Next Meetings:


February 27, 2002 Regular Meeting & Joint Workshop Meeting with The Town Board:



Regular Items: Sprint Spectrum/Frawley Building; Goldman; Minutes of 12/06/01



Joint Workshop: Discuss Comprehensive Plan Update Text & Concept Map

March 6, 2002, 8:00 p.m. – Regular Meeting – Appointments (Planning Board Secretary, Planning Board’s Consulting Engineer, Planning Consultant); Old Salem Farm; Nash Road, Minutes of 1/02/02 and 1/16/02, etc.

11.
Resolution:

Chairman motions to adjourn the Planning Board Meeting.  Gary Jacobi seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.  Meeting is adjourned.
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