North Salem Planning Board Minutes

December 4, 2002
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Joel Fishman

Chairman calls the December 4, 2002, North Salem Planning Meeting to order.

PRE-APPLICATIONS:

1.
Gramando:  


Joseph Gramando

Amendment of PFAU Subdivision

Good evening, my name is Joe Gramando.  I am planning to put a house on the Pfau Subdivision Lot. No. 2.  In the planning and positioning of the house, there are 26 trees that will remain, and 9 to be taken down.  In positioning the house, it will be necessary to remove three additional trees.  There is no other way for me to position the house.  The way that the plans were done, they showed a block of a house in the center of the property. If I move the house further in, I will be disturbing more trees.  There are three trees, two birch and one maple.  We are proposing to keep four trees that are marked on the plans.  Out of the four, three are in the front.  I have met with an excavator who confirmed that there will not be a problem getting around the trees.  I am planning to plant the trees that are marked on the plan, such as pine trees and birch trees.  One in the front and two in the back.  

Steve asks the Board if they have any questions or comments. Steve inquires about a site plan change, or it may be a change in the plat map notation.  Steve is not sure where the plat map is as far as filing.  Liz states that the plat is ready for signature.  That can be signed.  Liz spoke with Mr. Gramando, as well as Dorothy Pfau regarding waiting to amend the plat before we sign it.  Mrs. Pfau did not want to do that.  

Liz states that there are trees that were noted to be either removed or saved.  We did not do a development envelope because it would not work on this site, we did the tree saving note instead.  Liz thought that they could 

amend the subdivision, but maybe we could do it as an amended final plat.  Liz states that the trees are specified on the plat and construction plans to be removed.  

Steve states that this is a minor change.  He does not want the Applicant to spend a lot of money and time waiting because this takes a while for signatures.  Steve asks Roland if there is a recorded document that could be amended.  Roland talks about an agreement that could be put on the record amending and changing the one note, and making reference to the filed map, maybe as a cross reference.  

Steve states that we are talking about three trees that were not going to be removed, that the Applicant is requesting to be removed, in addition to adding more trees.  Roland would think that this could be incorporated in the document.  Steve asks if the document should cross reference with an amended construction plan which is on file, so that one dealing with the property would see that.  If they saw the plat map, they would see which trees are to be saved.  They would see the amended document.  I am not sure if we could do that, it may cause more difficulties.  Roland seems to feel that there should be a note on the map reflecting the change, as well as a written document describing the changes.  It could take four or six months to file a new map.  Steve states that if anyone has questions, they can come to the Town.  The construction map can be filed in the Building Department and Planning Department.  Liz asks if they are talking about filing an amended construction map.  

Roland states that they are talking about filing an amended plat, as well as an agreement that makes the referenced changes.  That document would be recorded as well and they would cross reference each other, so that both would turn up.  This would be filed with the County Clerk’s office.  John Arons was the attorney on this for Mrs. Pfau. Liz confirms that we are filing an agreement amending the map.  Roland states that if the Board feels that this is not something substantial, and not worth the effort to go back and prepare an amended plat, this may be the best way to go.  Liz asks Roland how we would keep permanent record in the Planning Board Office.  Roland states that the Planning Board Office would have a copy of the agreement.  The original would be returned to the Town Clerk after recording with the County Clerk.  Steve states that the map that shows the tree changes can be attached to the in-house map.  Liz confirms with Roland that he will explain how this should be done when the map comes in.  

Roland states that Mr. Gramando should contact Mrs. Pfau’s attorney and have him call Roland.  Mr. Gramando states that he has a down payment on the property.  He does not own the property, and can’t close until this process is complete.  Mr. Gramando states his interest to proceed to the Building Department.  He is advised that he cannot proceed until he is finished with the Planning Board.  The Building Department will not issue a building permit.  

Charles discusses the house configuration with Mr. Gramando, and possibly rotating the house counter clockwise. Mr. Gramando states that he is trying to disturb as little trees as possible.  He is also adding more of a driveway. Charles points out an alternative house configuration that may save the 18” maple in front.  Mr. Gramando responds he would like a nice front yard.  Rohna asks if there will be a Public Hearing on this.  She feels that the surrounding neighbors should be notified.  Steve talks about one 18” maple going down in the back.  Charles states that the neighbors would care more about the drainage problem.

2.
Total Energy Corp.:


Tim Allen, P.E.

Site Plan and Subdivision.

Tim Allen states that he is trying to make a complicated duel application somewhat simple.  Total Energy Corporation now owns the Mal Dunn property which is above our office.  It consists of a total 3.8 acres, consisting 

of two tax lots that are shown in pink, 1.2 acres with an existing office building in two places.  The remainder of the property is outlined in yellow.  It turns back to Sun Valley Drive in the back and comes back to Hardscrabble Road, that consists of 2.6 acres with one residence and a garage.  The Applicant proposes a site plan that would allow him to leave the remaining office buildings as such, and share the existing parking with the other lot.  He would like to landscape the front of the building and create a walkway from one property to another.  The lots would share parking.  

The second aspect of the project would be to subdivide the 2.6 acre lot into two new building lots off of Sun Valley Drive.  The zoning line on the property is R1/2 acre and PO zone, which would allow for ½ acre zoning in both zones in terms of residential uses.  We are proposing two residential uses on the property, both more than ½ acre in size.  It is somewhat complicated, but nonetheless would be easily completed into two concise applications.  One for Site Plan for shared parking and landscaping, and another for a residential Site Subdivision for two new residential lots.  

Liz talks about the rezoning that would need to be done.  The portion near Sun Valley Drive is not PO yet.  Mr. Allen states that it is not PO now.  It is existing non-conforming uses as an office building now.  Liz asks Mr. Allen if they are going to keep it as it exists.  Mr. Allen replies that ultimately they would like to have the zoning line reflected that this is an office use.  We are not proposing anything now.  Steve inquires about the proposed vestibule.  Mr. Allen states that he has spoken with Bruce Thompson about this, and they would need to obtain a use variance.

Steve talks about the parking normally being shared with another commercial use. Lot 1 is in a PO Zone, being used as a residence.  The two proposed residences will be very close to Lot 1.  Steve talks about buffers.  The proposed residences are very close to the parking lot area.  I am not if this is going to work.  Even though the residential zone is R1/2, I believe most of the lots are at least an acre.  Judging by the map, most of the homes are 1 acre or more.  Liz states that they may need to redesign to get the parking out of the yard areas.  Mr. Allen talks about a comprehensive landscaping plan that would be involved with this application to buffer the areas so that they all work with one another.  

Liz asks Mr. Allen if the area near the front of Hardscrabble Road to the Southeast of the gravel parking is all highway right-of-way.  Mr. Allen believes it is.  Mr. Allen talks about the current survey being corrected.  

Liz talks about a neighbor, Angie Daros, who is very concerned with the Draft Comprehensive Plan proposal, in relation to the access strip.  She is concerned about office development with a commercial driveway. In the previous site plan there was no commercial access.  The only driveway that is there is to the existing residence. I advised her that the Planning Board would not want access there.  A note on the plan stating that there is no commercial access may be something to think about.  Steve asks if it would be needed for emergency access? Liz states that would be the only other consideration.  Mr. Allen talks about the provision in the code stating that a commercial entity cannot be accessed from a residential zone.  It may already be implied in the code.  Liz knows 

this will be a concern.  Mr. Allen states that his client will be talking to Mrs. Deros regarding the driveway encroachment.  Liz states that is the only existing driveway.  Liz talks about the Northeast end in relation to plantings to create a buffer.  Mr. Allen talks about a detailed landscaping plan to be submitted.

Steve asks who is using the drainage ditch.  Mr. Allen states that it comes off of Sun Valley Drive all the way down to the Verizon Building in the back.  It is just a ditch.  Steve asks if it is maintained.  Mr. Allen is not sure. 

Charles asks if there is any way to flip any of the proposed residences so that they are not jammed back into the commercial lot?  Mr. Allen talks about the issue of the ditch.  If it is considered by DEP as a watercourse, then 

we have to consider setbacks which are not on this plan.  Mr. Allen states that there may be potential for changing the position.  Rohna asks if it is a shared driveway off of Sun Valley Drive.  Mr. Allen replies yes.  Liz states that Mr. Allen should check out the status of the ditch.  Mr. Allen and Charles talk about the placement of the homes.

Steve asks if water comes off of the road and goes into the ditch.  Will that have a tendency to pollute the wells? Mr. Allen states that the ditch is rather deep.  Liz talks about a ditch/swale that came about with the Ambulance Corp. project that ended up being a watercourse.  DEP confirmed it.  

Rohna asks if the size of the houses will be the same as the neighborhood, or larger.  Mr. Allen states that the homes will be either the same size or maybe smaller.  Liz states that we do not have regulations to control the size. 

Steve asks if they have development coverage.  Mr. Allen states that Lot 2 would be 6.4 or 10%.  

Mr. Allen states that they are going to proceed with a different form, with a cover sheet showing the total entity. There are two actions, the lots to be subdivided, as well as the site plan improvements.  Mr. Allen asks Liz if it can all be presented on one plan.  Liz confirms that it would be one Application showing Site Plan and Subdivision with the plans showing everything.  You would have concurrent approvals.  Mr. Allen confirms that with the Board’s understanding, in the end, he will be filing one subdivision plat.  Liz states that the plat is going to show different items than the construction plan.  Steve states that they are not changing the lot line between the two existing lots.  Roland states that they only want to do one SEQR process.  Charles asks where the residence is?  Tim shows Charles on the map.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

3.
DeBellis:  


Michael H. Campbell, PE, Campbell Engineering, LLP

Acknowledge receipt of letter Re: Continuation of Public Hearing.  Adjourn and Continue Public Hearing Regarding Application for Preliminary Subdivision Plat Approval.

The Planning Board acknowledges receipt of the letter from Michael Campbell requesting to adjourn and continue the Public Hearing.

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Adjourn and Continue the Public Hearing Regarding Application for Preliminary Subdivision Plat Approval to January 8, 2003.  Charles Gardner seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

REGULAR MEETING:

4.
St. James Church:


Peder W. Scott, P.W. Scott Engineering & Architecture, P.C.

Discussion of requested waivers; consider determination of completeness, circulate for lead agency, set Public Hearing, make required referrals.

Liz states that the Board has a memo from the Wetlands Inspector, acknowledging receipt of the Wetlands Permit, and makes the referral to the Planning Board, as well as a memo from Hilary Smith going over some of the technical comments, and also outlines the remaining waivers.  Hilary states that as long as the Board agrees with the waivers, they may grant the waivers and go forward  with determination of completeness, and set the Public 

Hearing.  Steve talks about a comment that Hilary had about the Planning Board not having the authority to waive the parking.  They would be required to go before the Zoning Board.  

Steve asks Peder Scott if he had a chance to look at the memo from Hilary.  Mr. Scott talks about the gravel parking that is proposed.  They are not proposing to add a hard edge.  The edge of the gravel and slight deviation of the proposal is discussed.  They are trying to have a uniform setback from the wall.  Technically, Ms. Smith may be correct in regards to the encroachment.  It is not the intent of the Applicant to encroach upon the road setbacks.  Steve suggests that we obtain Bruce’s opinion on this.  Liz spoke with Bruce today.  He agrees.  It is a matter that if the Planning Board is in support of the configuration, they can recommend in favor of a variance and refer to the Zoning Board.  It is a matter of dealing with it properly.  Liz talks about the issue of coverage, that may also be a referral to the Zoning Board.  Make that part of the motion tonight.  Mr. Scott talks about the ordinance for parking areas.  The wording talks about anything other than impervious areas.  It has to be looked at the way it is written.  Liz states that we like to encourage gravel whenever possible.  

Steve asks if Mr. Scott has any other questions on the memos.  Mr. Scott talks about the contours on the site.  He feels that they have met most of the items with regards to the waiver requirements.  There is no loading space or outcroppings.  The one issue is what to do with the wall near the entrance.  We have to go over the drop-offs with the Town Engineer.  We have issues with landscape and lighting.  We have added a couple of additional maple trees in the front of the project.  We are keeping the trees, even though not the greatest quality.  Several are poor quality.  We wish to maintain them.  The buffer and site distance issue is tough to address.  With the wall and adding the trees, we are providing a landscape buffer along the front.  Steve asks about the County and DOT regulations for height on shrubbery.  Mr. Scott replies 3.6 is the height limit.  We may need to take out a juniper, and replace it.  The maples will be adequate size.  The play area will not be touched, as well as the slopes.  It is a nursery school.  That is why we were bringing up the landscaping waiver.  Liz feels that Hilary believes this could be dealt with in technical review.  Mr. Scott feels that they have dealt with the issues addressed in the MDRA memos.  With the referrals to the Zoning Board, maybe we could schedule a Public Hearing.  

Steve asks Liz if she has comments.  Liz states that Hilary feels they are ready to go forward, and she does as well. We should send this out to individuals who should see it.  Liz asks Steve if they should go over the other issues related to technical comments or wait for the Public Hearing.  Steve feels that they should go over the other issues. Liz states that they have not provided direction regarding the offsite parking.  Hilary seems to agree that they 

should set up offsite overflow parking.  Maybe the Highway Garage could be used for overflow.  There may be a concern about heavy snowfall.  The church is concerned about crossing.  Liz talks about the back parking lot at the highway garage.  Mr. Scott talks about DOT and DPW not allowing for striping on the road.  Liz does not think they would need that.  Liz states that the zoning ordinance provides for offsite parking.  Writing a letter to the Highway Superintendent is discussed.  Rohna discusses the field across the street that is available during auction time.  Joel mentions residents allowing parking in their field.  Mr. Scott will contact neighbors.  He states there may be a liability issue.  

Charles states that he does not see any changes to the original plan.  Mr. Scott replies that they have added more trees and originally had the parking against the wall.  They have pulled the parking back 8 or 9 feet from the wall. Charles talks about prior conversations requesting a call to DOT pertaining to the additional areas necessary for feeding into the site.  Charles is talking about the deceleration lane.  He thinks that it is excessive and not necessary.  Charles suggests they point out that the school or highway garage do not have deceleration lanes.  Mr. Scott states that they will put it in writing.  Charles also states that he does not see the impact from the juniper in 

regards to the view.  Mr. Scott talks about the projected 550 foot sight line from the stop sign.  We didn’t show the lines on the plan, but as long as we stay outside that site line, we are ok.  We will pursue this.  Charles suggests a privet hedge.

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Grant the Requested Waivers set Forth in the MDRA December 4, 2002 Memorandum, Except Defer the Landscaping & Lighting Waivers Until Technical Review.  Determine the Site Plan Application Complete, Determine Wetland’s Application Complete, Set the Public Hearing for January 8, 2003, Establish Planning Board as Lead Agency under SEQR, and Referral to Required Agencies.  Charles Gardner seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Refer the Applicant to the Zoning Board of Appeals for Variances of Setback for Parking, and Non-Conformity with Regard to Development Coverage to the Site.  Peter Nardone seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

After the motion there was a discussion about the dust proof finish on the gravel for the parking lot.  Steve does not seem to feel that there will be a need for a variance.  This is MDRA’s interpretation of the materials.    

Roland talks about timing for the Negative Declaration and the variance.  Liz states that we can’t do the Negative Declaration before the Public Hearing is held.  There is a discussion about handling that after the Public Hearing.

Liz asks Mr. Scott to call her regarding the wetlands notice.

5.
Samaha:


Jack McNamara, Bibbo Associates

Consideration of draft SEQR Negative Declaration.

Liz states that we have closed the Public Hearing.  We have a Draft Resolution for SEQR Negative Declaration, and approval of preliminary Plat with modifications.  Jack states that they have done what has to be done.  I am not sure about the New York City involvement, Mr. Giannetta has been at the site.  Liz asks Mr. McNamara if they had prepared a letter.  Mr. McNamara replies that they did prepare a letter with guidelines.  Steve states that Hahn has an issue with the walls in conjunction with site distance.  Mr. McNamara states that the wall is a beautiful stone wall.  It blends in with the existing house.  It could be opened up, but I am not sure why.  We could end up with a 40 or 50 foot opening.  Steve states that there are stone walls on both sides of the road.  Mr. McNamara states that people do not drive 30, 40 or 50 miles per hour on that road, it is a country road.  Liz talks about looking through the Code with Hilary, it is not in the subdivision regulations, it may be in the streets and sidewalk regulations.  Liz is not sure if the Board can waive it.  Liz suggests after preliminary, she and Jack discuss it further.  Liz does not know that there is a specific standard to comply with.  Mr. McNamara states that it is a generally accepted standard for a 30 mile an hour road.  Charles talks about safety issues being a concern from the liability standpoint.  From an aesthetics standpoint, he would hate to see large sections of the wall taken out. Mr. McNamara states that it would be easy to take out.  Charles states that most of the walls and driveways in Town do not meet those requirements.  That is part of what makes North Salem what it is.  Liz states that she is not sure about the Town standard.  It may be a matter to work out with Liz, Roger & Jack.  

Steve asks Liz to walk the Board through the Resolution.  

Mr. McNamara states that he has no problem with the Hahn memo.  

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Adopt the SEQR Negative Declaration and Approval of Preliminary Subdivision Plat With Modifications.  Gary Jacobi seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

6.  
Continental:


Adam Wekstein, Attorney (add in information)

Determination of final completeness; discussion of technical issues: terms of easement and pedestrian trail.

Liz states that Continental has been added to the agenda.  They made a submittal that is basically complete for final, Hilary has provided a technical review memo.  Liz and Roland have had discussions regarding the terms of the easements and pedestrian path.  One of the reasons that Liz was concerned about this is because the Town Board has made specific points about conservation on and around Peach Lake.  Roland had pointed out that this is more or less standard language that we normally have on easements.  On this particular subdivision, I had expected more restrictions due to the input that we have had about Peach Lake.  Liz states that is why we put Continental on the Agenda for technical review to go over some of the items to see if they can be resolved, and hopefully next month have a Resolution for final approval.  Tonight, we may determine the final application to be complete, and we may take action to waive the final Public Hearing.  

Adam Wekstein states that the conservation easement is standard for the municipality, that is where the language came from.  It was not intended to be restrictive.  Putting aside the pedestrian trail, if there are aspects of the easement that the Board feels is not restrictive enough, let us know what that is.  Steve talks about the easement written in such a fashion that it basically prohibits structures.  We are looking for a bit more than that, such as tree clearing, and other activities that are sometimes permitted in certain conservation easements and sometimes are not.  It depends on the property.  Not all conservation easements are the same.  Whereas there may have been a 

form used in the past, the language did change depending on the nature of the subdivision and the conservation area.  

Mr. Wekstein states that the declaration of covenants and restrictions that they submitted does prevent the clearing outside the building envelopes of any live trees.  Steve states that both easements should dovetail.  Roland talks about the only activity that is allowed in a conservation easement is to remove trees, undergrowth or shrubs which have fallen or have died, become diseased or dangerous and require removal in accordance with maintenance practice.  Roland states that they can’t just go in and take down healthy trees.  Mr. Wekstein states that on Page 8, it does state that there should be no cutting of wooded trees or shrubs.  That is part of the covenant.  Mr. Wekstein states that they have no problem indicating no cutting of healthy trees, with the exception of the pedestrian trail.  Steve states that the Board was thinking about passive use of the conservation easement. 

Liz states that she thought it would be an area kept in a natural state.  Liz states that the Town Board has expressed access to the lake only by people who are walking through the woods or following the footpaths.  They were concerned about general clearing.  Steve asks how many houses this footpath will be used for.  Mr. Wekstein states that there are four houses.  Roland pointed out that the language was not clear.  It is intended for the residents use only.  That language will be cleaned up.  Mr. Wekstein states that the other issue is the width of the path.  Liz 

states that the discussion limited the width and marked trail.  Theresa Ryan states that two people will be able to walk side by side.  They will only clear small trees for the trail.  The dash line is discussed along the Country Club. 

Charles states that he has not seen this on the plans before.  Liz states that this path was on the last revision.  Liz states that when the Town Board looked at this, in considering the open development area, an item came up as to 

access.  There was a discussion at the meeting, and it was suggested that if they are going to have a footpath, it should be shown on the plans.  Steve confirms that the Town Board did not want a footpath to be open to the general public.  Rohna states that if you build it, they will come.  Every Saturday night, kids will be drinking beer. Steve is sure that the future homeowners will not want that.  Rohna discusses the easement to encourage no obstruction of view.  Before you know it, you will see a bench, garbage pail and chairs.  The whole point of the 

easement is to keep the lake buffered with trees, not to go any further with development.  This is suburbia at its worst.  

Mr. Wekstein states that they are talking about a three or four foot wide trail.  People are going to walk down to the lake anyway.  Liz states that there are two ways to look at it.  The lots on Hardscrabble are discussed. The whole point is people are buying land on Peach Lake, and there are easements all around without access to it. Why not create one specified limited access footpath only?  Rohna states that it should be discussed ahead of time that they will not have access for a boat.  After twenty-six years of living here, it is going to happen.  I have seen it. Liz understands Rohna’s concerns.  She does not feel that it is realistic to simply have no access, especially since the Town Board recognizes that people would like to go down to the lake.  Do we have four footpaths, one from each house, or one that is shared.  The intent was not to lay down any type of boards or boardwalk.  Theresa Ryan states that more than half of the trail is already there.  The part near the stormwater basins are access to the basins. It will not be clear cut.  They will only take out undergrowth and small trees.  As part of the planning process we had the footpath zigzag around the trees.  We will be clearing underbrush.  The reason for the six foot is because the underbrush has a tendency to grow over the path.  Liz states that the trail does not need to be that wide.  Charles states that in a five year period, there will be two more accesses to the lake.  Rohna would like to see photographs that show that no trees have been taken out.  Steve states that we have the right to police conservation easements.  Steve asks Rohna if the CAC gets involved.  Charles states that language should be added that says no other access is provided period, or there will be violations.  

Mr. Wekstein states that no neighbors came to the Public Hearing.  There is a discussion about no other physical trails to be cut.  Charles feels that they should not need one.  Steve states that our job is to plan.  Part of this community is on the lake.  Liz states that she understands how this could be controversial.  Liz has seen this work with lots located near lakes.  Rohna feels it can be done without a path. Liz states that the Town Board intended for direct access.  Charles talks about the project along Route 121 with the three lots, Piedmont.  Three lots were developed there, two did not have access to the lake, but could have had access to the lake.  The length that is not part of the existing disturbed area is discussed.  Rohna asks how far it is to the lake.  Theresa Ryan replies 250 or 280 feet.  Theresa Ryan states that 800 feet is already proposed to be disturbed.  Three hundred feet goes through the woods.  Steve suggests that they start at the berm and eliminate the trail from Bloomer to the berm. The easement should be for the benefit of the homeowners and the Town to enforce it.  Mr. Wekstein will revise the conservation easement and covenant.  Steve states that no docks are permitted.  There is a decision that the width of the path will be 4 feet.  No lighting, benches or garbage pails.

Theresa Ryan talks about a comment that Hilary had in regards to taking a note off  the plans.  Liz believes that the note may appear somewhere else.  There is a discussion about  No. 5 that refers calling before digging.

Liz is not sure, she will speak with Hilary to confirm, she thinks it has something to do with the wetlands.  Roland asks Mr. Wekstein who prepared the subdivision plat.  Mr. Wekstein states that he believes it was Mr. Tony DeRosa.  Mr. Wekstein confirms that the plat does not have the trail on it.  It will be easy to add.  

Mr. Wekstein has a question about the Hahn memo regarding the curbing.  There is a question as to whether it should be extruded or raked.  They are both made out of asphalt.  There is discussion about the curbing.  Roland asks if this is in the private road standards.  Steve states that it may be in the streets and highways standards.  Steve asks a question about a comment from Hilary regarding a design engineer letter of 11/20.  Theresa Ryan states that they had asked for approval from the Fire Department prior to the chairman signing the plat.  Mr. Wekstein talks about the MDRA memo, Item No. 5 regarding expanding the notes, referred to the instruments filed in the office of land records.  The homeowners association by-laws would not be filed there.  Adam confirms that the Board has decided on extruded curbing.

7.
Financial Report:

· November, 2002
Chairman motions that the Planning Board Approve the November, 2002 Financial Report.  Charles Gardner seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

8.
Minutes:

· October 2, 2002
· October 16, 2002
Chairman motions that the Planning Board Approve the October 2,  2002 Minutes.  Charles Gardner seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Approve the October 16, 2002 Minutes.  Charles Gardner  seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

9.
Next Meetings:

· Regular Meeting – January 8, 2003 – Highgate Project Update
· Workshop – January 22, 2003
Steve Bobolia, Planning Board Chairman passes out his letter regarding his resignation from the Board, effective December 31, 2002.

10.
Resolution:

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