North Salem Planning Board Minutes

April 14, 2004

7:30 PM – Annex
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Liz Axelson, Director of Planning

Gerry Reilly, Council 
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Rand Neveloff









Bole Stevanovic




Clearwater Excavating:

Don Rossi, Esq.




Continental Subdivision:

Richard Bossi




Restaurant 121:




Chairman, Charles Gardner, calls the April 14, 2004 North Salem Planning Board Meeting to order.

Liz states for the record that one item will be added to the Agenda tonight after Restaurant 121.  The Board will discuss making a visit to the Crown Atlantic site to see the existing communications tower on Sun Valley Drive.

PRE-APPLICATIONS:

1.
Total Energy:


Richard Williams

Review of Pre-Application; Consider request for waiver of Site Development Plan Review.

Richard Williams is here tonight from Bibbo Associates.  The request is for waiver of Site Development Plan Approval.  Liz states that she has looked at the Plan.  The Planning Board granted waivers for two other bump-outs on the building that are not shown on the current Plan.  The square footage does not go over 1,000 square feet. Liz asks Mr. Williams to speak with the Applicant, she is concerned about the amount of additions to the building. Charles states that the generator will not be connected to the building.  

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Grant the Waiver of Site Development Plan Review in Accordance with Zoning Ordinance 250-47c for Total Energy.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor. No opposed.

2.
The Mokray Corporation/Seven Springs Farm, Inc.:


John Kellard, P.E.

Review and discussion of Pre-Application.

John Kellard is here tonight from Kellard Engineering to represent the Applicant in an Application for a lot line change to merge 10.417 acres of the Mokray Property with Seven Springs property to the North.  The map has been color coded to see the parcels that are involved.  The 10-acre parcel located in the Southeast corner of the property includes the care facility on the upper portion of the property.  The request is to remove the lot line between Seven Springs and the Mokray Property and relocate the line to merge with Seven Springs.  Liz states that she has asked for a Concept Plan.  She has looked at the Map and the Town Code.  This may be done as a lot line revision.  It does not need to be done as a subdivision.  The survey map is not quite ready to go for this meeting.  Mr. Kellard confirms that there will be no need for a Public Hearing.  Liz states that this is an exception to subdivision approval.  Liz will prepare a memo.  Robert confirms that the 10.417 will become 38.5 acres.  He asks if they will be going from two lots into one.  Mr. Kellard states that there are two lots there now.

3.
Quiet Paddock:


John Kellard, P.E.

Review and discussion of Pre-Application.

My name is Rand Neveloff.  I am one of the partners with Quiet Paddock.  We are before the Planning Board tonight to obtain preliminary input regarding the proposed project, as to whether this is something you would like to see one way or another.  We are in the due diligence period on the property.  We are planning to build off of what has been successful in North Salem.  We are basing our designs on what Cotswold has already done.

John Kellard is here tonight from Kellard Engineering.  Mr. Kellard orients the Planning Board with the location of the property on the Plan.  The Cotswold property is discussed.  The proposed property has 67 acres and is zoned R-1, residential single family.  It has frontage on Route 22.  There are two parcels attached to the property on First Street as well as access on Old School House Road.  The property has two watercourses on it which are located in blue on the Plan.  The area shaded in grey shows access from Route 22.  The most buildable portion sits about 300 feet above Route 22.  This concept is for an alternative housing plan.  This would be a multi-family feel.  The clustered project mimics Cotswold.  The intent is to gear the project towards empty nesters.  The units would have two bedrooms and a den with an individual garage.  Access to the property would be available from First Street or Old School House Road, not through the existing Cotswold neighborhood.  We have had discussions with individuals in the Cotswold community.  Access through Mills Road has been discussed.  There are two parcels on Mills Road with single-family homes on them.  The proposed plan is for 40 housing units, consisting of 20 buildings.  This is preliminary information.  The amount of units could go up as high as 49 units or go down slightly.  We would be required to develop a community water system on the property.  We would be required to meet DEP regulations.  The overall development would preserve approximately 75% as open spaces.  There would be approximately fifteen acres of development.  This is an alternate means of developing the site.  The only means we see to go forward would be to obtain a rezoning from the Town Board to an R-MF/4 District.  The septic limitations on the project are discussed.  Liz confirms with Mr. Kellard that the number of units are related directly to the septic limitations.  

Peter asks if the units will be visible from Route 22.  Mr. Neveloff states that the units will not be visible from Route 22.  Cotswold is buffered from Route 22.  Our proposed units will be visible from Cotswold.  The closest 

unit to Cotswold is approximately 200 or 250 feet.  

Charles asks what the relationship is with respect to Cotswold as far as following the contour lines for access.  Mr. Neveloff states that the Cotswold community has been very gracious.  They are not interested in sharing access. Mr. Kellard states that both Mr. Neveloff and Mr. Stevanovic have spent time with Cotswold property owners. The access roads are discussed.  The Applicant is not looking to disrupt the neighbors.

Liz states that she was surprised to see 40 units in the proposal.  She has had a lot of inquiries from realtors about this property.  The Town Board may not look favorably on rezoning.  Liz states that R-1 allows single-family attached, which is two single-family units sharing a wall.  In order to do that you would have to do a conventional plat showing how many units proposed on the site.  Mr. Kellard states that they have seen preliminary plans which showed 17 lots, not more than 20.  The community sewer system and small bedroom count is discussed.  Liz suggests the Applicant request to go on a Town Board Agenda. Mr. Neveloff states that they have had discussions with the Town Board.  The Town Board has stated they take their input from the Planning Board.  

Charles talks about the possibility of putting four units together.  There may be less disturbance.  The access point is discussed.  Charles asks if there has been testing of the rock.  Mr. Kellard states that Bibbo Associates has done testing.  Charles is curious about what they ran into.  The upper portion of the site is discussed.  Robert asks if it is their intent to connect to Cotswold with a road.  The response is that is being discussed with the homeowners. The clustering is discussed.  The Applicant would like to cluster as much as possible.  The septic fields will define the amount of units.  

Charles states this could potentially work.  The zoning is discussed.  The aesthetics of clustering as much as possible is discussed.  Charles would rather see the property developed like this as opposed to 17 separate lots.

Mr. Neveloff asks the Planning Board if the Town Board did allow for the zoning change would the Planning Board have any other feedback at this time?  The Planning Board does not have any further feedback at this time.

REGULAR MEETING:

4.
Clearwater Excavating:


Don Rossi, Esq.

Discussion of requested waivers; Consider Determination of Completeness of Site Development Plan, and Wetland Permit Applications; Set Public Hearings on Applications, and Make Required Referrals.

Discussion of Town Board referral of proposed zoning amendment and consider recommendation to Town Board.

Mrs. Mandelstam has a procedural question, and would like to remind the Planning Board that they took a position, as she understands it, that there would not be any zoning changes in North Salem of any magnitude until the Planning Board has considered the Comprehensive Plan and those issues that come out of it.  There are at least, by my account, five or six studies that have to be made, under the Planning Board theory.  For you to be proceeding in this manner is losing faith with the community.  I submit that you are doing it behind people’s backs and I think this is totally inappropriate.  I ask you not to have this hearing.  I ask that you go forward with the Comprehensive Plan, that you go forward with all of the studies that are involved in the Comprehensive Plan, and deny the proposal to do commercial zoning in a residential district.

Liz would like to make a few clarifications.  One statement that was addressed is that the Planning Board had said they would not do any zoning until after the Comprehensive Plan is adopted.  I believe that this is an inaccurate 

characterization of their statements.  There is no hearing tonight.  This not a hearing.  The Planning Board will set a Public Hearing when they have determined the application complete.  Consideration of this potential zoning act has gone through a lengthly analysis, environmental studies, and planning analysis under consideration as the AgB Zoning District which is now no longer being pursued by the Town.  I don’t believe you can say that there has been no study on this.  

Mrs. Mandelstam states that there have been a lot of studies that Mr. Rossi has put before the Planning Board and other boards for eight years or so.  He is very good at what he does.  It has been very basic.  The basics are, what is the zoning in place, what was the zoning before, and what has been done by way of violations on this property? I believe it is an outrageous position for this Board to take to go behind people’s backs and go forward with a zoning change consideration without having a full analysis. 

Liz would like to correct another point regarding the characterization of the Planning Board going behind people’s backs.  Liz states that every single discussion about this item over the years has been at a public meeting on an Agenda.  There have not been Public Hearings yet because the Application was not determined complete.  The Planning Board has not had this Application in front of them yet to determine them complete. 

Mrs. Mandelstam refers to the May, 2002 Public Information Session huge outcry about the proposed agricultural district.  This drove people bananas because it was so incomprehensible.  Now this has been taken off the plate. I submit to you that there has not been enough of an opportunity for the public to get involved.  Taking if off the Comprehensive Plan is really going below the radar screen, taking it off everybody’s watch list.

Charles objects to the statement about taking this item off the radar screen.  I believe this has been on the radar screen for about eight years.  It is obvious to people knowing what was going on with this situation.  As far as the AgB district was concerned, Clearwater was a separate proposition at that time.  The concern with the AgB was that the AgB was spreading over a larger acreage.  There as a concern of having contractor yards all over the place. It was a large piece of property that included Outhouse and Hardscrabble Farms as well as other pieces of property. This project and this actual piece of property have always been operating as what it is for the last fifteen years 

or more.  The zoning was changed back in approximately 1987 to get the person out of there.  This person  has the right to be there.  That to me was the wrong thing to do at that time.  All of the studies that went on at that time would put a person out of business.  To me that was going behind peoples backs.  

Mrs. Mandelstam states that business should go on in one parcel of that land.  It was illegally spread to other parts of the land.  That is what you should be focusing on.  Charles states that is what the Planning Board is focusing on, rectifying the illegal operation and making it correct.  Mrs. Mandelstam states that it is a residential zone.  Charles asks Mrs. Mandelstam how many residences are in that zone.  Mrs. Mandelstam states that there are over 140 people that she counted.  This is an outrageous way to proceed.  

Don Rossi would like to clarify that Gil Shot has been operating for 35 years.  The zoning had been adopted in 1987.  Don does not deem it necessary to respond to Mrs. Mandelstam’s comments to this Board.  This Board recommended a rezoning of this along with other properties on October 4, 2001.  Following that recommendation, after six or seven months of discussions with the Town Board, two Public Hearings were held at which a number of neighbors spoke out against the proposed AgB District.  Mrs. Mandelstam was not at those meetings to my recollection, but now she is here to comment on these items, which is her right and we respect her right to her views and her comments.  Several hundred signatures were submitted to the Town Board in connection with the rezoning petition.  The only resident next to the site is Mr. Shott.  Mr. Colley’s property is across the street.  The proposed Site Plan is exactly what was submitted to the Planning Board during the previous proceedings, which 

involved the Planning Board’s recommendation.  We did not have a formal Site Plan Application pending at that time.  We elected at that time not to proceed with Site Plan Approval because we did not know what the zoning was going to be. Now after discussions with the Town Planner and the Town Board we agreed to have simultaneous applications and plans for a Wetland Permit, Site Plan Approval and Rezoning, so all of the issues may be fleshed out, including a series of Public Hearings that would be held on this project.  This would include Planning Board Public Hearings for Wetland and Site Plan Approval, as well as Town Board Public Hearings. There is no flying under the radar screen with this project.  We believe we should have had our rezoning accomplished three years ago after your Board recommended it.  It has been stalled for a variety of reasons.  We are back to what we originally proposed, which was to treat the sites separately, not run in a contractor’s business. 

The Site Plan depicts what we would like to do on the site.  The plans have been upgraded by the conclusion of an extensive mitigation and erosion control plan which was included on the sheets attached to the Site Plan.  The wetlands mitigation report was prepared as a condition imposed by the Town Board in connection with the grant of the Application Processing Restrictive Law Waiver.  There have been further open comments that have been submitted to the Planning Board that we are in the process of responding to.  As has been the case, we agree with many of the comments, we disagree with some of them.  We will be submitting a revised Site Plan as well as written comments.  The Site Plan includes the area to the right of the site, which is the site of the currently existing site plan approval that was granted back in 1987.  This portion of the site is a pre-existing use.  It does not conform to the Town zoning.  The only change in that area is the extension of the existing garage building which is going to be used as an indoor product display area as shown.  There will be an extension of an existing driveway on the property to reach the Western portion of the site.  We have responded to comments from the Wetlands Inspector and moved the storage building out of the controlled area of the wetlands.  A portion of the site is proposed to be used within the controlled area for materials.  Through the site there is a significant berm to act as a barrier for any materials that may run towards the wetlands.  Sheets 2 and 3 of the plan show the enormity of the berm.  An area will be planted with extensive wetland vegetation.  There are extensive notes on the plan which deal with planting and monitoring procedures.  The wetland mitigation plan also involves the removal of an ancient driveway that was installed by a prior owner.  That area will be reclaimed.  

The zoning text that has been submitted has been tinkered with to accommodate the fact that the AgB District is no longer being proposed.  You may recall, for those of you who were here three years ago, that two issues that were thrown back to the Town Board from your Board.  One was whether rock crushing would be permitted on the site.  The other one was whether the use would be a Town Board Special Permit or a Conditional Permit by the Planning Board.  The Town Board has indicated by consensus that a Conditional Use by the Planning Board would be appropriate.  Now the contractor’s business would be limited to only one parcel.  After the extensive planning process that has gone on to date and is continuing, the Board has decided that is adequate protection for the site.  Anyone using the site has to come to the Board for a Conditional Use Permit.  The Zoning Amendment text clearly states that rock crushing is not permitted on the site.  This is a very significant matter as far as potential impact on surrounding properties.  The text is virtually identical as far as the site improvements and what we would like to do and what was done previously. 

I would like to point out one outstanding issue that we need to come to resolution on, which is coverage.  We had prepared the Zoning Amendment maybe five years ago.  We based the various bulk requirements on our proposed Site Plan.  Among those bulk requirements was development coverage.  Based on the site as proposed, we had a proposed development coverage of 15%.  After further review of the proposed amendment, we had been advised by Liz, in consultation with Bruce Thompson, that we need a greater development coverage in order to accommodate the natural material storage area and another area proposed for equipment containers and outside storage.  The definition of development coverage in the Zoning Ordinance includes buildings and impervious 

surfaces and the term natural impervious bulk.  We have always been reading that term as bedrock or rock outcroppings.  Bruce has taken the position that the area where the processing would occur although not proposed to be on man made impervious surfaces should be considered natural impervious surfaces because of the amount of potential compaction of the earth.  We have submitted two letters.  Our opinion is that the Town does not have 

a definition in it’s Zoning Ordinance.  Neither the New York City DEP, nor DEC includes a definition of natural impervious surfaces.  So when we design a site in accordance with DEP and DEC guidelines there are various techniques used to reduce the amount of impervious surface.  For example, grass pavers in parking lots as opposed to asphalt.  In analyzing this we were confronted with the following, it is still our feeling that having that definition imposed is restrictive.  We would live with the 15% if we could, but we would like to increase it to approximately 30%, and have a buffer of protection of 35% to accommodate this.  Liz states that we have not discussed this with the Town Board.  Don states that they would like to ask the Planning Board to permit a provision which would allow to have the development coverage increased under appropriate circumstances up to a number not greater than 35%.  Liz asks Don how he arrived at 35%, she thought he needed 30%.  Liz states that all of the discussions that were had in terms of coverage talked about an additional 15%.  Don states that when Bibbo Associates analyzed the site again, this is what they were told.  Liz has a concern.  She understands they have a coverage issue.  The interpretation is applied to many other sites, not particularly to this use.  The Town Board has not discussed this dilemma.  The Planning Board is supposed to be making a recommendation on the zoning draft that the Town Board has sent to them.  Liz is not sure it is appropriate for the Planning Board to make a recommendation and add in a provision. Gerry Reilly states that if the Building Inspector makes a determination that the Applicant does not agree with, the Applicant has to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals.  It is not up to other Boards to make changes.  Don agrees with that if they were working with a use that was permitted.  We are dealing with a project that involves a text amendment.  Up to this point, based on what we understood the interpretation of the provision, we had proposed certain requirements.  Now we have learned that the Building Inspector has taken a different position and we would like to amend accordingly.  Liz states that they need to do the amendment with the Town Board first.  It is not appropriate for the Planning Board to include this in their recommendation.  Don states that this would have been discussed with the Town Board at the meeting last night, except for the late hour.  There was an understanding of a lesser number.  This has nothing to do with what we would be requesting to do on the site. Nothing additional would be requested.  In the ordinance that was in effect when the initial Site Plan Approval was granted, the Planning Board had the authority to increase the bulk development coverage to as much as 60%. We will revisit the calculation and make an appropriate amendment.  Don states that Michael Liguori is here with him tonight.  Michael has been working extensively with Liz and Hilary Smith regarding technical items.  

Liz asks the Board if they would like to go through procedural steps.  Liz refers to a memo from Hilary Smith dated March 30, 2004.  This memo states that the plans are substantially complete provided that the Planning Board is not opposed to the waiver/deferral requests.  Liz had this item on the Agenda for the Board to discuss the requested waivers, consider determination of completeness of Site Development Plan, and Wetland Permit Applications, set the Public Hearings on Applications and make required referrals.  In terms of waivers, on Page 2 of the memo, there is a requested waiver about providing floor plans and elevation views of proposed buildings. Hilary recommends that be deferred until technical review.  Page 3, item cc refers to a requested waiver regarding trees.  Hilary does not recommend that waiver be granted.  Liz suggests that be deferred until technical review. Michael Ligouri states that Mike Bontje, the Applicant’s Wetland Inspector, has gone out and surveyed the trees in the wetland area that are greater than 6 inches in diameter.  We are in the process of having Bunny survey where the trees are so that they may be added to the Wetland Planting Plan.  At this time, we are not requesting a waiver. 

Charles confirms this is just the area where they are planting, not the whole wetlands.  Michael Liguori states they would request a waiver for completeness until the work is done and resurveyed.  The isolated trees are discussed. 

Don states that there are only approximately four additional acres on the property to be utilized  This has been categorized as a huge expansion.  There are only approximately 4.6 additional acres that were not covered by the originally approved Site Plan.  

Page 3, item dd, requirement to show the approximate locations of test holes, pits and borings has been requested to be deferred until technical review.  Liz states that the waiver of the requirement to submit a separate grading, drainage and utilities plan has also been recommended as a referral to technical review.  On Page 3, Hilary states that the waiver for landscaping and lighting may be appropriate.  Liz asks Charles if he would like her to go over each item so he has a list for the motion.  Charles states yes.  

Chairman Motions that the Planning Board Grant a Deferral Until Technical Review for Item A267-4(B)(1), Floor Plans and Elevations; Grant a Waiver for Item A267-9(B)(3), Landscaping and Lighting; Grant a Deferral Until Technical Review for Items A267-9(B)(1)(cc), Requirement to Show Trees and (dd), Requirement to show Approximate Locations of Test Holes, Pits and Borings, and A267-9(B)(2), Grading, Drainage and Utilities.  Peter Nardone seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

Chairman Motions that the Planning Board Determine the Site Development Plan and Wetland Permit Applications Complete Conditioned Upon the Remaining Completeness Items to be Addressed According to the March 30, 2004 Planning Consultant’s Memo; Set the Public Hearings for Site Development Plan and Wetland Permit Applications for May 5, 2004; and Make Required Referrals.  Bernard Sweeney seconds. All in favor.  No opposed.

After the motion, Gary asks if the Board should ask the Applicant to post an additional advertisement in the Patent Trader so as to have an additional notification for the Public Hearings.

Chairman Motions that the Planning Board Make a Referral of the Site Development Plan and Wetland Permit Applications to the Westchester County Planning Board.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor. No opposed.

Liz states that the Town Board made their referral of the Zoning Amendment on March 9, 2004 to the Planning Board.  The Planning Board may want to discuss and make their recommendation back to the Town Board.  You have sixty days in which to do that.  Charles asks if there were any significant variations to what had been proposed.  Liz states that the main change in the draft zoning is that the retail uses for agricultural has been taken out.  Another change is that under the proposed agricultural business zoning district, building contractors need to go to the Town Board for a Special Permit.  The Board decides to wait until the May 5, 2004 Public Hearing for the discussion.  Charles asks Liz how natural materials become impervious.  Brigham’s Corner is discussed.  The soil becomes compacted.  When you compact gravel, over time it becomes a source of runoff.  Charles talks about the dirt roads in town not considered to be impervious.  DEP considers them to be pervious.  DEP requests gravel materials be put down as opposed to blacktop.  Drainage areas are discussed.  Charles feels this should be clarified. Liz talks about the definition in the zoning as far as development coverage and building coverage.  The term is not defined.  Liz states that a pile of sand and gravel over time will become compacted, whereas a pile would absorb water.  Liz states that it is important to keep in mind that it is understandable for this kind of use that they would need additional areas of natural materials.  The whole point of the zoning ordinance is to recognize the requirements. Liz feels it is appropriate to add in a paragraph that would allow, when looking at conditional use approvals to consider someone who may need additional development coverage for this type of use.  It should be considered.  It is not the same as someone putting in a parking area.  This would be a supplemental requirement to allow for additional development coverage area.  Don states that it the bottom line that they are not proposing to increase anything above and beyond what we have proposed the site should be.

Charles asks the Board Members if they have any additional items at this time.  The Board will wait for further discussion at the May 5, 2004 Meeting.  Don states they will revise their drawings.

5.
Continental Subdivision:


Richard Bossi

Discussion of Plan notation changes regarding tree removal and road construction; consider waiver of subdivision requirements.

Richard Bossi, the owner of Lot 1 is here tonight, as well as Rob Sherwood, Landscape Architect.  We are requesting permission to start construction.  Charles confirms that the Applicant has rotated the house and is proposing to take more of the hillside out.  Mr. Bossi confirms that the house has been turned.  Charles confirms they are cutting into the rock outcropping.  The issues of preserving the trees along Bloomerside Road are discussed.  Mr. Sherwood states that Insite Engineering had prepared the original Site Plan for Lot 1.  The rock outcropping is discussed.  We were asked to flag the trees to be kept within the building envelope.  In doing that, Mr. Sherwood noted that there were two standing dead trees that should be cut down, in addition to one more tree that is leaning.  The grading on the existing ledge is discussed.  There is a 20” hickory, as well as a 30” oak, leaning into the lot.  There is a 48” or larger dead tree that should be taken down for safety reasons.  Mr. Bossi states he would like to obtain a Building Permit prior to the road not being complete.  The access through Brookside Road is discussed.  

Liz states she spoke with Bruce Thompson and Roger Schalge.  They do not have a problem providing a Building Permit for Lot 1.  Liz spoke with Roland about the Planning Board granting a waiver.  The outcome of that discussion was that a Resolution to amended the original approval should be done.  Liz will draft a Resolution for the April 21, 2004 Planning Board Meeting.  Liz advises Mr. Bossi that the meeting will be at 7:30 p.m. in North Salem High School Auditorium.  The NYSEG issue regarding the lines as well as curbing are discussed. 

6.
Restaurant 121:

Discussion of sign plan proposal.

Charles confirms that the Applicant is not here tonight.  Liz confirms with Gerry Reilly that two variances were obtained from the Zoning Board of Appeals.  The Resolutions have not been circulated.  Liz will speak with Michele Savino regarding a revised submittal, and will prepare a Resolution for the May 5, 2004 Planning Board Meeting.

7.
Crown Atlantic/Sun Valley Drive Communications Tower

Schedule Site Visit to see existing communications tower.

Liz states that at some point, after the tower had gone up, the Building Department discovered that the antenna mounts that were installed were not the same as on the approved plans.  Omnipoint had made a submittal to co-locate, as well as AT&T.  Hilary Smith, in her review memo for AT&T, talked about the antenna mounts, as well as the color of the communications tower.  The color of the existing tower is brown.  The color listed in the Resolution is grey.  John Winter discovered the issue with the color and a violation was served.  The Town Board 

received a letter from Jack DePaoli, Fire Commissioner, requesting a waiver of the APRL, which the Town Board granted on April 13, 2004.  The Applicant would like to go on the May 5, 2004 Planning Board Agenda.  Liz suggests that before the meeting, the Planning Board Members visit the site.  The Planning Board discusses making a site visit.  A decision is made for each Planning Board Member to go on their own instead of making a group visit.  The Planning Board will then be in a position to discuss the violations and decide whether changes should be made.

8.
Financial Report:

· March, 2004
Gary Jacobi motions that the Planning Board Approve the March, 2004 Financial Report.  Chairman seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

9.
Minutes:

· February 18, 2004
Gary Jacobi motions that the Planning Board Approve the February 18, 2004 Minutes.  Chairman seconds. All in favor.  No opposed.

10.
Next Meetings:

· Public Hearing on Draft CPU – April 21, 2004

North Salem High School Auditorium.









The Public Hearing will begin at 7:30 p.m.

· Regular Meeting – May 5, 2004
· Work Session – May 19, 2004
11.
Resolution:

Chairman motions to adjourn the Planning Board Meeting.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor. No opposed.
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