North Salem Planning Board Minutes

December 6, 2006
7:30 PM – Annex

PRESENT:

Charles Gardner, Chairman




Gary Jacobi, Board Member




Bernard Sweeney, Board Member




Linda Sposato, Board Member




Robert Tompkins, Board Member




Liz Axelson, Director of Planning

Roland Baroni, Town Attorney

ATTENDANTS:
Nextel Communication Tower Expansion/




     Naumburg Property:



Anthony Gioffre, Esq.



Cingular Wireless Antennas/Naumburg




      Property:





Christopher Fisher, Esq.




Westchester Exceptional Children’s School:
John Caralyus



Ajamian (formerly DeBellis Subdivision):

Michael Sirignano




Peach Lake Commons:



Timothy Allen




Hawley Woods:




Dan Coppelman











Bonnie Von Ohlsen











Stephen Bliss




Monomoy Farm LLC:



Jeri Barrett




Stern:
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Chairman, Charles Gardner, calls the December 6, 2006 North Salem Planning Board Meeting to order and amends the Agenda in order to change Hawley Woods to No. 14.

PRE-APPLICATIONS:

1.
Ajamian (Formerly DeBellis Subdivision):


Michael Sirignano

Discussion of Proposed Two-Lot Subdivision.

Michael Sirignano is here tonight to represent Raffi Ajamian and his wife Louise Cote who recently purchased all three lots and the R.O.W. in the formerly approved DeBellis Subdivision on Dingle Ridge Road.  Mr. Sirignano states that they were here last in September, and have taken comments from both the Board and Liz to heart.  Originally, they were trying to retain the three-lot status of the recently approved subdivision.  We would like to have this treated more in the sense of a lot line merger of the three lots, ending up with two lots.  We would like to keep it simple and less intensive.  James DeLalla, Landscape Architect shows the Board a map of the recently approved subdivision, and goes over the Applicant’s revised proposal.  They are proposing to re-subdivide the existing three lot configuration into two proposed lots in order to allow for a single family house, stable, riding arena, barn and paddock areas.  The proposed lots consist of a four acre lot, and a sixteen acre lot.  We have moved the facilities in toward the center of the site, and combined two of the lots. We have eliminated the proposed road to keep the four acre parcel out near Dingle Ridge Road, and use the same access points originally approved.  We are about 100 feet back from Dingle Ridge Road.  There will be a limited amount of disturbance, and no disturbance in the wetland buffer areas.  The septic areas will be the same.  We are proposing to have a driveway for lot one off of Dingle Ridge Road.  It will be a long driveway.  Charles states that the concept of the revised plan is better.  Charles states a concern about the proposed driveway off of Dingle Ridge Road with respect to sight distance.  Charles does not feel that they have the proper sight distance, especially driving East to West around the corner.  This is a very dangerous corner in Town.  The driveway is also very close to the lot line change for the Shepards property.  Liz shows the Applicant and Board a possible different driveway concept.  Liz states that during the Public Hearings for the original subdivision, the neighbors were very concerned about clearing along Dingle Ridge Road.  Liz suggests the Applicant go back to a shared driveway concept.  It may be possible to retain the paddock with an easement.  Liz would like to see a buffer kept along the road.  The riding arena is discussed.  Charles thought there was an extensive wetland area and crossing.  Liz states that there is a detention basin.  There is a discussion about a retaining wall.  Liz states that they will need a Wetland Permit along the home site.  Liz states that they should avoid disturbance in the wetland buffer.
Robert states that there is a lot of barn space being proposed on a little lot.  Robert asks how many stalls are being proposed.  Mr. Ajamian states that sixteen stalls are being proposed.  Robert talks about the little brown shed, and confirms it will be used for equipment storage.  Robert inquires about manure disposal.  Mr. DeLalla states that they have to work those details out.  

Liz states that procedurally because there are two lots with frontage on the road, the Applicant would develop their plan for final requirements; we would then hold a final Public Hearing, and SEQR review.  The Applicant may go through preliminary and come back for final.
Mr. Sirignano asks the Board if Mr. DeLalla proves out the sight distance for the driveway, would this be something they would have an open mind about.  Liz states that it is not only the sight distance, it is also the visual impact.  There is a discussion about not adding more access points on a local road, and retaining the character.  Robert states that the proposed driveway is in a dangerous and tight spot.  Robert suggests the Applicant minimize the driveway.  Mr. DeLalla talks about splitting the driveway as far back as possible.  There is a discussion about the septic areas.
2.
Westchester Exceptional Children’s School:


John Caralyus

Discussion of Proposed Expansion; Consider Waiver of Site Development Plan Review.

John Caralyus states that the first floor was already approved, and a Building Permit has been obtained.  The first floor is almost complete.  The current request is for a waiver of Site Development Plan Review for the second floor.  We received a donation from the estate of Ruth Keeler for the second floor.  The structure will be identical to the current building.  Liz goes over the Resolution with the Board.  Charles asks the Board if they have any questions.
Chairman motions that the Planning Board Grant the Waiver of Site Development Plan Review in Accordance with Zoning 250-47(c), Regarding the Second Story Addition at the Westchester Exceptional Children’s School.  Robert seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
PUBLIC HEARINGS:

3.
Nextel Communication Tower Expansion/Naumburg Property:


Anthony Gioffre, Esq.
Continue the Public Hearings Regarding Conditional Use and Site Development Plan Applications; Discussion of Technical Items.

Anthony Gioffre states that they have filed a supplemental submission since the last time they were here.  That submission included the recording legal instruments setting forth the metes and bounds, as well as additional information requested at the last Public Hearing with respect to the potential for the tower to be extended beyond 12 feet.  We have also included a copy of the Building Permit from Verizon.  The Verizon approval contained no condition with respect to requiring the tower to expand to 120 feet.  We submitted a revised emissions analysis.  We received the latest memo from Matthew D. Rudikoff Associates, Inc.  As previously stated, we have submitted a revised emissions analysis, as well as a detail specification with respect to the proposed expansion of the tower.  Our plans will be revised to address the minor technical comments.  Unless the Board has questions, we request that the Public Hearing be closed.

Liz states that she reviewed the prior Verizon/Naumburg file, and minutes as well as spoke to Frank Rodriguez, RF Engineer, who also reviewed the prior file to see how the issue of the future tower expansion would be handled.  Earlier on when we were talking about the 120 foot tower, Verizon came in with an 80 foot tower without formal plans.  They then made a submittal for the 100 foot tower.  The Board had discussed doing a positive declaration and then we continued our review of the 100 foot tower.  When reviewing all of the minutes, we didn’t ever say we wanted a condition that the base be constructed for four users.  We did not put that in the Conditions of Approval.  Both Liz and Frank reviewed the signed plans and as-built plans and there is no condition.  When we talked about the 100 foot tower it was acknowledged that other users could go on it, but they would require their own review.  We spent a lot more time talking about clearing restrictions, and wandering cows near the end.  Gary asks Liz if Verizon ever stated that the tower could be expanded to 120 feet.  Liz states that they said in the Hearing that it was a possibility, but it never ended up becoming a Condition of Approval.  Roland states that you would go by the design drawings.  Gary asks if the design drawings state the expansion to 120 feet.  Liz states that there is no language regarding the expansion possibilities, or number of users.  Liz has had discussions with Frank about performing a structural capacity analysis.  Frank prepared a proposal which the Board has in their packets.  Frank did review the applicant’s documentation and feels that it is accurate.  If the Board would like a structural capacity analysis, Frank could do that, but he feels the conclusion will be the same as the Applicant.  Liz states that the Board should not close the Public Hearing until Frank has done his review.  
Robert states that he thought the 100 foot height was a compromise.  The location of the site changed to a lower area on the property.  The size was reduced to 100 feet high as a compromise to the neighbors and the Board.  With that in mind, and coming back for the 11 foot increase to accommodate additional users, we spoke last month about alternative sites rather than going higher. That is something that I would like considered before we close the Public Hearing.  What stops the tower at 111 feet?  The structure does.  When we agreed to it at 100 feet initially, and a compromise was made, what benefit did the Town obtain, other than coverage.  The decision was made to accommodate the neighbors.  Now basically I feel that if I were the neighbors, I would say, “what’s going on here”?  
Mr. Gioffre states that an additional tower would pose more of a visual impact as opposed to a small 12 foot extension.  Liz confirms that there is a fourth position.  There is a slot below Cingular.  The gaps were significant for Cingular.  Liz asks if the tower is built to 112 feet, is that slot usable.  Mr. Gioffre cannot testify to the usability of that slot.  Liz asks if Frank should look at whether or not the lower spot is usable.  Gary states that we would need to obtain the coverage maps.  Liz states that the Board thought they were getting a tower that could accommodate four users, which maybe we will have at 112 feet, or maybe we won’t.  If we don’t we may be talking about another tower on this site or another site.  Liz states a possibility of two users at 100 feet, and another 90 foot tower with two users.  Gary states that somewhere along the way we goofed up.  We felt that we were getting a tower that could expand to 120 feet.  Liz states that the record shows that by the end we were more concerned about clearing.  Gary states that the Board was very concerned about having the flexibility for one taller tower or multiple shorter towers.  Charles states that he remembers asking that question during a meeting as to if the tower could handle four carriers in the future.  My understanding was that we were getting a tower that has the flexibility of four carriers.  Charles states that the Applicant Representative skirted the issue when we asked if the other slot could be used, he stated that he did not know the coverage.  Mr. Gioffre states that he is not trying to skirt the issue.  Charles states that Mr. Gioffre clearly acknowledged that he can’t speak for them.  
Roland states that the question we should be asking is whether or not the tower is able to be reinforced to accommodate a fourth carrier.  Liz states that the record was clear.  Every time there was a discussion about whether or not the tower could handle 120 feet, the answer was yes, and then the discussion went to additional users needing to go through the application process.  Roland does not understand why Verizon would not have expanded the tower to handle 120 feet since it produces revenue for them.  Liz confirms for Gary that Verizon owns the tower.  Charles states that he is not willing to close the Public Hearing at this time.  Charles would like Frank to spend time to review the application and tell us whether or not the tower may be expanded to 120 feet structurally and accommodate the fourth carrier, or whether we look at the possibility of two towers at 100 feet.  Either one is possible.  Liz confirms with Charles that Frank should prepare a structural analysis to see if the tower could be reinforced to handle 120 feet.  Gary confirms that the Applicant Representatives will certify that if Sprint wants transmission capabilities, this tower will satisfy any and all of their requirements.  Liz confirms with Charles that Frank should prepare a structural analysis at 120 feet, including reinforcement of the structure, as well as whether all four users work at 112 feet or not.  Roland asks if there are any T-mobile antennas in Town.  The Applicant Representatives are not sure.  

The Board looks over the proposal from Frank.  Liz will speak with Frank and authorize his review, as well as request additional escrow from the Applicant.  Liz will speak with Frank about whether or not the existing tower could be raised to 120 feet and support equipment for four carriers.  There is a discussion about T-mobile possibly being a fourth carrier.  Roland states that the Board could ask the Applicant to provide information as to where T-mobile has existing sites in the tri-Town area.  Mr. Fisher states that he knows that T-mobile is on the Sun Valley Drive Tower in Croton Falls.  They were listed as Omnipoint.  Liz will confirm which carriers are on the Sun Valley Drive Tower.  Charles opens up the floor to the public.  There are no comments.

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Continue the Public Hearings Regarding Conditional Use and Site Development Plan Applications for the Nextel Communications Tower Expansion/Naumburg Property to the January 3, 2007 Meeting.  Robert seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
4.
Cingular Wireless Antennas/Naumburg Property:


Christopher Fisher, Esq.

Continue the Public Hearings Regarding Conditional Use and Site Development Plan Applications; Discussion of Technical Items.

Christopher Fisher states that he is not going to fight hard.  On this specific application, we intend to go inside the pole, as well as use the existing equipment, there will be no visual change.  Mr. Fisher states that he has been before the Board for six months, and feels that the Board should approve the application so we may all move on.  Our clients would love to go up to 120 feet.  We had the manufacturer look into it, and we were told it could not be done.  We provided a coverage plot analysis.  We would like to avoid other sites in the future.  Gary asks Mr. Fisher if this will satisfy all of the needs for AT&T and Cingular.  Mr. Fisher states that yes, in this particular market.  AT&T had both cellular and PCS.    Gary states that the applicant’s engineers are smart, if they are saying it can’t be done, I am not sure why we should pay Frank.  Liz states that Frank agreed with the applicant’s engineers.  She would rather not have Frank provide a structural analysis.  After the last meeting, Liz provided Frank with the Board’s comments, and in his proposal, there was language about providing a structural analysis.  Liz will ask Frank to amend his scope of work to take out the structural analysis.  There is a discussion about the Board obtaining documentation in writing.  Mr. Fisher states that there are structural reports that are on file with a signed/sealed engineering stamp from Verizon.  Mr. Fisher has submitted their engineering structural report which states that they may go to 85 feet, as well as the structural report from Nextel.  Roland asks if the documentation actually states that the tower cannot be reinforced.  Charles does not believe the documentation states such language.  Charles states that anything can be reinforced to make the structure sound enough to handle another 10 feet.  Charles states that he has worked with engineers, and they have added twelve stories on top of buildings using the existing foundations.  Liz states that the pole is 69 feet with the fiberglass cylinders on top.  Mr. Fisher states that the structural reports show compliance with building code.  When Nextel and Cingular were talking with Verizon they both explored the expansion possibilities of the tower, with the same engineering firm.  The answer we received was that the tower could not be expanded to 120 feet.  It will not comply with the building code.  Liz talks about putting up a new pole.  Mr. Fisher states that he would like to go up to 85 feet inside the pole, and not spend the money for a new pole.  Mr. Fisher states that they have a right to ask for an approval.  Liz states that the Board has to review the Applications, for the Town.  Roland states that there is a telecommunications tower in North Castle that was expanded from 150 feet to 160 feet, after being reinforced.  Even though this is a much taller tower, it was possible.  Mr. Fisher states that he worked on that project and the structure was a lattice type.  After much discussion, the Board agrees that they don’t want Frank to review this Application.  

Liz talks about the original Verizon Application, and how issues changed in the middle.  Verizon had originally proposed a tower at 120 feet.  Then Verizon came back and took off all of the other proposed users.  The tower was proposed at 80 feet with one user, Verizon.  After all of the legal discussions, the tower was approved at 100 feet with one user.  All of the other users withdrew their applications.  During the review process there were discussions in which the Board asked if the tower could be expanded to accommodate four users.  The Board was told that it could be expanded to accommodate four users.  Leslie Snyder had discussed being open to having a condition.  Then it was discussed that additional users would have to come in for their own individual approvals to be added on.  We never ended up crafting a condition.  Charles asks the Board if they have any other questions.  

Charles opens up the floor to the public.  There are no comments.  
Charles states that he does not believe the Public Hearing needs to be continued.  Liz talks about the applications for Cingular and Nextel coming in at different times.  Liz talks about moving forward with the Cingular approval, and then look to approve Nextel as the next phase.  Liz states that she will ask Hilary Smith to prepare a Draft Resolution of SEQR Negative Declaration for the January 3, 2007 Meeting.

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Close the Public Hearing Regarding the Conditional Use and Site Development Plan Applications for Cingular Wireless Antennas/Naumburg Property.  Gary seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
REGULAR MEETING:
5.
Peach Lake Commons:


Timothy Allen, P.E.

Discussion of Revised Plans due to NYSDOT Concerns Regarding Access and Changes in Layout.

Tim Allen states that the NYSDOT did not agree with the previously approved plan entrance with the entrance to the North of Bloomer Road.  We are now seeking an Amended Site Plan Approval to accommodate the entrance across from Bloomer Road.  We have received comments from the consultants.  The current configuration eliminated the interior road.  The reason for the elimination was due to retaining walls with septic areas adjacent to it.  The Health Department did not want to approve the septic area adjacent to the wall, so the interior road was taken out.  Liz asks Mr. Allen what can be done to put the interior road back in.  Mr. Allen shows a revised plan with the interior road put back in.  Mr. Allen spoke with Roger at Hahn Engineering, and Roger stated that there is no specific code regarding access drives.  Liz states that she will speak with Roger in order to obtain his comments on the revised plan.  There is a discussion about the reconfiguration of the parking in front.  The original parking spaces were set back.  Mr. Allen states that they will be landscaping in the front of the building.  Robert states that he thought the county had a concern about where the driveway was approved.  Mr. Allen states that the county had a concern about the offset of the intersection.  Mr. Allen states that he will resubmit an Amended Site Plan for approval.  There is a discussion about the memo from Peter Russillo and the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in regards to traffic.  Gary would like to know what hours are being talked about in the memo.  Mr. Allen states that Mr. Russillo has suggested a traffic signal at the intersection.  Mr. Allen states that this could be a deal breaker.  The Board has a discussion about no one wanting to see a traffic light.  There is a discussion about a stop sign at the entrance.  Liz states that there are already existing traffic problems.  Liz states that she will speak again with Peter Russillo regarding the traffic signal.  Gary asks Mr. Allen why a traffic signal would be a deal breaker.  Mr. Allen states that it is very expensive.  Mr. Allen states that this would be money taken away from the actual building.
There is a discussion about the community not being happy with the addition of a traffic signal.  Liz states that there is an issue happening in Purdys in regarding of traffic signals.  Liz confirms with Roland that the Board does not need to reopen the Public Hearing.
Chairman motions that the Planning Board Grant an Extension of the Peach Lake Commons Site Development Plan for 60 days.  Gary Jacobi seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
6.
Monomoy Farm LLC:  


Jeri Barrett, RLA

Discussion of Proposed Wetland Permit Application.

Jeri Barrett states that he has had discussions back and forth with Liz and thought it would be best to come in tonight to provide an overview for the Board as to what this project is all about.  We need to respond to correspondence from Joe Bridges.  We began our involvement with this project for Monomoy Farm, on Route 121, because a bridal trail was installed without a Wetland Permit.  Now we are trying to obtain a Wetland Permit after the fact in reverse for this work.  Mr. Barrett shows the Board a map where the property line is shown in pink.  Driving by there are open fields with a small mound in the middle.  Currently it is developed with an indoor arena, paddocks, riding ring, detention basins, and septic area.  There is a NYSEG easement that comes across the property.  Mr. Barrett shows wetland areas on an aerial photo.  There was a bridal trail that had been established over a trolley bed.  Clearing out had been done in the spring, and gravel was put down.  Mr. Barrett states that he met on the property with Joe Bridges, and is still responding to his comments.  During the clearing, a contractor cleared, cut down 23 trees, put down fabric, and gravel.  The trail is about 1,400 feet long and 10 feet wide.  There is about a ½ acre of disturbance. Mr. Barrett shows the Board where the wettest part of the property is.  Culverts were put in to allow the water to pass back and forth.  In looking at the property in April, after a heavy rain storm, the water was coming over the top of the culvert.  We are looking into how to mitigate the impact.  Upon discussions with the State, Joe Bridges, and Bruce Thompson, a concern was the wettest area.  We spotted a turtle and there was a concern about how the turtles would get from one area to another.  Box culverts were put in, which were shown on our recent submittal.  We had an aggressive planting plan to reestablish the edges.  Based on our discussions with the State, and given the existing native vegetation was reestablishing itself nicely, it was agreed not to add in more plantings.  The challenge was how to get the culvert to be supported in the wetlands soil. We drilled down and for the first three feet we noticed the old cobblestone gravel from the trolley bed.  In the end we came up with a design to propose to install the culvert with pier well casings drilled down to about 35 feet.  Once the casings were in place, we would add rebar and concrete.  We need enough light beneath the culvert for wildlife to use it.  There are several issues to work out with Joe Bridges.  We would like to request a meeting with Joe Bridges so we are all on the same page.  Liz states that normally when an application is not complete, we would not allow direct contact.  This application is very technical, so direct contact would be helpful.  Charles confirms with Mr. Barrett that the culvert was located in the wettest section.  Charles asks if the turtles are going to know where to go.  Mr. Barrett states that this is where the water flows.  Charles feels this may be more disturbing to the wetlands.  Mr. Barrett states that the culvert has been in for six months and it is already sinking.  Charles talks about relocating the culvert.  The Board agrees to direct contact between the applicant, and Joe Bridges.  
7.
Stern:


Michael Liguori, Esq.

Consider Determination of Completeness for Chapter 189 Tree Removal Permit; Set Public Hearing, Required Referrals, Discussion of Technical Issues.

Michael Liguori shows the Board the Plan and provides a quick overview.  The upper driveway is being proposed to be relocated, which will require cutting down trees.  Mr. Liguori states there are no views of this piece from the surrounding areas.  We went to the Zoning Board of Appeals to obtain a variance with for exceeding the four foot height limit on the end piers, stone wall, support piers and gate.  Liz states that she has discussed this application with Hilary and she believes the application is complete.
Chairman motions that the Planning Board Determine the Chapter 189 Tree Removal Permit Application Complete, Set the Public Hearing for January 3, 2007, and Make Required Referrals.  Gary Seconds.  All  in favor.  No opposed.
8.
CPU Update on Status:


Liz Axelson

Liz states that copies of the Final GEIS have been provided to the Board tonight.  The Town Board is poised to move forward.  The little piece in the front lists revised CPU pages.  There have been no changes in objectives.  The Town Board may adopt the findings of no significant impact on December 12th, and hopefully adopt the  Comprehensive Plan Update on that date as well.  AKRF will prepare a resolution to adopt the findings.  Liz will prepare a resolution to adopt the Plan.  After that, we will be looking at some of the proposed studies to begin.
9.
Mokray/Seven Springs Site Development Plan/Lot Line Revision:

Consider Draft Resolution Regarding Letter Requesting Return of Escrow in the Amount of $435.50, Payable to Seven Springs Farm 1, LLC.

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Grant the Release of Escrow for the Mokray/Seven Springs Site Development Plan/Lot Line Revision in the Amount of $435.50, Payable to Seven Springs Farm 1, LLC.  Bernard Sweeney seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
10.
Waterview Hills WWTP Upgrade:

Consider Draft Resolution Regarding Letter Requesting Return of Escrow in the Amount of $49.93, Payable to Seven Springs Sewer Corp.

Chairman motions that the Planning Board Grant the Release of Escrow for Waterview Hills WWTP Upgrade in the Amount of $49.93, Payable to Seven Springs Sewer Corp.  Bernard Sweeney seconds.  All  in favor.  No opposed.

11.
Financial Report:

· November, 2006
Chairman motions that the Planning Board Approve the Financial Report for November, 2006.  Bernard Sweeney seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

12.
Minutes:

· October 4, 2006
· November 1, 2006
Chairman motions that the Planning Board Approve the Minutes for October, 4, 2006 and November 1, 2006.  Bernard Sweeney seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

13.
Next Meetings:

· Discuss Cancellation of Work Session – December 19, 2006
· Regular Meeting – January 3, 2007
14.
Hawley Woods:


Dan Coppelman

Discussion of Technical Issues.

Dan Coppelman begins by showing the Board a copy of their conventional plan.  This is a plan that was produced to show conformity to zoning without any variances or special consideration.  Hawley Woods has road frontage on Hawley Road, and Old Post Road.  The intention has always been to create a cul-de-sac from Hawley Road, 1,000 feet into the property, and have that be the official road, either private or public.  After that we always intended to have either single or common driveways off the cul-de-sac.  One of the issues that came up was if we only go so far into the property we haven’t created enough road frontage for all of the lots proposed being proposed for the subdivision.  We looked at the ordinance and we decided to use the road frontage along Old Post Road for the rear lots off the cul-de-sac.  For example, we will have a lot that has frontage on Old Post Road, but it does not gain its access through from Old Post Road.  It gains an access through an easement from two other lots We will have another lot which will create access coming off the cul-de-sac. Another lot creates road frontage for the other lots.  Every lot shows a configuration with road frontage from Old Post Road.  We did not want to have driveways off of Old Post Road.  The latest review memos from the Town Engineer and Town Planner stated that this is not a fully engineered plan, and we agree.  Our client has agreed to fully engineer the conventional plan.  That will take away the question as to whether or not the conventional plan could be built.  We believe it can be built.  We will be able to grade the driveways.  We will prepare a plan that shows how to get to all of the houses that meets Town Code.  This has not been done yet.  Liz states that the reason the conventional plan needs to be fully engineered is to show that they can meet all of the Town requirements and standards to establish that they can build all of the lots before considering going to a cluster design.  Mr. Coppelman talks about how the lots could be better configured if they had more flexibility of design.  Mr. Coppelman shows the Board a fully-engineered plan which shows the proposed road coming in from Hawley Road, 1,000 feet in length.  The plan shows the houses and configuration shown on the conventional plan.  These houses are different because of the driveway location to serve the rear lots off the cul-de-sac, with the rest of the houses coming in off the main road.  We have shown storm water detention areas,  
septic areas, storm water detention facilities, as well as roof drainage.  We have come up with a storm water plan for this project.  We are proposing wells for every lot.  We have a lot conformity table which shows a lesser provision for road frontage, which is what we need variances for.  If the Board is not agreeable to this plan, we will go back to the conventional plan.  Mr. Coppelman shows the Board a preliminary Plat that shows the regular conformity of the lots if they are allowed the design flexibility.  Every lot fronts on the cul-de-sac.  We have shown all of the adjoining property owners.  We have created a road parcel, with drainage easements.  
Liz asks if in doing this design Mr. Coppelman is looking at the average density provision under the zoning.  Mr. Coppleman states that he is.  Liz talks about variances needed under 280-A for the frontage.  Roland asks Liz if the regulations allow for a reduction for frontage on a cul-de-sac.  Liz states that the regulations allow for a reduction, but only to 50%, and they don’t meet that requirement.  Roland talks about obtaining a frontage variance.  Roland talks about 280-A-3, which is for those situations of building to a lesser standard.  Because this is a subdivision at some point the Planning Board would need to do a recommendation to the Zoning Board of Appeals.  The Zoning Board of Appeals should be listed as an involved agency on the SEQR documentation.  Liz states that the average density looks for hunks of open space. Liz talks about the areas of wetlands, as well as steep slopes.  Mr. Coppelman states that they have plenty of land for restrictions, possibly 20 acres.  Roland asks if the lot areas meet the zoning requirements.  Mr. Coppelman states that they do.  Liz states that the main change is the frontage.  Mr. Coppelman states a goal to create logical lots.  

Liz states that the Board has looked at this application for a while on and off, and there has been a certain amount of direct contact regarding road configurations.  Our consultants have expressed concerns about environmental issues.  Recently the plans were submitted and reviewed.  The concern was whether or not we have plans we could move forward with.  Liz states that at this point it would be a good idea for the Applicant to have direct contact with the Town reviewers.  Liz had a discussion with Bonnie Von Ohlsen about what kind of revisions will be  needed to the EAF to show the comparison on a cluster design.  The Board agrees with direct contact between the Applicant and the Town reviewers.  Liz states that because this is such a tough piece of land, there will be a significant amount of cutting and filling, as well as wetland issues.  Liz states that there have been conversations regarding the possibility of this going to an environmental impact statement.  
There were concerns about trying to keep the road grade within reason.  Mr. Coppelman states that they are all at 10% conformity.  We maintain our position that 12% would be better.  There have been discussions with this Board as to public or private road, as well as going to 12%, which is desirable to us.  Kevin McKenna talks about the site visit with the Board in which Charles stated where he would like the cul-de-sac.  At that point, 8 feet would need to be cut.  Liz states that is not going to work.  Mr. Bliss states that they definitely have enough data to complete the conventional plan.  They have not gone ahead and spent the money on professional fees.  Once we go ahead and do that, we would like to go ahead with the conventional plan.  We feel like we are getting stuck in the mud.  Mr. Bliss states that the Board had made comments from the field visit.  Mr. Bliss has instructed his engineers to make revisions.  Then it gets kicked by Hahn Engineering and Matthew D. Rudikoff Associates, Inc., because we are not meeting the Town’s standards.  Liz states that the issue with the 12% was never accepted.  Mr. Bliss talks about coming back with a new submittal, and wanting to do it that way.  
Charles states that looking at this, and looking at the other plan, the other cluster plan looks better.  Liz states that in order to establish that they can meet the density, they need to show a conventional plat that conforms to the Town standards.  Mr. Bliss states that they were unaware of this.  Bonnie Von Ohlsen states that they prepared the bulk requirements, setbacks, layout of roads, and driveway buffers.  We need to go the next step with the engineering.  Charles would like to see the grading.  Liz states that the Applicant had been working on a conventional plat for years.  Where did that plat go?  Mr. Coppelman states that as a result of the site visit, and comments that were made, we have focused on creating a plan that meets the issues of the Board.  We have put all of that data together into a cluster plan.  We thought that at some point the conventional plan could be deemed appropriate if the Board felt that it represented what could be built.  We didn’t ever understand that it needed to be fully engineered out.  Liz states that in previous plans, it seemed like you were working on a conventional plan.  Roland asks if the conventional lots were perked.  Mr. Coppleman states that they were.  Charles states that they are looking to make the driveways work.  Liz does not want to sit here in the middle of the meeting and talk about what is needed for a conventional plat.  The road was not graded out, and could not be evaluated.  The driveway grade is a big issue.  We were not seeing the extent of grading.  The Board in their SEQR review has to evaluate whether this cluster plan has environmental advantages over the conventional plan.  The Board needs to see that information.  Mr. Coppelman states that in addition to a grading plan, they will have to show limits of disturbance, and basically an engineered plan as if we were going to build it.  Once the Board has both plans, they may compare them.  Mr. Coppelman states that their last submittal did not include a fully-engineered cluster plan.  Liz states that it would be helpful for the Applicant to have direct contact with the consultants to come up with what is needed for the conventional plan.  Bonnie Von Ohlsen wants to make sure that it is acceptable for the driveways to come off the cul-de-sac.  There is a discussion about at what point the plans should be updated.  Liz suggests setting up a meeting in December with the consultants to figure out what they need for completeness on the conventional plan. Liz states that once the Board has the information they need, they should be able to provide guidance on the cluster or conventional plan.  Charles feels that the cluster is the way to go, they just need to prove it out.  Liz states that the Board needs a comparison.  Roland inquires about the status of the DEIS.  Liz states that they have submitted a standard Environmental Assessment Form which has not been reviewed yet because we were working through concept plans and then completeness.  The idea is to get a complete plan.  Kevin McKenna asks if the Board is willing to give any more than 10% to get the cul-de-sac higher.  Liz states that 12% could be allowed for short distances.  Liz states that we are talking about a road that is going in for a 1,000 feet turn-around at the end.  Liz does not want to send in emergency vehicles at 12% grade and having a turn-around at the end.  The road is supposed to be 10%.  Mr. Coppelman talks with Liz about the road grade.  Liz states that without an engineer here, she is not able to comment.  Liz knows that Roger was not happy with the 12% grade.  Charles would rather see less disturbance with cutting and filling.
5.
Resolution:

Chairman motions to adjourn the Planning Board Meeting.  Bernard Sweeney seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
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