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Chairwoman Cynthia Curtis calls the June 18, 2008 North Salem Planning Board Meeting to order.  

WORK SESSION:
1.
Shoecraft “Feldman”:  David Sessions
(owner – Jerome Feldman)


Site Development Plan


(location – 218 Titicus Road)

Discussion of Driveway Location.

Cynthia states this first item is a Pre-Application proposal to move a driveway that is limited by disturbance lines within the building envelopes.  David Sessions of Kellard Sessions Consulting, P.C. is here tonight to represent the Applicant.  Mr. Sessions hands out visual aides to the Board and states this is a little different from the e-mail he had sent.  Mr. Sessions states that this is the former Shoecraft property, and is about 58 acres in size.  It was subdivided into two lots.  The Shoecraft property is approximately 34 acres.  The Feldman property, which we are calling Lot 2, is approximately 24 acres.  Sheet 1 of the handout shows the existing Lot 2.  This is what was approved by the Town and DEP.  It is also depicted on the rendering.  Mr. Sessions shows the approved driveway for Lot 2.  The red indicates the limit of disturbance which was approved and it is about 1.92 acres.  The house and septic system, as well as stormwater treatment areas are shown.  The Feldman’s own the property and do not want to build on it, but wish to sell it.  They feel the access coming in front of the house is not as marketable as an access from the left side of the house.  We have re-graded the driveway and redirected it.  The septic stays exactly the same.  The configuration of the driveway will stay the same, except for where it bends off to the left.  The grades to the house, as well as house footprints are the same.  Sheet 2 shows a comparative analysis of the disturbance, impervious surface, driveway length, amount of retaining walls, and then the grade of the proposed driveway.  We have also done an analysis of the driveway grades.  Mr. Sessions shows the Board a color-coded rendering.  The white portion of the driveway is zero to eight percent slope.  The yellow is approximately 10% slopes on average.  The blue indicates an average of about 12 %.  There is no 14% in the approved driveway.  There is a section of driveway in the proposed that is up to 14%.  
Cynthia asks Mr. Sessions why he changed the part that he did not have to change.  Mr. Sessions states that they have shortened the driveway and maintained the grade of the house.  The reason why they were able to keep it at 12% is because it was proposed to be a longer driveway.  We had to go steeper to get up to the same elevation.  Mr. Sessions’s states that for the most part with the exception of the increase in the grade, the disturbance, impervious surface, length of driveway, and retaining walls are all less.  Mr. Sessions states that his client does not want to develop it in this fashion.  I happen to agree with them that this is a better approach to the house.  The Feldman’s are looking to get to the finish line as quickly as possible, and hoping not to go through the entire subdivision process.  Mr. Sessions states that there is a note on the approved plat regarding a modification to the disturbance which would require them to come back before the Board.  

Cynthia states that the Town Attorney has informed her that if the Applicant goes this route then they will require a covenant due to the proposed change in an approved Plat.  Cynthia states that there are two notes on the construction drawings that are of importance, and that is why you are here.  Cynthia refers to Notes 5 and 7.  Note 5 talks about all construction of the subject site being done in accordance with the final construction drawings, and Note 7 talks about no disturbance, clearing or development happening unless the Applicant comes back to the Planning Board for Site Plan Review.  Cynthia asks what changing the grades will do to the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and detention.  Mr. Session does not have those calculations but it might change it for the better because there will be less impervious surface.  We have shown a stormwater treatment area for the proposed plan which would take the place of the basin on the approved plan.  We would be leaving the infiltrators where they were on the approved plan.  The stormwater treatment area is the same.  Mr. Sessions states that it is a grade change but does not have an impact on the amount or method of treatment. Cynthia states that the question for the Board is that this is a change from the subdivision that was approved.  Gary states that they show 430 feet that is an average of 14% grade, and would like to know what the steepest grade would be within the 430 feet.  Mr. Sessions states that the steepest grade would be 14%.  Gary states then it would be flat.  Mr. Sessions states that when he talks about average there is a vertical curve where it is 14% for 100 to 200 feet.  Gary confirms that it never gets as steep as 16% or as low as 12%.  Gary asks about the storm basins shown at the bottom and states that on the old plan they would have been kept at approximately 520 feet of the 12% grade.  Now they are being kept at approximately 590 feet of a 13% grade.  There will probably be more water coming down, as it is a longer run and a little steeper.  Mr. Sessions states that it is a shorter run.  Gary states that it is not a shorter run according to the map.  Cynthia states that assuming the detention basin in the upper right is catching everything from the yellow to the white, the length from there down is shorter than the length on the approved plan.  Gary states that the numbers are not right.  Mr. Sessions states he may have confused the issue by providing a linear footage of a certain percent slope.  Mr. Sessions states that the overall length of the road is less.  Gary states that from the green to the blue you have 590 feet at an average slope of 12 to 14 percent.  Mr. Sessions states that there will be more water reaching the basin with the approved plan.  Cynthia states that the 14% is going into the detention basin on the new plan.  The 12% is not added in.  
Cynthia asks if conceptually the Board would like to entertain this.  Gary states that it is fine with him.  Cynthia states that procedurally, the Applicant would need to re-submit all of the construction drawings for the Engineer and Planning Consultant to review, as well as a revised Final Plat.  Cynthia asks Hilary if anything else should be submitted for the purpose of the Site Plan.  Hilary states that whatever was submitted for the first approved Site Plan should be adequate.  Hilary does not believe a new Plat would be required if Roland has suggested a covenant.  Hilary states that the covenant is a legal way to amend a note on the Plat.  Cynthia states that she will call the Engineer, as she is not sure if a new Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will need to be submitted, as this was originally approved in 2002.  Hilary states that she thinks they have to have a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan according to the new stormwater laws.  Mr. Sessions states that may change things significantly.  Mr. Sessions states that his client was hoping not to have to go there.  Cynthia asks Mr. Sessions if he knows whether the approved Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan is in accordance with the regulations in place today.  Mr. Sessions is not sure about the Town’s regulations.  We are in accordance with the NYCDEP regulations, as an approval was obtained from them.  Cynthia will make a phone call tomorrow.  Hilary states that it all depends if it falls under the needs to be processed concurrently with the other approvals section or handled at the Building Department level.  Cynthia states that she does not have that section of the law with her, but it is on the Town Website.  Mr. Sessions will wait to hear back from Cynthia.  Cynthia confirms with the Board that if the Applicant decides to go forward an escrow in the amount of $1,000.00 would be recommended.  Cynthia states there will be no application fee.  Mr. Sessions’s talks about the submission of the new construction plans, they are talking about the new grading.  Cynthia states that every page of the construction drawings to be effected would have to be redone.  Cynthia states that she will be headed out on vacation so he may receive a call from Gary.
2.
Highgate/Woodlands:  Anthony Miceli

(owner – Alvin Lukashok)


Site Development Plan



(location –  Reed Road)

Discussion of Proposed New Site Plan.

Anthony Miceli of A. Miceli & Associates, LLC, as well as Dan Coppelman, PE are here tonight to represent the Applicant, Alvin Lukashok, who is also here tonight.  Cynthia states that Mr. Miceli will be presenting a brief overview of an alternative they are suggesting.  Cynthia states that this is an action before the Town Board and will be a Town Board decision.  Mr. Miceli wanted the Planning Board to see the proposal in the event the Town Board would entertain comments from the Planning Board.  Mr. Miceli states that he is contract vendee and builder for the project.  Mr. Miceli states that most of the members of this Board have not seen this project to the point it is at now.  Mr. Miceli shows the Board the present plan that is on a second round of comments with the Town’s Consultants.  We are preparing our SDEIS for submission within the next 35 to 40 days.  The present plan is for 47 single-family detached houses with deeded lots, and 76 senior condominium units.  The entire project will be private and will have an association.  We are presently proposing to eliminate all of the single-family homes, completely eliminating development from the left side of the property, and creating a community purely of senior, active-senior condominiums.  There will be no single-family detached homes.  In our comparative analysis, we have eliminated approximately 2,100 linear feet of road, and approximately 10 acres will be left uncleared.  There is an addition of approximately 35 acres of dedicated open space.  The impervious area has been reduced by approximately 2 ½ acres.  We will not have any school children, which had been predicted at approximately 64.  The cost to educate those 64 children is approximately $1,400,000.  The annual real estate taxes would be less by approximately $600,000 which is offset by the savings on the education.  There will be approximately 57 less occupants.  The density has increased by approximately .17 per acre on the entire site.  There will be approximately 39 less a.m. traffic trips and 42 less p.m. traffic trips.  The sanitary waste is essentially the same with approximately 500 less gallons per day.  Mr. Miceli states that they have retained the cul-de-sac of the original Plan.  We kept the original emergency access, as well as the access road out to Sun Valley Drive. 
Cynthia asks if the Applicant is proposing a conventional subdivision and turning it into a cluster, why are they assuming the numbers have changed.  Cynthia states that if the zoning is 1-acre zoning, it would be a 47-unit cluster.  Cynthia states that Mr. Miceli is suggesting that together with the clustering concept you are changing the zoning and should be entitled to more units.  Cynthia confirms the Applicant is proposing the entire site to be considered for rezoning.  Cynthia asks if the emergency access road is contemplated as a full size road.  Mr. Miceli states that it was left the way it was originally designed with the single-family subdivision.  Mr. Coppelman states that they had proposed a median duel tire track emergency road to be approximately two, four-foot paved lanes with grass in the middle with paved shoulders.  Mr. Miceli states that when they had their meeting with the Town Board, the Supervisor suggested seeing the impact of this entrance road from I-684.  They prepared an illustration.  When driving by the site on I-684 and looking up at the hill, the Supervisor wanted to see what the perception of the hillside would be.  Mr. Miceli hands out documents which show computer generated impacts during the summer when the entrance road is in, as well as in the winter time, and if all of the vegetation were to be removed between I-684 and Reed Road what the worst case scenario would be.  Mr. Miceli shows where the retaining walls are located.  Cynthia asks where the detention basins are proposed to be located.  Mr. Miceli shows the Board where they are proposing the detention basins to be.  Cynthia states that maybe the Supervisor would like to see visuals from Hardscrabble Road.  

Gary confirms that there will still be an emergency access through Sun Valley Drive.  Gary asks if these will be two bedroom units.  Mr. Miceli states that yes, they will be two bedroom units.  Gary states that there are no legal restrictions on the school children.  Mr. Miceli states that they had that whole discussion with the Town Board.  He and his attorneys feel that there is criteria set at age 55, with no school children over 17.  Gary states that it is not legally enforceable.  Mr. Miceli states that the question came up if an older man and his wife buy a unit and unfortunately she dies, he remarries a 30 year old, and they have a child.  Theoretically they are not supposed to live there.  The reality is they may stay there a year or two, but will not stay there with a child surrounded by 55 year olds, as there is no environment for children.  Gary confirms they are proposing two bedroom units which will be approximately 2,500 to 3,000 square feet.  Mr. Miceli states that the buyers coming here are affluent and are coming from big homes.  Gary asks if there was no age restriction and it was going to be marketed to the general population, how many school children would they estimate.  Mr. Miceli refers the question to Tim Miller, who states approximately 40 school children.  Mr. Miller states that there are multiple ways to enforce the age restriction, one of which is through zoning.  There will be Site Plan Approval and Resolution which states the age restriction.  If someone is in violation of that it would be a violation of the Approval through the zoning.  Mr. Miller states that there are also fines and court proceedings.  Mr. Miller states that the other way of enforcing the age restriction would be through the by-laws of the condominium association which would also state the fines.  Mr. Miceli states that the offering plan would be reviewed by the Town Attorney.  Cynthia states that the Town Attorney has said on several occasions that this is the situation today, and we don’t know what tomorrow will bring.  Cynthia states that the big question is the future and how do we realistically look at a development like this.  We don’t know if they are to be challenged.  If they don’t sell and the Applicant comes back and wants to change the dynamics, what does the Town do then?  Cynthia states that it is a real concern and the Town Board needs guidance from the Town Attorney.  This is not something we are going to decide tonight.  Cynthia states that at the Town Board Meeting she suggested they obtain input from the Town’s Planning Consultant on this concept.  Cynthia states that she believes that from what has been submitted, they are not suggesting this become the plan, but be an alternative.  Mr. Miceli states that if both Boards’ agree that this is the preferred plan we will make it the plan which will require a change in the stipulation.  There is a court stipulation which mandates 47 single-family detached homes and 76 condominium units.  Gary inquires if there will be any moderate units.  Mr. Miceli states that plan had been worked out previously with the Town Board in regards to the Dino & Arties site to provide affordable housing. Gary confirms that there will be no affordable units on the Reed Road site.  Mr. Miceli states no.  Cynthia states that she thought they were asked to reconsider.  Mr. Miceli talks about possibly providing affordable units near Sun Valley Drive.  
3.
Aquifer Study:  Russell Urban-Mead

Presentation to the Board.

Cynthia states that Russell Urban-Mead is here tonight to provide the Board with an overview of the Aquifer Study, as well as answer questions.  Cynthia states that Mr. Urban-Mead has not done a presentation at the Town Board level.  He has given a presentation to the Comprehensive Plan Committee, and the Planning Board also has an interest in this as it affects our view of development proposals.  Cynthia confirms the Board would like a quick overview before we go into questions.  Hilary states that she does not have a copy.  Cynthia states that we will obtain one for her.
Mr. Urban-Mead states that the Aquifer Study that was done for the Town describes aquifer resources, groundwater resources and in an overview way, a whole series of action recommendations that may be implemented in a wide range of ways.  There are recommendations that could be added to the language to zoning which may be of interest to the Town Board.  There are recommendations that have to do with vegetation and direction and that may be of interest to the Comprehensive Plan Committee.  There are recommendations that the Planning Board may pick and choose for SEQR planning projects.  In the big picture, the groundwater resources in North Salem are supplied by rain water.  There is approximately 40 inches of water per year, of which 20 inches support the vegetation.  The 20 inches that are left end up in puddles or ditches, and in heavy rain becomes stormwater runoff.  The other half about 10 inches makes it into the soil past the roots and into the fractured rock formations underneath.  The big picture is we have a lot of water recharging out of the rock formations.  If we pack too many straws close together, such as in the case with wells, we may have a situation where wells run dry.  In some areas we ask the aquifers to supply water, and accept our partially treated wastewater.  We rely on the aquifer to have enough volume to be replenished regularly every day to receive a dose of water at four times the groundwater standards and every day to be refreshed by a sufficient volume of groundwater moving through to dilute it sufficiently so that the well can be potable.  There is a situation where if you put too many wells and septic systems together and don’t have enough recharge coming in to provide the flushing they produce water you don’t want to drink.  
Gary inquires about septic fields and asks if there is a distance going down vertically that the water from the septic fields would have to travel before it would be cleaned up sufficiently.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that conservative contaminants like nitrates get mitigated by dilution.  Gary talks about lawns with a lot of fertilizer, and allowing for runoff.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that this Report provides you with a Map that portrays directions of groundwater flow.  There are several distinct stream basins in the Town.  Each one of those in the groundwater sense is an island.  This map shows those boundaries, and shows an interpretation of likely groundwater migration.  It may be useful to the Board if they are reviewing a proposed project and want to know what is upgrade and downgrade.  This map may help to show you an overloading of nitrogen from lawn fertilization or an overload of nitrogen from a large number of septic systems, and where that nitrogen plume would go.  
Mr. Urban-Mead states that another topic that is addressed in the Report is pumping tests.  This is something that is done when a larger project is proposed.  The basic principal is that the Health Department and DEC make sure that the wells are there.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that what he recommends during test protocol is to make sure the offsite evaluations are done, and you are doing that.  When projects come in for individual wells the Health Department only requires you to pretest a fraction of wells on a proposed subdivision on an individual lot, but only requires those wells be tested for eight hours, and they don’t have to be tested simultaneously.  So there is no greater sense to what the overall impact on a three-lot subdivision would be on individual wells.  Mr. Urban-Mead encourages the Board to think about collectively what the impact would be. Gary talks about extending the testing area, which may show negative impacts.  Would we have legal standing to then say these results which are greater than what is typically required seem to show a problem, and use that to limit a development?  Mr. Urban-Mead states that the Board may ask for mitigation.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that there is no law against having an offsite impact.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that he has reviewed projects for the Town where there are offsite impacts and the Board has declared them to be manageable.  If there are offsite impacts near an existing stream, wetlands, or existing wells, it should be determined that they are manageable or a mitigation plan is in place.  The Board has an opportunity under SEQR to take a look at the ring around a proposed project site which is not a question that is required.  Cynthia asks if some of the impacts could be from the nature of the neighboring wells.  Mr. Urban-Mead states the severity of the offsite impact is proportional to the condition of the offsite well.  If the offsite well is only 30 feet deep and you cause a 5 foot change in the contour of the water table that is a large percentage.  Cynthia states that mitigation could be to drill a new deeper well.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that one of the pieces that comes under this also is to look at the wastewater loading, and how much re-charge is on the system.  One mitigation is to ask that the quality of the effluent on the septic system be better than average.  
Mr. Urban-Mead states there is a section in the Report that suggests at some point take a hard look at road salting policies.  At the Planning Board level you may look at that immediately.  Salt tends to be a problem at the bottom of a hill because whatever has been applied on the hillside melts and flows back to the bottom, and there may be wells adjacent there.   The time of year and weather conditions under which salt water is flowing off the hillside is commencing when there is a lot of water in the streams.  The other impact of salt contamination occurs at the end of a cul-de-sac when melting and salty snow piles up and accumulates.  
Cynthia asks about the detention basins as being collectors of pollutants.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that we have to think about the kind of pollutants going through them.  There is an awful lot of emphasis on on-site recharge practices such as rainfall gardens, and downspouts, so that what flows off a roof does not go right off the pavement, but goes out onto the lawn.  The governing assumption is that small insults going into biologically rich soils tend to be managed by the soils.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that he attended a conference today regarding climate changes, and optimizing and maximizing recharge to help get through the dry periods.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that it is fine to have a side walk, just make sure there is not a gutter there which goes into the road and drains into a drain.  Mr. Urban-Mead talks about the State Stormwater Policy Guide discouraging infiltration practices of hydrological soil.  Some recharge is better than no recharge.  Cynthia advises Hilary that maybe they should put this on their list for design standards as the separation of impervious surfaces.  

Mr. Urban-Mead states that the Report provides a Model Aquifer Protection Ordinance which North Salem may wish to consider for local implementation.  The document details a series of land uses that most people understand to be higher risk uses such as a gas station, dry cleaner, and heavy industry activities.  It specifies a series of questions such as what is planned to be stored on the site, where were you planning to store it, does it have secondary containment, and what will you do if it spills.  These are details that will come up under SEQR.
Cynthia states that realistically if we consumed more than we recharged twenty or thirty years out, aren’t we going to anticipate a problem?  There is a discussion about looking at neighboring recharging.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that often times a parcel happens to be up against a piece of property which is already built, and its uses are already established.  Cynthia states that probably the first step is to broaden the study area determine that the recharge is not satisfying, and demonstrate open space that will never be developed.  Gary talks about broadening the study area in a circular basis or more from a downhill look at the topography.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that the impacts seem to be more significant both up and downhill but not to the sides.
Cynthia talks about the detention basins and asks if there is any thought that they might someday be worri- some as far as where a well is put.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that he would try not to put infiltration practices within 100 feet of a domestic well.  

Cynthia states that the Comprehensive Plan Committee is looking at the quality of water, and not only the quantity of water.

Cynthia states that the Municipal Groundwater Report does contain a lot of maps, and should be available at the Town Clerk’s office.  Cynthia does have it electronically.  Cynthia asks Mr. Urban-Mead if he has any extra copies.  Mr. Urban-Mead will have more copies made.  Hilary will receive it electronically from Cynthia, as well as a hard copy.

4.
Salem Hunt:  Bill Balter


(owner – June Road Properties, LLC)


Site Development Plan


(location – 256-258 June Road)

Discussion of Issues in Preparation of Substantive Issues.

Cynthia states that several of the representatives for the project are here tonight.  Cynthia stated to Mr. Balter that this is an opportunity for this Board to raise their questions or concerns about the issues of the EIS before they put pen to paper on the FEIS.  The comment period has been extended until July 30th.  Cynthia states that at the Public Hearing she listed some of the items that she thought were of interest for the Board to think about.  Cynthia would like to know if the Board has any other items to add to the list.  Cynthia goes over the list.  Cynthia states that she will pick the toughest items first, which are the variances, and intrusions into the wetland buffer areas.  Cynthia states that at this stage of reviewing it, we should have in front of us a Plan that does not require any variances or intrusion into the buffers because there should not be an assumption that in the beginning you start off with something that does not conform with the zoning and with our land regulations.  Cynthia is interested in seeing a Plan that could perform with a little bit of shifting or movement, or changing some two units to three units.  Cynthia has difficulty recommending variances be granted without even seeing what the Plan would look like with none, as well as staying out of our wetlands and buffers.  Cynthia would like Hilary to incorporate a comment along that line and guide us as to how we could suggest that be developed.  Gary states are we just forcing them to put something together that is in compliance with the letter.  Cynthia states that we have already seen some movement with the Site Plan.  We really don’t want to address the movement of the changes until we receive all of the comments.  Cynthia confirms with Dawn that we have not yet heard from the County, City, or State, or any other involved agencies.  Gary asks if we want the Applicant to wait to put their Plan together.  Cynthia states that this is an EIS response.  We are just developing another question that they would respond to in the FEIS.  At that point they would know what everybody’s concerns were.  Gary states that then they would put together a Plan that is in compliance.  Gary confirms the comments won’t all be in until July 30th which means they can’t put together a legal Plan.  Mr. Balter states that a legal Plan would be part of their FEIS which they envision resubmitting the beginning of September.  

Mr. Balter states that the idea of the variances which is something where we are asking from relief from the law is very different than asking for a permit for a permitted use which is a wetland law.  Mr. Balter states that they don’t have a lot of buffer intrusions.  Mr. Balter talks about one of the buffer intrusions and states that one has to do with a stone wall where we have our side of the stone wall and the wetlands on the other side of the stone wall.  Mr. Balter talks about preparing a Plan without the variances.  Mr. Balter states that the buffer intrusions they have are buffer intrusions that are provable.  Mr. Balter states that we can jog things around and not need the side yard variances.  Mr. Balter states that a combination of the past Board, previous Planner, and Consultants have seen this.  Cynthia states that their comments are noted and will guide the Board as they are working through this issue with the Planning Consultant.  Cynthia is not talking about submitting a full set of plans.  
Cynthia talks about the area of demographics and school children and asks Hilary to guide the Board as to other documentation or ways of looking at this issue because it is difficult to think that the Applicant is proposing only nine school children on a development like this that is so close to the school.  Cynthia is concerned about the amount of school children as it does drive a lot of the other issues.  
Cynthia states that we are going to skip the discussion of parkland and the whole recreation aspect of it because she would like Roland Baroni to be at the meeting to discuss this.  Roland will be at the July 9th Meeting.  Cynthia urges the Board to read the sections of Town Law in the Subdivision Regulations.  

Cynthia states that on a historical aspect, the Board would like to see a Plan that truly represents facts.  Cynthia does not want to see a document that does not work or make sense.

Cynthia states that the water pump test is something that was a concern as the school well was not tested.  Russell Urban-Mead is here tonight if we want to delve into that a little bit more to try to figure out what test is appropriate.  Cynthia asks if anyone in the audience understands what happened when they went out to look at the school well, as far as what was the determination.  Was it just a matter of being inconvenient, or was it impossible?  Jon Dahlgren states that as he understands it, it was a matter of access and taking the interior cover off of the well, which would have required equipment.  Cynthia states that she and Mr. Urban-Mead have spoken about this a little bit.  Cynthia asks Mr. Urban-Mead for guidance as to if they should pursue this with the school to see if they are interested in being tested, or is there any other way we could analyze this through getting information from the school as to the depth of their well, or new well location.  We would like to make sure we have taken a hard look with the school, as it was not looked at.  Gary states that it makes sense unless the School Board comes back and says no, he does not see any reason not to test it.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that the pumping test information may be used that was collected where you have data from the well at Havell’s, and from the Town Garage well both which bracket the direction toward the school well.  Look at the drawdown in those wells and make an estimate of what the drawdown might be at the farther distance.  It would not hurt to obtain some information about the existing well or replacement well.  If the offsite well is very deep and the drawdown is nominal you may come to the conclusion that may be an acceptable impact.  If it is a very shallow well it may become something that needs a harder look.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that asking for information from the school, and interpreting a projection based on data already in hand could cast a lot of light on the situation.  Cynthia asks Mr. Urban-Mead to come up with a list of items we should ask the school for.  Mr. Urban-Mead states that John White confirmed that the school is drilling a new well.  Mr. Urban-Mead understands that drilling the new well has nothing to do with the quantity of the water; it has to do with the quality of the water.  Brian Bartsch of the CAC states that the students don’t drink the water, as they don’t like the taste.  They bring bottled water to school.  Cynthia states that we should at least try to find out where they are envisioning drilling the new well.  Mr. Miller states that if the school is drilling a new well, the Health Department would require them to test their current well.  This data may be utilized to reverse the table.  Cynthia suggests Mr. Balter make an offer that if the school is going to drill a new well, and do some testing, you would like to have your wells be part of that test.  Cynthia states that Dr. Freeston would be the person to speak with at the school.  Cynthia asks Mr. Urban-Mead to come up with a list of information that would be helpful, and e-mail it to both herself and Dawn.  Dawn will then circulate it to the Board and Mr. Balter.  Cynthia states that she will be away for a couple of weeks and Gary will be handling items in her absence.  Gary asks Mr. Balter if they tested the quality of their wells.  Mr. Balter states yes.  Gary asks if they detect any problems that the school has been hinting at.  Cynthia states that we need to find out what all of the school’s problems were.  
Cynthia asks Hilary if there is anything else she would like to alert the Board to.  Hilary states that a lot of her substantive comments will focus on the adequacy of screening, landscaping, lighting, and noise.  Those are issues that would impact the surrounding neighbors or future community members of the new Salem Hunt Project.  Joe Bridges e-mailed a few quick comments to Hilary.  Besides the buffer impacts, he is also concerned with the proximity of the development to the buffers because although 100 feet is what is regulated it isn’t a magic number.  Having extensive development up against wetland buffers can also pose impacts.  Cynthia asks Hilary to qualify that comment.  Cynthia states that maybe what Mr. Balter has referred to as a stone wall separation is a different effect than if you have the land sloping downward.  Hilary states that another comment from Mr. Bridges was the presence of box turtles on the project site which were found.  Although they are listed threatened by Westchester, there is a special concern.  Mr. Bridges does not feel like the mitigation or evaluation of this species use of the site is as thorough as it should be.  We don’t know what the turtle populations are doing in the future.  It seems as if they may be undergoing a population decline in Westchester County which may then further their importance from a preservation standpoint.  Because they have a relatively small home range, it is likely that the turtles found on the site live there, and there may be others.  
Cynthia states that the new Chairman of the CAC is here tonight.  Cynthia asks Mr. Bartsch if his Board has met or will be meeting soon.  Mr. Bartsch states that he has a new member with him tonight, and they are planning to meet.  Cynthia suggests the CAC talk with Mr. Bridges and maybe he could work with them regarding their comments.  Dawn will make the e-mail connection with Mr. Bridges and Mr. Bartsch in order so they may start to coordinate and set up a meeting.

Cynthia asks if there are any other questions.

Mr. Balter thanks the board for their clarifications.  Mr. Balter states that he will not be attending the July 9th Planning Board Meeting.  Christopher Fisher, Esq. will be attending.  

Cynthia states that in addition to the recreation discussion, there is a chance we may have an initial draft from Hilary.  We may discuss all of the issues or some of the issues.  It may not just be recreation.

Mr. Balter states that he will be working independent of the SEQR process and this board on getting back to the Bridal Trails Association.  Cynthia states that Jack Manes is the head of the trails committee, Joe Pinto is the former president, and Steve Mulligan is the current president.  Karen Kurasch also is a member of the bridals association and also a neighbor across the street from the site.
5.
Piedmont II Subdivision:  Don Rossi, Esq.


(owner – Walter Hutchins)

Subdivision






(location – 9 Bloomer Road)

Consideration of Referral of Variance Request to the Zoning Board of Appeals.

Cynthia confirms the Board received the Draft Referral Letter to review.  Cynthia states that she wants to make it clear that the Zoning Board of Appeals can’t act until the Planning Board has concluded their SEQR process. Cynthia confirms she will add in language “if applied for” regarding the special permit.  Mr. Rossi states that he is going to encourage Mr. Hutchins to apply for it.  Cynthia asks Mr. Rossi for their last revision date, as the Board has not received a revised submission.  Mr. Rossi states that he understands there was a meeting with the Engineer, the Plans are currently being revised and will be submitted Friday, June 20th.  Mr. Rossi thought that was the deadline.  Cynthia states that today was the deadline.  Cynthia states that the deadlines are three weeks prior to the Planning Board Meetings.  Mr. Rossi states that the last revision date is May 16, 2008.  Cynthia confirms the letter is ready to go as is.
Deputy Chairman motions that the Planning Board Refer the Piedmont II Subdivision to the Zoning Board of Appeals for an Area Variance.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
6.
Lewis:  




(owners – Michael & Jennifer Lewis)


Tree Removal Application


(location – 148 Finch Road)

Consider Draft Resolution of Chapter 189 Tree Removal Permit (With Conditions).

Cynthia states that the Board had this Draft Resolution at the last meeting to review.  Cynthia is not suggesting any changes.  The Board waives the reading of the Draft Resolution.    
Bernard Sweeney motions that the Planning Board Adopt the Draft Resolution of Chapter 189 Tree Removal Permit (With Conditions) for Jennifer & Michael Lewis.  Charlotte Harris seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
7.
Town of Lewisboro, Wild Oaks Sewer District

  
     WWTP Upgrade:





(owner – Town of Lewisboro)


Site Development Plan




(location – Nash Road)

Consider Draft Resolution of Waiver of Site Development Plan Review (With Conditions).

Cynthia states that the Planning Board first waived Site Development Plan Approval on May 4, 2005.  At that time Lewisboro did not realize that the work they had to do on a culvert under Nash Road was actually in the Town of North Salem.  It has all been cleared with the Town Board.  It qualifies as a Site Plan Review, but it also qualifies as a Waiver under Site Plan Review, which Cynthia is recommending.  Cynthia asks if the Board has concerns, or would like to see the Plans, as she has them with her.  The Board does not have concerns.
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Adopt the Draft Resolution of Waiver of Site Development Plan Review (With Conditions) for the Town of Lewisboro, Wild Oaks Sewer District WWTP Upgrade.  Gary Jacobi seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

8.
Release of Escrow per Written Request:

· Christopher - $25.00
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Approve the Above-Mentioned Release of Escrow per Written Request.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
9.
Next Meetings:

· Regular Meeting – July 9, 2008
· Work Session – July 16, 2008
10.
Comments From the Chair

Cynthia states that Peach Lake Commons approval has expired.  They will be seeking a re-approval.  Cynthia is going to ask them to come in and talk to us regarding their lighting, and would like the Board to take another look at the lighting that was approved.  Cynthia states that the Board does not have to rubber stamp their old approval.  Gary states that not everyone approved it.
Cynthia states that more research is being conducted by a specialist of the Stone Bridge at the Marriott site.

Cynthia states that it is nice to have Brian Bartsch, Chairman of the CAC here with us tonight.  Mr. Bartsch introduces Kathie Collins who will soon be approved for a seat on the CAC.

10.
Resolution:

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