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Chairwoman Cynthia Curtis calls the November 5, 2008 North Salem Planning Board Meeting to order.  
PRE-APPLICATIONS:

1.
Edmonds:  David Sessions


(owners – Baxter Road LLC & Baxter Road II, LLC)


Lot Line Change/Subdivision

(location – 107 & 141 Baxter Road)

Discussion of Sketch Review Memo.

Cynthia states that in this instance we asked for a Sketch Review which would be beneficial to the Board.  The Application was sent over to Hilary Smith the Town Planning Consultant so she would have an opportunity to review it and provide us with her advice in the form of a Memo.  
John Arons, Esq. states that he is the Attorney for Baxter Road LLC which will be the owner of the proposed four parcels which are currently two parcels.  Right now the title is in Baxter Road LLC and Baxter Road II, LLC with conveying title so it is all in one ownership.  Matt Edmonds lives in the house which was the former Rose property.  That property had a horse stable permit.  We are on an Agenda next week to request a similar permit for the Edmonds to maintain that part of the property as a horse facility under the Town’s Special Permit Regulations.  We are exploring the ability to subdivide the property.  David Sessions from Kellard Sessions put together the Plan with the four proposed lots that is before this Board.  Mr. Sessions is here tonight, and states he does not see any issues with the Review Memo.  Mr. Sessions states that the entire holding is approximately 52 acres divided up into two lots; 141 Baxter Road is approximately 25.9 acres, and 107 Baxter Road is approximately 26.3 acres.  On our map, we have highlighted in pink the existing wetlands which were delineated, flagged, and surveyed.  The red dashes indicate the 100 foot wetlands setback.  The highlighted white area shows zero to fifteen percent slopes, the highlighted lighter grey area shows fifteen to twenty-five percent slopes, the highlighted brown area shows slopes greater than twenty-five percent.  There is an existing residence, barns, stables, and animal pens at 141 Baxter Road.  There is also an indoor riding ring which is a structure.  At the back of that lot there are several outdoor paddock and turnout areas.  One of the MDRA comments was in regards to this area being considered a structure.  Cynthia states that she does not know how the Building Inspector and Zoning Board of Appeals views that.  Cynthia states that a structure is defined by what the surface is.  Mr. Sessions states that it is not impervious, it is pervious.  There are several driveways leading back to structures; 107 Baxter Road has the existing house with existing driveway, as well as several riding trails throughout the property.  Mr. Sessions states that on the Plan the highlighted yellow areas show the existing structures, driveway and house.  There is a yellow line that is the existing lot line between 141 Baxter Road and 107 Baxter Road.  Lot 1 would be approximately 13.8 acres encompassing most of the farm parcel.  Lot 2 with a driveway off of Baxter Road would be approximately 10.4 acres.  Lot 3 would be the existing home with driveway about 14.5 acres, and then Lot 4 with a proposed house.  We have shown pools and cabanas.  We have also done testing out there to confirm that we do have adequate septic system depth.  We went through the MDRA Memo, and note there are questions about why we decided to locate certain parcels with certain lots.  We will look into that.  We were looking for feedback from the Board and their Consultants to see if we were on the right page from a zoning standpoint.  Cynthia asks if the Board has any further comments.  Cynthia states that Hilary touched on issues for the Applicant to address.  Mr. Sessions confirms they will take a look at the MDRA Memo and revise their Plan to hopefully get on the next Agenda.  Cynthia confirms that Mr. Sessions should call the Planning Board Office and not Hilary if he has any issues.  Cynthia states that the Applicant should decide if they are going to come back with another Pre-Application or proceed.
2.
Putnam County National Bank:  John Watson

(owner – Dean Ryder)


Site Development Plan




(location – Front Street)

Discussion of Additional Information Submitted Regarding Prior Pre-Application.

Cynthia states that this Applicant came in for a Pre-Application, requesting a Waiver of Site Development Plan Approval for which the Board had expressed some concerns.  Cynthia is happy that the Applicant has taken the time to address all of the issues.  

John Watson of Insite Engineering is here tonight to represent Putnam County National Bank.  They are proposing to install an ATM at their Front Street location in Croton Falls in the front of the building where there currently is a window.  Cynthia inquires about the change in wattage of the light bulbs.  Cynthia states that she has driven by several times and the lights have not been on.  Before any changes are made, maybe we should see what it looks like with the lights on, or put them on a sensor so that it only goes on when someone comes up to the machine.  Cynthia states that there is a lot of light there.  Cynthia states that at 7:15 p.m. the lights were not on.  Mr. Watson talks about the ATM Safety Act.  Cynthia asks if the lights have to be on all of the time, and states that the lights are not needed for the sidewalk.  Mr. Watson will look into it.  Roland asks what the wattage has to be.  Mr. Watson states that they are proposing 32 watt triple tube compact florescent bulbs.  It is a different type of bulb.  Cynthia states that if the ATM Safety Act states that the lights have to be on all night, she would like to know if one light over the machine would be acceptable.  Mr. Watson states that the ATM Safety Act has a specific criteria as far as how far individuals are from the ATM.  Our response was prepared in accordance with that.  Mr. Watson states that the lights are in soffets.  We only own a certain piece of property.  The ATM Safety Act does require to light a further distance out.  We made sure that we met the minimum requirements of the ATM Safety Act that the soffet light would create.  Once it gets beyond into the parking lot, our soffet lights don’t use that lighting criteria but it is not our property.  Cynthia states that it may be your property but it is also your property extended over Town property.  Cynthia refers to Roland and states that in this instance the outer part of the overhang is over Town property and only the first foot or so of the overhang is over their property and the lights are going to be the Town property.  To that extent should we ask them for a License Agreement for the overhang?  Cynthia inquires about making the large window smaller like the other window and put the ATM in the other window.  Mr. Watson states that there are logistical reasons why it makes sense to have it where we are proposing it.  Mr. Watson talks about the pedestrian traffic.  Roland confirms that the sidewalk is in the right-of-way also.  Roland states that the Applicant should have a License Agreement.  Roland states that he has a form for that.  Cynthia states that our goal is to keep the lighting down as much as possible.  Mr. Watson will take another look at the ATM Safety Act.  Cynthia noticed in the drawing that a sign was snuck in above the ATM.  Cynthia states that you already have a façade sign and only one façade sign is allowed.  Cynthia suggests Mr. Watson check the ordinance.  Cynthia states that Mr. Watson may want to confirm whether or not the Architectural Review Board has concern or comments.  It is better to talk to them sooner rather than later.  Bernard asks if the Applicant has thought about locating the ATM where the drop box is located now.  Mr. Watson states that they did investigate into that.  Cynthia passes out an older photograph she located which shows how the front of the bank looked.  Cynthia suggests Mr. Watson zero in on the sensor for the lights, as well as look into the sign.  Cynthia states that they might need to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals to obtain a variance for a second sign.  Mr. Watson confirms that the Board agrees with the ATM location.  Bernard states that there is no other option.

REGULAR MEETING:

3.
Clearwater Excavating:  Joseph Buschynski, P.E.

(owner – Gilbert Shott)


Site Development Plan




(location – 110 Hardscrabble Road)

Consider Amendment to the Construction Sequence of Work Plan, Page 4 of Site Plan.
Michael Liguori, Esq. is here tonight.  Mr. Liguori states that they made Applications to the DEC, and then asked for the extension.  It was their understanding that the DEC did not want them to put up the buildings before the restoration work was completed.  Mr. Liguori states that when he reads the letter he still feels that is what the DEC meant.  Cynthia states that Mr. Liguori is going to have to make a phone call to clarify.  Cynthia states that the Board was set up tonight to move forward but this issue has to be cleared up.  Cynthia states that the Board will meet again in two weeks.  Cynthia states that she and Joe Bridges will be meeting with the DEC at the Site tomorrow regarding the issue with the 300 trees.  Cynthia is not sure if the gentleman from DEC will be able to answer the question, but she will mention it to him.  Cynthia states that she read the letter twice and it is deceiving.  Mr. Liguori states that it is poorly worded.  Mr. Liguori states he believes it is supposed to mean that no other work which would require a building permit is permitted to occur.  Mr. Liguori states that it is his understanding that the construction of the detention basin is not something that requires a Building Permit.  Cynthia states that it requires a permit from the Building Inspector, is part of the storm water, and is very close to the wetlands.  Mr. Liguori states that this is part of the mitigation because they need the basin for the storage of the plants.  The native plants that come out of the ground which will be replanted need to be stored and watered in the basin.  That is part of the construction sequence.  Mr. Liguori states that the way he reads it is that we just can’t construct a building until we are done because of how important the basins are to the wetland mitigation.  Roland states that Mr. Liguori should obtain a clarification.  Cynthia states that even if those trees disappear and can’t be saved the basins have to be constructed.  Mr. Liguori agrees.  Cynthia asks Mr. Liguori if he read the Draft Resolution.  Mr. Liguori has.  Cynthia states reads over the Draft Resolution and states that if Mr. Liguori resolves the issues with the DEC the Board may act on the Draft Resolution at their next meeting in two weeks.  Mr. Liguori has no issues with the Draft Resolution.  Hilary asks if the issue with the trees will require an Amendment to the Approval?  Cynthia states that will be very complicated.  If they agree to let the trees or some of the trees stay, they will require an Amendment to the DEC Permit, and Wetlands Permit.  The Applicant really wants to start construction of the sediment basins.  Cynthia advises Mr. Liguori to speak with his client.  If he still wants to move forward with the sediment basins, we could keep them separate if the DEC agrees they have no problem with it.  Mr. Liguori states that the instillation of the basins is going to be a benefit to the Site.  Mr. Liguori states that the only problem he has with the Draft Resolution is that now that the lot line map has been filed, and the parcel has been merged, we don’t know what the tax map number is going to be for the parcels, that is up to the Assessor.  Cynthia advises Mr. Liguori to speak with the Assessor.  Mr. Liguori believes the Board has a copy of the lot line number for the map, but he will forward it. Cynthia asks Roland if there is a change to the Wetland Mitigation Plan will it affect the status of the Site Plan.  Roland replies no.
4.
Monomoy Farm Wetland Permit:

(owner – Monomoy Farm, LLC)


Wetland Permit



(location – 806 Peach Lake Road)

Acknowledgement of the Start Date of the Approved Three-year Wetland Restoration Monitoring Period as October 1, 2008 in Accordance with the Resolution of Approval Dated May 2, 2007.

Cynthia reads over the Draft Resolution and asks if the Board has any questions.  They do not.
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Approve the Draft Resolution Regarding the Acknowledgement of the Start Date of the Approved Three-year Wetland Restoration Monitoring Period as October 1, 2008 in Accordance with the Resolution of Approval Dated May 2, 2007 for Monomoy Farm.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

5.
Fuelco:  Dainius Virbickas


(owner – Joseph Bryson)


Site Development Plan


(location – 2 Fields Lane & Hardscrabble Road)

Circulation for Lead Agency.

Dianius Virbickas is here tonight to represent the Applicant.  Mr. Virbickas hands in an escrow check to continue their reviews.  Mr. Virbickas states that since they were here last they were put to task to meet with the Building Inspector and get onto some sort of path to where they want to be.  We assume that we have responded to the MDRA Memo and have revised drawings, we also met with the Building Inspector and Cynthia Curtis in order to go over items that needed to be addressed and added to the Plans.  To the best of our ability I believe we submitted all of that information.  We did receive an e-mail today from the Building Inspector requesting that we bundle our information a bit differently.  After e-mails went back and forth we have been asked to repackage our documentation and submit them all in one shot to the Building Inspector to review.  Mr. Virbickas is not sure if the Building Inspector will then prepare a document listing the variances he feels they are required to seek, or if he is looking to us to make that determination.  Cynthia states that if the Applicant has specified which variances they believe are required, the Building Inspector will react to that.  Roland states that the Applicant should prepare a package with your belief as to which variances you need, and the Building Inspector will review the submission, adding or subtracting appropriately as he sees fit.  The Building Inspector will make a Final Determination to this Board.  If you disagree with that Determination, you will have the right to Appeal to the Zoning Board of Appeals.  If you agree with it, at some point the Planning Board would refer you to the Zoning Board of Appeals to start your pursuit of those variances.  Cynthia would like to talk about the proposed Area Variances, and states that the Board has strong feelings about some of them.  Cynthia would like to know if the Applicant has changed their proposal regarding their sign.  Cynthia states that there is no choice regarding one of the Area Variances, as the DOT owns the front yard.  Cynthia confirms Area Variances will be required for the proposed canopy.  Cynthia asks Mr. Virbickas if he has the latest comment memo from MDRA.  Mr. Virbickas is provided a copy.  Cynthia states that this memo points out some items to do now and some to do in the future.  Another Completion Report was prepared based on the last submission.  We would like to say that this Application is complete to the point that you may start the SEQR process.  By starting the SEQR process you will be referred to the Zoning Board of Appeals primarily to hear their feedback on the Use Variance.  You will get a feel from the Zoning Board of Appeals.  They cannot act on it until you conclude the SEQR process.  You can’t conclude the SEQR process until you bring in all of the items that have been asked for in the MDRA Memo.  You may delay some of the items until you see the Zoning Board of Appeals regarding the Use Variance.  Mr. Virbickas did not understand when he attended the last Planning Board Meeting that the Zoning Board of Appeals could not act until the Planning Board acts.  Cynthia states that the Planning Board starts the SEQR process, you will begin with the Zoning Board of Appeals, and they will not conclude their process until the Planning Board makes their SEQR determination.  Cynthia states that while the Planning Board may start the process as you read through this memo, you will see that the EAF Part 1 will need to be revised because that document has to be circulated along with a set of preliminary plans.  Mr. Virbickas states that it is his understanding that his client wants to go forward with all of the variances at this point in time.  Cynthia confirms that Mr. Virbickas is talking about all of the Area Variances including the extra signage.  Mr. Virbickas states that is correct.  Cynthia asks Mr. Virbickas if he understands he may receive a recommendation of non-approval from this Board which they will need to argue about before the Zoning Board of Appeals.  Mr. Virbickas states that 
in running a business every sign is important so we will ask, worst case scenario, the Board responds negatively.  Mr. Virbickas states that the canopy signage is still on the Plan.  Cynthia would like to talk about the proposed height of the sign.  Mr. Virbickas states that the sign is approximately 22 feet and 2 3/4 inches tall.  The size of the sign is approximately 52.14 square feet each side.  Cynthia states that the Town allows eight square feet.  Cynthia asks Mr. Virbickas if he realizes the scale of the variance he is asking for.  Mr. Virbickas understands.  Hilary states that they are pre-existing non-conforming for certain aspects.  Whatever they had is what they can have.  If they increase what they had with something larger is it still considered to be an Area Variance even though signage isn’t permitted at all?  Roland states that the signs don’t exist now.  There is nothing there.  Nothing is pre-existing.  Roland states that if they get the Use, the allowance for signage goes with that and then they will need an Area Variance for the size.  Hilary asks if a representative from Mobile has been out to the Site.  Mr. Virbickas does not believe so.  Hilary states that it might make them feel differently about the signage.  It is obvious when you are there that a very tall sign is not going to attract people.  Mr. Virbickas states that the intention was to see the sign from I-684.  Hilary suggests the sign be located in the back of the property.  Cynthia states that by the time you see the sign you pass the exit.  It is more important to have a sign on the highway.  Hilary states a lower sign at the corner may be better.  Hilary thought that a representative might understand the dynamics more if they visited the site.  Mr. Virbickas will relay this information to his clients.  Cynthia suggests the Applicant come back with something more reasonable.  Hilary states that the Board will have to look at the visual and community character impacts of the variances associated with this and their decision may not be favorable.  Hilary states that the SEQR evaluation determination may not support the variances.  Robert asks Mr. Bryson if the intention of the height of the sign is so people will see it from I-684.  Mr. Bryson states yes, only southbound.  Mr. Bryson states that years ago the trees were lower so the sign was lower, and now the trees have grown.  Cynthia asks Mr. Bryson if he could get signage on I-684.  Mr. Bryson states that to him that is the most important one.  Mr. Bryson understands why the client wants a high sign but once you are off the road the station is right there.  Cynthia states that the Applicant has the review memo and instructions from the Building Inspector.  The Planning Board will help the Applicant to go over to the Zoning Board of Appeals as soon as you come in with the package.  We will start the SEQR process then.  Mr. Virbickas asks if he should shoot for the Work Session in two weeks.  Cynthia states that he would have to move quickly to get documents in by this Friday.  Roland states that the Planning Board may not do a referral until the Building Inspector provides them with his determination.  Cynthia states if all of that gets worked out by Friday, as well as the submittal of a revised EAF, we will pencil you in on the November 19th Agenda.  
6.
Discussion:

· Road Specifications
Cynthia states that we have Frank Annunziata the Town Engineer here with us tonight because we have a variety of private road and driveway proposals on at least two pending applications, and there may be another one coming, including commercial driveways, one of which would be the Marriott, and what specifications we have and what specifications we’ve used over the years.  Concerns have come up about driveway length and safety issues.  We have a variety of issues converging all on the subject of staying away from Town roads and encouraging private roads, and in some instances encouraging driveways to share multiple lots all in the interest of keeping down the environmental impacts for some of our subdivisions.  Cynthia states that the length of the road plays an important role.  Cynthia passes out a Summary she prepared which lists some of the private roads and the number of lots they serve.  Page 2 lists the number of common driveways.  Cynthia did not put down the length of the driveways.  Some of them start off as private roads to satisfy the 1,000 foot length restriction and then turn into driveways.  Cynthia states that she has attended two meetings with the Fire Commissioner’s.  They do not have set rules as to safety of private roads, equipment, and removability.  Cynthia asks Frank to guide the Board of other regulations or issues to think about as we are considering these very long driveways and private roads as we are addressing all of the safety issues, as well as alternatives to cul-de-sacs which tend to eat up a lot of land.  Cynthia states that maybe hammerheads would be a better alternative.  Cynthia states that Salem Hills Subdivision is pending right now with a proposed short private road with long drainage issues.  We have another access that we thought would be a private road with long private driveways, but now they are thinking of private driveways for three lots.  The frontage is not an issue but there are questions about open development.  Roland refers to Statute 288-A4 of Town Law regarding an issue with open development.  Roland talks about the Salem Hills Subdivision and states that it has always been his read on that statute that it works when you have an interior parcel that is separated from the road that would otherwise service it, and provides frontage by some sort of an easement so the access to the interior lot is through that easement.  That clearly is what 288-A4 says.  It has been interpreted by Don Rossi, and he is going to prepare a memorandum, and maybe even convince me, that it is not just for those situations where you have that in existence, but it is also for use where a developer is proposing to create an easement.  Roland refers to Route 116 on the North side of the road where DEP owns the whole strip of property.  The homes that exist on Route 116 have driveway easements on the first part of their driveways.  In a situation where a developer wants to create it, I am less sure.  If that was to be permitted then that would solve the Salem Hills Subdivision issue with allowing the three lots on a driveway.  It is the Town Board who issues the approval for the open development area with whatever conditions may be recommended by the Planning Board.  If in fact it were able to go that way then that would solve the frontage issue for those three lots because what the Town Board would be saying is that you don’t need frontage because you don’t have common driveways with cross easements by each of those three lot owners.  There would not be a homeowners association, you would just have cross easements with a common driveway maintenance agreement.  Cynthia asks if Roland suggests that one lot owns the flagpole section and the others have easements.  Roland states that they can each own sections provided they all have rights to each other.  Cynthia states that in that particular case it is going to look like a flag lot because there is a long strip and then an area where three lots will be created.  Roland states that from a legal standpoint it does not matter.  Roland states that you don’t want odd configurations just for each person to have an ownership in a driveway.  
Cynthia asks Frank if we have these long driveways serving three or four lots at what point do we start thinking about how many vehicles are using this when it is so narrow that two cars can’t pass, and driveways can be 14% slope as opposed to 10 to 12%.  How should we start thinking about length, width, and turnoffs for driveways?  Frank states that there are a lot of issues that go into this.  There should be a balance between aestetics and minimizing the disturbance.  Safety should be thought about.  Sometimes the fire department might not feel comfortable.  Frank states that with his experience working for the Town of New Castle, he has dealt with this issue all the time.  They had Town Road Standards.  They had no standards for Private Roads and no standards for Common Driveways.  It was a nightmare when the two latter categories were involved.  We were reinventing the wheel on the fly subject to issues based on the particular projects.  We developed standards that we stuck to most of the time with the Planning Board’s discretion.  It simplified and made everyone more comfortable.  We had Town Road Standards.  We never had Private Road Standards, but built our standards up starting with a driveway to a common driveway to a road.  Once the process is at the road portion, the issues should be the same whether it is private ownership or public ownership.  The standards are the same.  There may be concerns about future dedication in regards to the Town right-of-way.  Cynthia states that the Town likes having a reduced right-of-way for the Private Roads.  Frank states that we could play around with the numbers for the different design specifications.  Frank states that the Town should think about adopting standards for common driveways and private roads that look to minimizing disturbance.  Frank talks about reducing the roadway width, having a shoulder on the side if needed, and utilizing fiber mats which provide extra stability.  Frank states that the mats are used primarily for overflow parking areas and making shoulders stronger.  Frank states that the road length is a tough one, as well as long cul-de-sacs.  It comes down to the emergency services and how they feel about it.  
Cynthia states that the Board has been comfortable with common driveways 2, 3 and 4.  Cynthia talks about a couple of pre-existing subdivisions in Town and refers to the Sugar Hill area.  The subdivision off of Hardscrabble Road is discussed.  Robert confirms it was a four-lot subdivision.  Robert states that it was a common driveway built to private road specifications.  Frank asks if the Town has Private Road Specifications.  Cynthia states that there definitely is a draft.  Hilary states that there are some specifications for driveways.  Cynthia asks if they have construction specifications.  Hilary states no.  They are local street specifications.  Cynthia states that we do have the 1,000 foot length which the Planning Board has waived on occasion.  Cynthia talks about Fox Warren where there is a long driveway and the road was shortened.  There is a discussion about hammerheads versus cul-de-sacs.  Frank states that he has seen them used quite a bit.  Cynthia asks if emergency vehicles might have an issue with hammerheads.  Frank states that based on his experience yes.  That does not mean they can’t function.  Frank has heard in other Towns the emergency vehicles want to make one swoop in and one swoop out.  Robert talks about the issue of significant grades.  

Cynthia states that she would like to set up a meeting with the Fire Commissioners and asks Frank to attend.  The Planning Board may attend if interested.  Bernard would like to attend.  Hilary suggests visuals be brought to the meeting so the Commissioners will get an understanding of how their trucks would relate to certain projects such as Salem Hunt.  Cynthia states that on Hawley Woods they offered to do pullovers.  We should find out the length of the fire trucks.  There may be a problem if one truck is coming out when another is coming in.  Cynthia talks about the availability of water storage tanks.  Cynthia talks about showing turning radius examples.  Cynthia will set up a joint meeting with the Fire Commissioner’s.  There is a discussion about landscaping around cul-de-sacs.    There is a discussion about underground water storage.  
Frank states that the specifications for New Castle are online.

7.
Minutes:

· September 17, 2008
· October 1, 2008
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Approve the Minutes of September 17, 2008 and October 1, 2008.  Charlotte Harris seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

8.
Financial Report:

· October, 2008
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Approve the October, 2008 Financial Report.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

9.
Next Meetings:

· Work Session – November 19, 2008
· Regular Meeting – December 3, 2008
10.
Comments from the Chair:
· Discuss Middle/High School Public Scoping for the Proposed Turf Field.
Cynthia states that she has never seen anything like this.  We received from Chazen, the Consultant for the School Board, a Short Form EAF for a Type I Action.  Cynthia states that she read both documents very carefully.  Dawn read it and could not determine what they were doing where.  Cynthia called the School Board to request to see the EAF Parts 1 and 2 which they are required to have prepared under SEQR.  Their response was that they are not doing it.  Cynthia states that she attended a finance meeting at the school with the Superintendent.  Cynthia had a long conversation with the Consultant.  She told them to put themselves in her shoes, as if she hired them to help her go to the scoping session.  Cynthia asked them to read the document and tell her where the field is proposed to be, then the Consultant understood her point.  Cynthia asked the Consultant to go back to the School Board and provide the proper documentation so that outside agencies may make appropriate comments.  We may receive an EAF Part 1 and 2.  Cynthia asks the Board if they want to participate in this process.  If they would like to do this as a Board Cynthia will prepare something and send it around for review.  If you are not interested in doing this as a Board, Cynthia might respond as an individual.  Cynthia states that she mentioned to one of the School Board Members that there is a proposed development right next to the school.  The Planning Board has made the developer look really hard at groundwater impacts that might impact the school.  Hilary asks if there are any wetlands.  Cynthia states that yes there are.  Hilary asks if they will need a Town Wetland Permit.  Cynthia states that the school does not have a pass on the DEC Permit or Wetlands Permit.  Robert states he has a personal conflict on this and would prefer to be left out of the discussion.  Bernard would like to see what Cynthia prepares.  Charlotte states that the date of the Scoping Session is the same date as our Planning Board Meeting in December.  Cynthia states that maybe the Board will start their December 3rd Meeting at 8:00 p.m.

11.
Resolution:

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