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Chairwoman Cynthia Curtis calls the April 1, 2009 North Salem Planning Board Meeting to order. 
PUBLIC HEARING:

1.
Ajamian:  Michael Sirignano
, Esq.



(owner – Raffi Ajamian)


Amended Subdivision




(location – 11 Dingle Ridge Road)

Open Public Hearing Regarding Application for Amended Subdivision.

Chairwoman opens the Public Hearing and confirms the Notice had been published in the local newspaper, and the green cards from the certified mailing were submitted tonight in accordance with the Town Code by Michael Sirignano, Esq.
Chairwoman asks if there is anyone from the public here tonight who wishes to speak.  There is not.  Cynthia states in that case we will not require a presentation.  Chairwoman asks the Board if they have any comments or concerns.  They do not.  Cynthia asks Mr. Sirignano if he has any comments or concerns.  He does not.  Cynthia confirms with Dawn that there were no written comments.  The Public Hearing is closed.

REGULAR MEETING:

2.
Ajamian:  Michael Sirignano
, Esq.



(owner – Raffi Ajamian)


Amended Subdivision




(location – 11 Dingle Ridge Road)

Consider Draft Resolution of Approval Regarding Application for Amended Subdivision.  

Update on Status of Road Bond and Conformance With Construction Plans. 

Consideration of Road Name.

Cynthia states that she would like to have a quick update about the situation with the road.  There was a successful meeting with the engineers as well as construction group.  We know now that there will not be any requests for any changes to the construction drawings with one minor exception.  The approved material for the pavement is no longer available.  Michael Campbell, the engineer for Mr. Ajamian will advise the Board what material they used and confirm that what they put down was at least as good, or better than the material originally approved.  Cynthia states she is not sure if Frank Annunziata from Hahn Engineering has gone out to look at the road.  Mr. Annunziata is here tonight and states they are waiting for the certified update from the surveyor.  Cynthia confirms Mr. Annunziata will make a final inspection.  Mr. Sirignano states that he spoke with their contractor this evening and confirmed that all of the site work is completed.  Mr. Campbell will have his crew go out and prepare an as-built of the basins which will be submitted to Mr. Annunziata for his review.  Cynthia states the Board will now consider the Draft Resolution of Approval and would like the Board to consider waiving the reading of the entire document.  Cynthia asks Mr. Sirignano, the Board, as well as Hilary Smith if they have any questions or concerns.  They do not.
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Adopt the Draft Resolution of Approval Regarding Application for Amended Final Subdivison Plat (With Conditions) for Raffi Ajamian (formerly DeBellis).  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

After the motion Mr. Sirignano talks about the naming of the road, and confirms he will send a letter to the Board with suggestions, which will also be circulated to the Town Historian.  The road name will be a subject of approval of the Planning Board.  Cynthia asks the Board to think about names they would like to suggest that may be appropriate.
3.
Release of Escrow per Written Request:

· Tom Christopher
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Release the Escrow for the Lift Trucks Site Development Project in the Amount of $1,900.00 for Thomas Christopher per his Written Request.  Bernard Sweeney seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

4.
Bella Ella’s Pizzeria:  Michael Giannone



(owner – Michael Giannone)


Sign Permit/Site Development Plan Waiver


(location – West Cross Street)

Consider Draft Resolution of Sign Plan Approval.

Consider Waiver of Site Development Plan.

Cynthia states that Michael Giannone is proposing to change the lettering on the existing sign, as well as request a Waiver of Site Development Plan Approval in order to install lights on either side of the building.  He is not here tonight.  The Resolutions have been forwarded to him.  Mr. Giannone will remove the smaller signs and if he would like to put them back up will come back for further approval.  The proposed sign will not be illuminated.  Cynthia asks the Board if they have any questions or comments.  They do not.
Bernard motions that the Planning Board Adopt the Draft Resolution of Sign Plan Approval (With Conditions) for Bella Ella’s Pizzeria.  Charlotte seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Grant a Waiver of Site Development Plan Approval (With Conditions) for Bella Ella’s Pizzeria.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.
5.
Gilport Development: Peter Gregory/Michael Liguori
(owner – Richard Morgante)


Subdivision






(location – Oak Ridge & Overlook)

Report on Zoning Compliance from MDRA.

Michael Liguori, Esq. states that they are in receipt of the most recent MDRA Memo which seems to be self-explanatory, and will be used in order to prepare their next submittal to the Board.  Mr. Liguori states that he and Mr. Gregory wanted to come here tonight to show the compliance to the extent of the currently proposed plan.  Since they have not prepared full engineering drawings, they can only have so much compliance until they actually dig into the details.  Mr. Liguori refers to the Plan and shows the Board the proposed location for Road A which is being proposed as a Common Driveway, as well as Road B whicvh is being proposed as a Private Road.  We wanted to show it is possible to develop under the two Private Road Standards.  We anticipate making the next submittal to the Board with the Private Road and Common Driveway.  
Cynthia states a concern of the Board of switching the Private Road A to a Driveway.  Cynthia confirms with Roland that will still require a 280-A Town Board approval.  

Mr. Liguori shows the Common Driveway on the Plan and states that it will be less of an impact in connection with the development, as well as a reduction in costs.  The plan is to have a Homeowners Association own the Private Road.  For the Common Driveway the various landowners will own their respective portions of the driveway that are on their property with an easement for each landowner to cross the driveway.  The three landowners will maintain a common driveway easement.  The drainage from Road B is going to be routed as it has been proposed in the past over to basins, and then we will have a common declaration for the maintenance of the basins.

Cynthia states that the ownership and responsibility of the private driveway makes sense except that one lot will not use that driveway, but will own a portion of it.  Mr. Liguori states that Lot 4 will not have to contribute to the maintenance of the common driveway.  Gary asks where Lot 4 is located.  Mr. Liguori shows Lot 4 on the Plan.

Mr. Liguori states that one of the comments in the MDRA Memo is to show a slope analysis.  Mr. Liguori states that the Board is not aware of it, but the Applicant will be able to meet the criteria of 250-16 in doing the calculation of the lot analysis.  We intend to engineer the plans showing a Common Driveway and make a full submittal to the Planning Board for the Town Engineer and Planning Consultant review.  Cynthia confirms their analysis will be based on a Common Driveway and Private Road, since what she is looking at now does not show that.  Mr. Gregory states that the layout Cynthia is referring to was prepared in determining compliance under the Private Road layout.  

Gary asks why Lot 4 is drawn in such a way, and states it seems like a useless piece of property.  Mr. Gregory states that in with the configuration for the initial submission that was made when the full length road was coming through this area we were showing four of the lots coming off Road A.  It was suggested to us that we study common driveways and in order to maintain our frontage for that lot, we continue to maintain that configuration layout with the frontage in this direction, but we provided the access coming off of the private road.  We have not changed our lot configuration, and the area remains the same.  Gary asks if he is missing something.  Cynthia asks to see where they are currently showing frontage.  Mr. Gregory shows the frontage areas on the Private Road layout.  Mr. Gregory talks about maintaining the house sites and the septic locations. Hilary states there may be better ways to draw the lines after you have proven conformance.  Gary asks why there is a piece of property useless to an owner.  Hilary states that the lines may be readjusted after proving conformance by utilizing clustering.  Cynthia asks what basic criteria has to be followed when switching from private road to a common driveway situation.  Do they need to bring lot lines over like that?  Mr. Liguori states that it is his understanding that once the Town Board declares it an open development area we have a lot of liberty with the lot designs.  Cynthia asks Mr. Liguori if he would like the Board to tell him that they have more flexibility with the lot design.  Mr. Liguori acknowledges Gary’s point and states that there is going to be an area of land that will not be beneficial.  When we prepared the design we were cutoff by the basins.  We will examine the layout design.  Robert states from a practical matter it will only be an open space area.  Cynthia asks if the basin area will be owned by the Homeowner’s Association if they have to maintain it.  Mr. Liguori states that the parcel is almost an island.  Cynthia talks about it being done more like a cluster with open space and states that once the lot count is established and proven out with this number of lots, it might make more sense to have a real open development area with a conservation development.  Mr. Liguori states that there is no objection to the open development other than the fact that they don’t have the classic situation for enough land to enjoy the openness.  Mr. Liguori shows an area that will be open.  Cynthia states that the Applicant might want to consider an open area, as it is a pretty walk.  Going from the cul-de-sac down to the Private Driveway might make a nice walk down to the bus stop.  It is something to think about.  Mr. Gregory talks about a trail that runs through the property.  
Cynthia confirms with Hilary it will be necessary for the Applicant to prove out the engineering and slope analysis regarding the private road.  Mr. Gregory states that they will show the improvement on the slope analysis.  

Gary asks if the owners who share the driveway and road will be forced to join an association in order to pay for the maintenance.  Mr. Liguori states that for Road B there will be a Homeowner’s Association to maintain the road which will be mandatory.  Gary confirms those documents will be filed with the State Attorney General’s Office.  Mr. Liguori states that Road A will have a common driveway easement where there will be a Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions that provide for the paving.  Gary asks what will happen if homeowner number two does not pay.  Mr. Liguori states that they won’t have a choice.  Gary confirms that the three homes on the private driveway on the left will not be forced to join a separate association.  Gary asks who pays if the driveway happens to need repairs.  Mr. Liguori states that the landowners would pay.  There would be a common driveway agreement for three landowners.  A landowner would be sued if they did not agree to pay.  The homeowner would agree to it or not buy the property.  Roland states that the driveway easement agreement will be part of the record so that when a potential purchaser buys into the land they are buying with knowledge that they are signing onto the agreement.  The agreement will state the amount each homeowner would pay.  Mr. Liguori states there will be a common driveway easement agreement for the three landowners to plow and pave for the common driveway.  It will provide that if the lot of one of the three homeowners is sued they will pay the legal fees for the other homeowners.  Then there will be a Homeowner’s Association, for which one of it’s purposes will be to plow and pave.  The second purpose will be to maintain the stormwater detention basins.  All 8 of the lots will be a party to the association, 5 of which will pay for contributing to the maintenance of the basin.  Cynthia states there will be another common driveway easement for the three separate lots.  Mr. Liguori states that easement will be for the two parties that share the driveway. Cynthia states three parties.  Mr. Liguori states that they will examine the lot designs after leaving here tonight. Gary states that after that examination, it is possible there will be a big piece of property to be set aside.   
Cynthia states that we do have the Town Engineer here tonight, and asks Frank to let the Applicant know if there is anything he would like them to add to consider at this stage.  Otherwise they will go ahead and prepare plans based on the two private roads and establish a slope analysis, and also maybe come back and show the Board a conservation or cluster design.  The Applicant did not want to have full engineering prepared until they obtained the Board’s feedback that they are going down the right path.  Mr. Liguori states that the ultimate design will have the common driveway on the left and the private road on the right.  For the purpose of establishing lot count it is important for us to show it all as a private drive.

Frank states that this plan is a big improvement over previous versions especially in terms of disturbance, with lot 4 coming off the top.  Frank asks if the Applicant has ever submitted a plan which shows all of the lots off of common driveways from the top.  Cynthia states that maybe back about 20 years ago we saw a version like that.  Robert states about 10 years ago.  Gary states about 5 years ago.  It was not good.  There were a lot of issues with rock.  Cynthia states that if they establish a lot count they could cluster off of one road and pull all the lots in.  They still might not have enough room even as a cluster design.  Cynthia states that engineering work was done about 10 years ago.  Mr. Gregory states that this analysis is better for preservation and maintenance.  Mr. Gregory talks about the current homes on Oak Ridge Road in terms of minimum impact.  Cynthia asks if the driveway for Lot 4 can continue or will there be steep slopes there.  The Board looks at the Map and asks if they have any further questions or direction for the Applicant.  They do not.

6.
Hawley Woods:  Bonnie Von Ohlsen
(owner – Hawley Woods, Ltd.)

Subdivision




(location – 396 – 404 Hawley Road)

Report on Completeness From MDRA and Hahn Engineering.

Cynthia states that the Applicant has received Memos that came in late this afternoon from MDRA and Hahn Engineering which clearly state that there is a lot more work to be done.  Cynthia states that the Applicant should ask any specific questions regarding the Reports tonight since both consultants are here with us.  
Dan Coppelman states that he reviewed the Hahn Memo and we will provide the additional data requested.  Mr. Coppelman talks about the focus on the road grade of 10% to 12%.  After a discussion with the Applicant, we have decided to stay at 10%.  Mr. Coppelman states that it does not make sense to switch back from 10% to 12%.  Given that data we will complete our submission at the 10% requirement.  Mr. Coppelman states that the first road is now being proposed as a Private Road, and the second section is being proposed as a Common Driveway.  The minor points that Frank brings up will be conformed to.  We needed direction before we went ahead and graded the whole project at 10% versus 12%.  Mr. Coppelman states that he has a clear understanding and does not have a lot of questions or comments because Frank has asked for information that is reasonable.  We will label the roads and show the grade.  We will make that submittal to the Board.  We do have surveying issues that will be taken care of.  The formal plat was submitted, and Frank had comments on that.

Bonnie Von Ohlsen refers to Hilary’s Memo regarding the attachment of Part 2 of the EAF with suggested revisions.  Ms. Von Ohlsen states that they are prepared to revise it as is, and requests that if they revises the EAF Part 1 and resubmit it to the Board, will they be able to receive the Board’s intent for lead agency in order to get the SEQR process started while we are working on our detailed engineering.  Cynthia states that she would like to have a complete application before the SEQR process begins.  Cynthia asks Ms. Von Ohlsen if she is suggesting the SEQR process begins before that.  Hilary states that it is not necessary to circulate 30 plan sheets with their lead agency circulation.  A plan may be attached along with Part 1 of the EAF.  Cynthia agrees with an item in Part 2 regarding the impact on land for construction continuing for one year, where a small to moderate impact was checked.  Robert states an issue regarding the water on Hawley and what will be done with it.  Mr. Coppelman shows an existing culvert on the Plan, and states that they will bring pipe down Hawley Road.

Ms. Von Ohlsen talks about the referral to the Fire Commissioner’s.  Cynthia states that they will receive it under SEQR, and also when the Application is complete.

Mr. Coppelman states that they did grade out a plateau around the cul-de-sac greater than the diameter of the cul-de-sac.  Frank states that it did not look like grading; it looked like it was paved.  Frank states that the proposal is for a Private Road.  Mr. Coppelman states that Frank raised an interesting question.  We have grading outside of the right-of-way.  We are going to be a Private Road which will be maintained by a Homeowners Association.  Frank states that easements will need to be provided.  Cynthia states that there will be easements for the common driveway.
Hilary raises a comment about measures to limit disturbance and states that this particular Application does not support any specific measures to limit disturbance such as development envelopes we have seen on past Applications or perhaps clustering a bit more to reduce disturbance.  Hilary is not sure if the houses may be pushed much closer together due to the septic locations.  With the areas that have been offered for conservation easements it could be incorporated into parcels and then become a cluster subdivision with dedicated open space parcels.  Cynthia asks if under that scenario if the individual septics have to be on individual lots.  Hilary states that she does not recommend that and does not believe they may legally be on individual lots.  Gary inquires about legally having a septic in a common area.  Hilary states that the Health Department requires that individual septics be located within the individual lot.  Cynthia states that is a good point about pulling the lots together and pull the houses down.  Ms. Von Ohlson does not understand what is being proposed, and shows on the Plan where they have tried to follow the stone wall and tree line.  The individual lot lines are discussed.  Hilary states that it may be a plus, from a marketing standpoint, being able to market it as having 20 acres of shared open space surrounded by privately owned conservation land that the Homeowner’s Association is able to enjoy as opposed to having encumbered land.  Mr. Coppelman states that the houses cannot be moved because of the steep slopes and septic locations, as well as our trying to stay out of the wetlands corridor and buffer.  We do not have a lot of flexibility for each lot.  Cynthia asks if the Applicant has proposed development envelopes.  Mr. Coppelman states yes.  Hilary states not formally.  Mr. Coppelman states that it would be what is left over after the conservation easement.  
Cynthia asks Hilary at what point the Applicant will be ready to circulate under SEQR.  Hilary states they may circulate with a Revised Part 1 EAF.   Cynthia states that if the Applicant submits the information quickly we may put them on the second meeting this month which will be a Work Session.  

Frank talks about his Review Memo and states that there is a tremendous amount of steep slopes disturbance particularly for the roadways.  There are a lot of side slopes show.  The Applicant has stated that it is graded out as if it was in soil or fractured bedrock and not rock but they are shown greater than one vertical and two horizontal.  That would be too steep to be graded out unless there is something there like retaining walls or other practices.  Cynthia asks if it is rock or soil.  Frank states that they are assuming it is not rock.  The way they are graded out is steeper than what would be acceptable.  Frank states that he does not believe the Board has seen all the impacts of the regrading.  Frank requests more detail in these specific areas.  Hilary talks about on-site testing.  Hilary states that eventually the Board will need to know whether or not the area will be able to be graded out to an appropriate slope before they issue a Negative Declaration.  Cynthia states that this will change dramatically now that the Applicant is going down to 10% grade.  Frank states that it is graded down to 10%, but the grade is steeper than what would be allowed without other means.  Frank states that due to the intensity of the development on such extreme steep slopes, an extraordinarily detailed construction sequence would be necessary to insure that when this is built we will not have tremendous washout problems on Hawley Road.  Frank states that with an exposed slope on such a grade if it is not stabilized as soon as possible every time it rains there will be problems.  Frank advises to look now into detailed steps of the construction sequence.  Frank states that the intersection should be looked at.  Frank states that a house is at the bottom of the new road and any water that jumps over the road may head towards the house.  Frank states that the drain line that is proposed to collect the runoff is proposed to go into a culvert about 600 feet to the east.  Frank states that there is nothing on the Plan that show this so far.  Frank states that there will be wetlands impacts, so the wetlands information should be incorporated.  Frank states that there is also a pond to the east of the property.  Cynthia asks if there is an easement that will go on private property.  Hilary states that it will go into the public road right-of-way.  There is a discussion where the Town drainage is going.  It is stated it will go into the brook on Hawley Road.  Mr. Coppelman states that there is a cross culvert on Hawley Road.  Hilary asks Frank if the Applicant has analyzed the existing drainage along the structures on Hawley Road for their ability to accommodate the increased runoff.  Frank states that he has asked for information on the existing facilities.  The Applicant is not proposing to have additional runoff into the existing culverts; it will go into new culverts.  Frank states that there are a lot of technical items.  Frank has to provide a supplemental memo when he completes his review of the Stormwater Management Plans.  Frank states that he is not sure if he has the most up to date plan, and he had difficulty following the plans he has.  Frank states that none of the stormwater treatment practices seem appropriate for this project.  Frank states that basins A-1, A-2, and A-3 are described as wet extended detention basins.  However 10 acres would be required for this type of practice and the Applicant has approximately 6 acres.  Frank states that basins B-2, C-3 and C-4 are described as pocket ponds which are not allowed in the East of Hudson Watershed under the enhanced requirements.  Frank states that the EAF talks about design elements that the proposal does not comply with.  A lot of them are based on topographical site constraints.  Frank states that would not be acceptable and not approvable as it exists.  Frank states that we need to see an updated Plan that concurs with the proposal to comply with the State Manual and Requirements.  
Ms. Von Ohlsen states that they realize there is outdated material.  Cynthia points out that when they resubmit the material that is attached in the book they still show the seven lot count.  Ms. Von Ohlsen talks about revising the Appendix.

7.
Salem Hills Healthcare Center: Daniel Gallagher
(owner – Mokray Acquisition, LLC)


Site Development Plan 
                                    (location – 537 Route 22)

Report on Completeness From MDRA and Report on SWWP From Hahn Engineering.

Consider Scheduling Public Hearing.

Patrick Roberts and Dan Gallagher are here tonight to represent the Applicant from Optimus Architecture.  They are in receipt of MDRA comments as well as Hahn Engineering comments.  We did receive an Amended Town Board Special Permit Approval, as well as a Front Yard Setback Variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals.  On the advice of Bruce Thompson our firm met with Barry Reisler, the former owner of the property to hash out to the best of everyone’s ability how the site arrived at its current state.  I e-mailed a submittal to Dawn, as well as handed out copies tonight to the Board and their Consultants for review.  To the best of our knowledge those documents outline how the site arrived at its existing condition.  Our main goal tonight is to hopefully set a Public Hearing for next month if we are able to turn around a satisfactory resubmission responding to both review memos.  Mr. Roberts asks if he should go through each comment.  Cynthia states that we could go through the memos in a general way.  We did point out that a few more variances will be required.  Mr. Roberts asks if that will affect the schedule for us to open our Public Hearing next month.  Cynthia does not believe so.  Cynthia states that the Applicant may be able to make it onto the May 14th Board of Appeals Agenda.  The Planning Board Meeting would be the night before.  The Public Hearing would be opened that night, and kept open.  Assuming the variances are obtained the next night, we could put you on our Work Session Agenda for May 20th.  Mr. Roberts asks what would happen if the Zoning Board of Appeals do not grant the variances.  They are applying for area variances for the gazebo, as well parking.  Hilary states it is a Type II action.  Mr. Roberts states that the gazebo has a full certificate of occupancy and is approved, hopefully that will help with the Zoning Board of Appeals decision.  Cynthia states that it required Site Plan Approval and a Variance.  Roland states that it was an administrative error.  Cynthia states that it is unfortunate that a few problems have been inherited, but the Board is trying to assist with cleaning it all up.  
Cynthia states she spoke with the Building Inspector about the signs and believes one set of signs could be called Waterview Hills, which already received the permit, and the other set Salem Hills.  The Applicant would then file the permit for the sign after verifying the size and setbacks.  Mr. Roberts asks if a surveyor would need to be involved.  Cynthia states that the Waterview Hills survey is on file with the Building Department.  Mr. Roberts inquires about there possibly not being enough of a setback.  Cynthia states that the Applicant would need to apply for another Variance, making three.  Mr. Roberts asks if the Board may issue an Approval contingent upon our receiving the variances.  Cynthia asks if the Board may separate the business of the sign from the rest of the Site Plan.  Cynthia states the Applicant has not filed the Application for the sign.  Mr. Roberts states that this has nothing to do with our building.  We are not proposing a new sign, and it is not on our site.  Roland states that the Board should reserve their decision until they see what the Zoning Board of Appeals does.  Cynthia asks the Applicant if their client wants to keep the signs.  Mr. Roberts states that they look beautiful.  Cynthia states then they have to do a little work to keep the signs.  Cynthia confirms that their client owns both parcels.  Technically your client may be the Applicant and can concur that the previous owner put both signs up in accordance with the ordinance.  Cynthia states that instead of sending the Applicant over to the Zoning Board of Appeals for a variance for two free-standing signs, split it so one belongs to each facility.  That will save you a variance so long as you meet the setbacks.  Mr. Roberts states that we could have the Public Hearing one night with the Zoning Board of Appeals the next night and possibly receiving our Approval at the Work Session in May.  Mr. Roberts’s states that he would like to prepare a successful Application to the Board.  Mr. Roberts talks about the easement regarding the parking.  Cynthia states that should be provided to the Town Attorney for his review.  Mr. Roberts talks about the current parking lot, as well as the current parking spaces.  Hilary asks for typical dimensions per parking space to be added to the Site Plan, as well as aisle dimensions.  Mr. Roberts states that some of the spaces seem to be smaller than others.  It all depends on how they were painted over the years.  Hilary suggests a note be submitted before striping is done in the future.  Mr. Roberts states that they are not increasing the population. Mr. Roberts states that they would like to see striping in lieu of curbing as far as snow plowing goes.  Cynthia does not see a problem with that.  Mr. Roberts states that upon the suggestion of the Architectural Review Board we created an aisle for wheelchairs to come through, also striping will be installed.  Mr. Roberts states that the facility is all paved.  We are not proposing any additional paving.  Mr. Roberts states that they have landscaped the front island quite substantially.  We prefer to have this area kept as an open lawn area for activities.  Mr. Roberts states that an oil tank was replaced recently and the area will be reseeded.  Hilary asks if that area may be labeled on the Plan.  Cynthia states that their response may be that the lawn area is used for the residents.  Mr. Roberts inquires if the County Health Department and New York City Department of Environmental Protection would have received our documentation under the Planning Board’s review process. Hilary states that no, it is up to the Applicant to contact them.  Mr. Roberts asks who the local representative would be.  The response is Natasha Court.  Mr. Roberts states that they received comments back from Hahn Engineering on the SWPP Report.  Mr. Roberts states that Site Plan notes will be added, as well as the existing heights of the light poles and standards.  
Cynthia states that we will prepare the Public Hearing Notice and the Applicant will send a certified mailing to the adjacent neighbors.

Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board set the Public Hearing on the Amended Site Development Plan for May 13, 2009.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

8.
Monomoy Farm:  Jeri Barrett



(owner – Steven Rattner)

Amended Subdivision




(location – 806 Peach Lake Road)

Consideration of Alternate Proposal From Applicant.

Cynthia states that the CAC, Wetlands Inspector, and DEC had their site inspections.  Two members of the Planning Board went out to the property.  Cynthia asks the Board if the rest of them want to make a site inspection this coming Saturday, April 4th.  Cynthia states that the Board may have made a site inspection the first time Monomoy Farm was before them.  
Jeri Barrett, Steve Coleman, and Declan Orphen are here tonight.  Cynthia asks Hilary if Frank from Hahn Engineering would review this for the actual bridge.  Hilary states yes, and also the stormwater.

Mr. Barrett states that Monomoy Farm is on Peach Lake Road, and the Rattner-White Property is on Titicus Road.  Mr. Barrett shows on the Plan where they join.  Steven Rattner is the managing member of Monomoy Farm.  The proposal is to add paddocks in the northern field of what we are calling the Rattner-White 706 Titicus Road property.  For reasons of convenience and safety they would like to be able to get from 706 to 806 without using Town roads.  They will be pulling tractors with horses, and it makes sense to be able to connect the two properties.  An agreement with the existing neighbor will allow that to occur over portions of their property.  Mr. Barrett states that this project is being proposed to provide connections to the existing farm path.  One of them is to connect the 706 to 806, and one of them is to connect the lower bridle trail.  When we originally came to the Planning Board with a new submittal, Steve Coleman and I met with Declan Orphen and Mr. Orphen suggested we just use the trails that are currently there.  Mr. Coleman and I looked at it and thought we should try to skirt around the wetlands.  Mr. Barrett states that their wetland delineation has been confirmed by NYSDEC, and points out that the heavy dark green line on the Map shows the extent of the NYSDEC wetland line.  Mr. Barrett states that when L6 closes, the wetland line is continued on as a local wetland line on either side of the watercourse.  Mr. Barrett talks about skirting around the wetland areas and crossing watercourses.  In order to do that we developed grading plans.  Mr. Barrett shows the grading that would have to take place in order to tie back into the farm road.  There was discussion with Mr. Orphen about taking the path of following the existing bridle trail.  We came in and discussed this with the Planning Board, and it was decided to go out and have a site visit.  We met out at the site with Joseph Bridges who decided it was time to get the State to come out.  We decided it was time to put together a sketch that we could provide to the Planning Board and the State.  Mr. Barrett passes out a sketch with a chart on the back for the Board to look at.  Mr. Barrett states that we had determined that 91 trees would have to be taken out if we used the original road, we would have 1,790 square feet of direct wetlands disturbance, and buffer disturbance was approximately 1 ½ acres.  Mr. Barrett shows the yellow line on the map where the buffer disturbance would be.  Mr. Barrett states that on the alternate road, we would have to take out 57 trees as opposed to 91 trees.  The wetlands disturbance was a much higher number however a lot of that trail is already there, and would just need to be widened.  The new disturbance in the buffer area is highlighted in orange and is about 1 ½ acres of disturbance, whereas the buffer disturbance for the alternative road was about ½ of an acre.  We met out there with the State and everyone agreed that on paper it did not seem to make sense, but when out in the field it did make sense.  Mr. Barrett shows a wet area that might require the building of a wall due to the grading.  We came up with this plan to eliminate the section we previously discussed.  The existing bridle trail is discussed. We will build approximately a four foot wall with a guide rail.  This would make the grades work.  The bridle trail would be cleaned up and reconditioned.
Cynthia states that Heather Gierloff from the State wanted to have the canopy cover protected as much as possible.  Cynthia states that the Applicant should put forth the alternate Plan and see how the State looks at it with the wall.  Cynthia states that the alternate Plan makes more sense in the field.

Cynthia asked the Applicant to come before the Board in order to get the nod from the Planning Board. 

Mr. Barrett states that they will go back through the memos and keep moving forward.

Cynthia asks the Board if they want to go out for a site visit, or do it on their own.  Mr. Orphen states that he is available and happy to show the Board the property.  

9.
Minutes:

· February 4, 2009
· February 25, 2009
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Approve the Minutes for February 4, 2009 and February 25, 2009.  Gary Jacobi seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

10.
Financial Report:

· March, 2009
Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Approve the March, 2009 Financial Report.  Bernard Sweeney seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

11.
Next Meetings:

· Work Session – April 15, 2009

· Regular Meeting – May 13, 2009 – Roland is available to attend
12.
Comments from the Chair:

· Review of Wetland Referral Procedures
· Update on Comprehensive Plan – Survey
· Review of Procedures and Meetings
Cynthia states that she spoke at the last meeting about the wetlands referral procedures.  Cynthia prepared a new form for the Board to look at.  It really simplifies everything.  Cynthia will e-mail it to the Board.  Cynthia states that the Board cannot collect an extra fee.  Cynthia has asked Joe Bridges to advise the Board at the time of his referral what additional material is needed.  Hilary states that they will try to get Joe out to see the property before to take a look at the wetland boundaries.  Joe may let the Board know when he is going, and it may be mid-week.

Cynthia states that the CPC is sending out a survey tomorrow.  Cynthia requests to Board to encourage their neighbors and friends to fill it out.

Robert asks Cynthia how the Fuelco Meeting went.  Cynthia states that it was excellent.  It was really a meeting for the two attorneys and Bruce to go over the zoning as far as what is pre-existing and what isn’t.  

Cynthia confirms with Roland that Don Rossi will be getting back to him.  Cynthia did point out to Mr. Rossi that he should read our minutes.
Cynthia states that the Board had done an amended approval of the Auburn-Edens Lot Line Resolution.  Cynthia has prepared a corrected Resolution for the Board to vote on tonight as lot numbers were incorrectly listed.

Chairwoman motions that the Planning Board Adopt the Corrected Lot Line Resolution to be Attached to the Mylar on File in the Planning Board Office.  Robert Tompkins seconds.  All in favor.  No opposed.

Cynthia states that in order to keep the applications moving, she has been meeting with some of the Applicants in order to make the process easier for them and keep the flow going.  If Cynthia sets up a meeting she will ask the Board by e-mail so they know it is happening.  Robert states that he appreciates it, and would have attended the Fuelco Meeting if he was available.

Bernard asks Roland what is up with the Russell Property.  Roland states that he does not have any more information at this point.  Roland states that we asked Bruce to follow-up on the violations and Roland does not know if that has happened.  If Bruce has issued an Order to Remedy, we should have received a copy of it. Cynthia states that she knows Bruce is researching the zoning.  Cynthia had a conversation because Bruce was trying to figure out if Mr. Russell’s use was pre-existing.  Cynthia pointed out to Bruce that was the Banker and Banker site which was zoned for a single-family home.  

13.
Resolution:

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