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Members of the Public

Chairman Kamenstein called the October 14, 2004 Town of North Salem Zoning Board of Appeals meeting to order.

The Chairman set the next meeting for November 18, 2004.

The minutes of the September 23, 2004 meeting were unanimously accepted. 

HEARING CONTINUED:

BA04-33 Amus, Nora and Todd (27 June Road) – Appeal – To overturn a decision by the Building Inspector (per Article XVII Section 250-108-A) dated May 3, 2004 determining that the proposed renovation of the applicants’ existing residence qualifies as construction of a new house, thus requiring construction of a new septic system.

It was noted for the record that the Board was in receipt of a letter from Geraldine Tortorella, attorney for the Amuses, requesting that their appeal be carried over to the October meeting.  It was further stated in Ms. Tortorella’s letter that the Amuses are attempting to resolve the situation in a way that would obviate the need for the appeal.
Ronald Stewart asked what sort of resolution was being pursued, and Gerald Reilly said he did not know, as Roland Baroni was handling it.  Mr. Stewart commented that the ZBA could hardly have been advised of this development by Mr. Reilly (as stated in Ms. Tortorella’s letter), as Mr. Reilly seemed not to know about it.

Chairman Kamenstein stated that the Board was also in receipt of a letter from the Amuses in response to a request that they substantiate or withdraw allegations of improprieties on the part of either the ZBA or the Building Inspector.  The Chairman read the letter, in which the Amuses essentially stated that they had not made any such allegations and did not know to what the Chairman was referring.

The Chairman stated that, although the Board does not keep a verbatim record of its proceedings, there certainly was innuendo about either the ZBA or the Building Inspector, and he took exception to it.  He said that the letter was not a withdrawal of any kind, but would be taken at face value.  He added that he saw no reason to continue to hold the appeal open.

Mr. Stewart commented that the latest request for continuance had been faxed just 2 days before the hearing, and he said the one appearance of the Amuses and their attorney in August had been fairly thorough.

Chairman Kamenstein said the Amuses are in discussion with Roland Baroni and Ed Delaney at the Department of Health.  He asked if Mr. Reilly had anything to add, and Mr. Reilly replied that he did not.

Mr. Stewart asked if the Board is obligated to hold the appeal open while the Amuses pursue other options, and Mr. Reilly said they are not.

The Chairman suggested giving the Amuses one more month; if they do not appear in November, the Board will discontinue the hearing and the Amuses will have to reapply if they wish to pursue their appeal.

Mr. Reilly said he would write a letter to Geraldine Tortorella to that effect.

Anthony Schembri explained that if the DOH should change its initial finding regarding the Amuses’ building plans, their appeal would be unnecessary.

The Chairman said the ZBA would give the Amuses until the November meeting.    

PUBLIC HEARINGS:
BA04-41 Newman, Paul R. (670 Titicus Road) – Area Variance – To decrease the minimum required side yard setback in an R-4 zoning district in order to permit construction of a detached 2-car garage with storage loft per Article V Section 250-15.  Additionally, the non-conforming lot is subject to R-1 bulk requirements per Article XIV Section 250-79 (A).  A variance of 15 ft. is requested (20 ft. required; 5 ft. proposed).

Paul Newman was called on to explain why he needs a variance.  He stated that his property is an irregularly shaped lot and, in order to use his existing driveway and keep the proposed garage lined up straight with his house, it will have to be constructed partly within the side yard setback.  He said that only the rear corner of the garage will be as close to the side line as 5 ft.

The Chairman asked about Mr. Newman’s neighbor on that side, and Mr. Newman replied that the house is 200 yards away and up hill, and his neighbor had said they have no objection to the construction of the garage as proposed.

Mr. Schembri asked if the driveway is to be altered, and Mr. Newman replied that it is not.  He explained that the garage will sit approximately 3 ft. back from the end of the drive.

William Monti asked why not extend the blacktop, and Mr. Newman responded that the garage will be slightly uphill from the end of the drive, and he will probably put gravel in the space between the drive and the garage.

Chairman Kamenstein asked if Mr. Newman intended to have any light fixtures on the side of the garage, and Mr. Newman said he did not.  The Chairman asked that it be included in the Resolution that no lights would be permitted on the side of the garage closest to the neighboring property, but a light over the door would be acceptable.

Mr. Stewart commented that while the neighbor may be uphill, 5 ft. is still very close to the property line, and he asked if it was at all possible to move the garage.

Mr. Newman said the garage would have to be angled differently and would not line up with the house, which would not look right.  He explained that the back corner of the garage will actually be 6-7 ft. away from the side line, and the front will be 12-15 ft. away.  

The Chairman said he would normally agree with Mr. Stewart, but the neighbor will not be impacted by the closeness of the garage to the side line in this instance, because the neighbor’s driveway goes up hill past the proposed site of the garage.  He noted there were no further questions or comments, and closed the public hearing.

Mr. Reilly read a draft Resolution.

Motion by:

William Monti

Seconded by:
Deidre McGovern

Mr. Schembri:
Aye

Ms. McGovern:
Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. StewartY
Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variance granted, as requested, with specific condition per discussion and agreement.

Mr. Schembri suggested to Mr. Newman that he would find the 8 ft.-wide doors shown on his plans too small.

Mr. Newman said he already planned to change them to 9 ft. doors, but he thanked Mr. Schembri just the same. 

BA04-48 Gumbs, Kenneth and Listman, Patricia (12 First Street) – Area Variance – To decrease the minimum required rear yard setback in an R-1/2 zoning district in order to permit construction of a detached 3-car garage per Article V Section 250-15.  A variance of 14 ft. is requested (35 ft. required; 21 ft. proposed).

The Chairman read a letter from Bonnie Kramer of 7 Old Schoolhouse Road, expressing her opinion that the variance requested should not be granted because the garage will be very large.

Mr. Schembri announced that he would recuse himself because the Gumbses are close friends.

Chairman Kamenstein stated for the record that Mr. Schembri need not recuse himself for that reason, but the choice was his.

Mr. Schembri said he would comment during the hearing but refrain from voting.  He told the other Board members that Mr. Gumbs essentially wants to build the garage for a boat and trailer that he is not permitted to store outdoors on his property.

The Chairman stated that the shape of the lot and the way it slopes uphill had to be considered mitigating factors, adding that he did not see where else the Gumbses could locate the garage.  He said the Gumbses plan to remove the existing shed that is near the property line.

Mr. Stewart asked Mr. Gumbs to explain why the proposed garage is so large.  Mr. Gumbs said the 3-car garage is mainly for storage of his boat and 35-ft. trailer.  He explained that he had been unaware that these could not be stored on his property until the Building Inspector spoke to him about it, and he said he had no way to screen the boat and trailer from view but to build a garage.

Mr. Stewart asked about the addition to the house shown on the Gumbses plans, and Mr. Gumbs said no variance would be required for the addition, which is to include an extension of the kitchen, a closet and a larger bathroom.

Mr. Stewart asked if the Gumbses already have an attached garage, and Mr. Gumbs replied that they do.  He said that is why he needs to build the new garage where he proposes to do so.  He explained that he could move it out of the setback, but then it would be impossible to get into the existing garage.

Mr. Stewart asked for the square footage of the existing house, and Mr. Gumbs said it is 3000 sq. ft.  When asked for the square footage of the proposed garage, Mr. Gumbs said he did not know.  It was ascertained that the proposed garage would consist of approximately 1150 sq. ft.

The Chairman said that the Board is charged with considering the impact on neighbors, and he added that the Gumbses’ proposed garage looks like a commercial one.

Mr. Gumbs said he actually plans for the garage to have a more barn-like appearance, but he had not asked the architect for detailed plans because he was anxious to apply for the variance and, hopefully, start building before the ground freezes.

Chairman Kamenstein said he understood Mr. Gumbs’ concerns, but he thought the garage appeared to be quite out of character with the neighborhood.  He went on to say that, as the proposed garage is to have no basement, only the foundation footings would need to be put in before winter.  The Chairman said he thought it important to change the appearance of the garage, and he said the variance might be granted subject to the presentation of revised plans.

Mr. Gumbs reiterated that his submission was just a quick drawing and not an accurate representation of how he wants the garage to look.

The Chairman said the issue was important to the ZBA, and he wanted them to have the right to comment on and approve the appearance of the garage to make sure it is in keeping with the neighborhood.  He said he had no problem with allowing Mr. Gumbs to put the footings in, but he would not agree to the structure as drawn.  

Mr. Schembri commented that Mr. Gumbs had merely been anxious to submit his application, and they had discussed possibly using a barn kit.  Mr. Gumbs added that there is a garage like that in his neighborhood.

The Chairman said he was sure the garage could be made to look barn-like, but the Board needs to see exactly what is planned before voting to grant or deny the variance.  He said he would be agreeable to permitting the footings to be put in, but he was not sure how to handle it legally.

Referring to the building plans, Mr. Stewart pointed out that the house is described as a one-story dwelling, and the basement as storage space.  He said he assumed that meant that it was 15 ft. above grade and 15 ft. below grade.  As such, it seemed to him that the proposed garage will be nearly as large as the house.  He described the garage as huge.

Chairman Kamenstein asked how high the roof of the proposed garage will be, and Mr. Gumbs replied that the ceiling height will be 13 ft.  

Mr. Schembri said the drawing is deceiving, because the existing grading going up the driveway is to be cut down and the garage dropped in/down.  He said this was necessary because the hill has a pinnacle now that would inhibit access to the garage, and he pointed out that this will diminish the overall height of the garage.  

The Chairman said the reduction of the grade would be important when considering the garage’s impact on the neighborhood.  

Mr. Stewart asked how long Mr. Gumbs had left his boat out on his property.  Mr. Gumbs replied that it had been 2-3 years.  He said that when he received a Notice of Violation from the Building Inspector, he had moved it.  

Returning to the subject of reducing the grade of the driveway, Mr. Schembri said the ridge height from the driveway is currently about 20 ft.  The Chairman asked what it will be from the rear after excavation, and Mr. Schembri ascertained that it will only be 7-8 ft. high, adding that it will be banked.  

Mr. Stewart commented that there was no indication on the submitted plans of any intention to dig into the ridge, only a drawing of a large building next to a small house.  He suggested that the ZBA should also require an accurate depiction of the excavation.  

Mr. Schembri said the elevation drawings of the sides of the garage illustrate how it will be set into the hill, and he suggested that the Board could stipulate what the grades must be.  

The Chairman said that the house will be higher than the garage.

Mr. Stewart pointed out that each side of the deep garage was shown with only one window, and the Chairman added that it was another reason why the garage could not be approved as drawn.  He said that if they could, legally, he would recommend approving the footings and foundation.

Mr. Stewart stated that the Building Inspector was not present, and he thought it was a bad precedent to approve part of the job.  He added that the applicant was not properly prepared to have his application approved.

Mr. Gumbs said he had not understood what would be needed, adding that he had told his architect that there would be no architectural review of his application.

Chairman Kamenstein said Mr. Gumbs’ architect should have known to provide accurate drawings.  He added that he had no problem with the idea, but there was not enough detail provided to determine whether or not the garage would have an adverse effect on the neighborhood.  The Chairman said he thought the Board should hold the matter over, and Mr. Gumbs could return in November with revised drawings.

The Chairman recognized Norman Sheer, attorney for James Burns, owner of property located at 9 Old Schoolhouse Road.  Mr. Sheer explained that his client’s property is behind the Gumbses’, adding that there was no objection to the design of the proposed garage, but it was felt to be too large.  He stated that it will actually be a tandem garage, large enough to park 6 cars in 3 rows of 2 each due to its depth.  He said that a normal 3-car garage could be constructed without a variance.

Mr. Sheer went on to say that standards of law must be considered.  He said that the variance request was substantial, at 40%. He stated that the garage would be a detriment to his client, whose property overlooks the Gumbses’ property.  Mr. Sheer pointed out that, in the preceding application, the Board had taken into consideration the possible effect of Mr. Newman’s garage on his neighbor, and he provided a photograph taken from Mr. Burns’ property facing toward the Gumbses’ lot.  He commented that the Gumbses’ garage would be approximately the size of their house.  He stated that it has to be considered whether or not an applicant can achieve what they want without a variance, and he said the Gumbses could build a 3-car garage without one, except that they want to store a boat in it.  He suggested that the boat and trailer could be stored somewhere else.  Mr. Sheers said that such a large garage would have an adverse aesthetic effect on the neighborhood.  Finally, he urged the Board not to grant the variance.

Patricia Listman Gumbs told the Board that Mr. Burns does not live in the house on Old Schoolhouse Road, but has a tenant.

Mr. Sheers said that was true, but the concern regarding the large proposed garage and its aesthetic effect on property values remained the same.

Mr. Gumbs commented that if Mr. Burns were really concerned about aesthetics, he might consider the kitchen sink that has been in his front yard for 7 years.  Mrs. Gumbs added that there are multiple empty propane tanks, a broken down shed and an old satellite dish on the Burns property too.

Mr. Schembri reminded the other Board members that they had visited the Burns property in 2003, when Mr. Burns applied for a horse-keeping permit.  The Board recalled denying the application.

The Chairman said he was not inclined to dismiss the Gumbses’ application out of hand, but he felt it should not be ruled on without more detail, both in the design of the garage and in terms of topography.

Mr. Gumbs stated that he wanted to do the job right, and he wanted the garage to look nice.

Mr. Stewart asked Mr. Gumbs if he disagreed with Mr. Sheer that the proposed garage could hold 6 cars.  Mr. Gumbs said his truck is 20 ft. long, but 2 small cars could probably be parked end-to-end.

Mr. Stewart said he was concerned that Mr. Gumbs was being tempted into incurring an additional expense by having the drawings redone, and he (Mr. Stewart) didn’t want to give him false hope.

Mr. Gumbs said he had no problem with having the drawings redone.  

Mr. Schembri suggested giving a concensus of the Board based on verbal information that the garage will be constructed as a gambrel-roofed barn with traditional barn doors.

Chairman Kamenstein said he did not want to provide a census without having the details in hand, especially as there was more than one issue.  He told Mr. Gumbs he was sorry about the expense, but he thought it was necessary.  

Mr. Monti said he wanted to see how the garage will look in relation to the Gumbses’ house in an elevation drawing, and Ms. McGovern said she wanted to make a site visit.

The Chairman announced that the public hearing would be kept open.

BA04-49 Elias, Sherif and Alexis (288 Titicus Road) – Area Variance -  To decrease the minimum required front yard setback in an R-4 zoning district in order to permit construction of front steps to an addition to a pre-existing, legal non-conforming single-family dwelling per Article V Section 250-15.  The non-conforming lot is subject to R-2 bulk requirements per Article XIV Section 250-79 (A) with the exception of the front yard.  The existing front yard is 67.3 ft., which becomes the front yard setback.  A variance of 4 ft. is requested (67.3 ft. required; 64 ft. proposed).

Alexis Sherif explained that when she first submitted a Building Permit application, the Assistant Building Inspector, John Winter,  had not thought a variance would be necessary to permit the addition.  Just days before beginning to build, Mr. Winter realized he had been wrong.  The plans were changed to move the addition back from the front property line by 1 ft., but the front steps would still require a variance.  She explained that the addition was complete, but the front steps had not been built yet.

The Chairman said he could not imagine that there would be a lot of questions or comments, as the minimal variance would only be needed for the steps.  There were, in fact, no comments, and he closed the public hearing.

Mr. Reilly read a draft Resolution.

Motion by:

Ronald Stewart

Seconded by:
Deidre McGovern

Mr. Schembri:
Aye

Ms. McGovern:
Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Stewart:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variance granted, as requested.

BA04-50 Yozzo, Ashley/Summit Farm Corp., contract vendee (24 Bloomer Road) – Special Permit – For the keeping of not more than fifteen (15) horses and operation of a commercial horse-boarding facility, including barn, pasture, covered riding ring and exercise area, per Article XIII Section 250-72.

The Chairman explained that the subject property is opposite Bonniview Street, adjacent to the golf course and adjoining the Power property.  He said that the Board had previously issued a Special Permit to Hessie Derman with some conditions.  He asked Ashley Yozzo to tell the Board what, if anything, she wanted to do differently.  

Ms. Yozzo said she did not want to change anything, but she had done a lot of cleaning up and had a new fire alarm system installed in the barn.  She stated that she had made several unsuccessful attempts to speak to James Power about past issues.  She said she did want to use the front paddock to exercise the horses, and planned to create an operation of quality and not quantity.

Chairman Kamenstein said he recalled that there had previously been an issue of dust and noise with regard to using the front paddock.  He said he believed that the Board had insisted that a non-dust-producing substance be put down, and substantial landscaping planted along Bloomer Road.  He could not remember whether or not the Board had required landscaping along the side line bordering the Power property.  He asked Ms. Yozzo if anything had been done.

Ms. Yozzo replied that she was hiring someone to do the work.  When the Chairman asked, she told him there had been no landscaping planted along the border of the Power property. 

Chairman Kamenstein said Ms. Yozzo’s application requested a new surface on the front paddock, which appears to be grass now.  

Mr. Stewart pointed out that the Derman Special Permit Resolution had required that the ground in the front paddock be restored to grass.

Ms. Yozzo said grass was what she wanted in the paddock.  After some discussion, it was deduced by Ms. Yozzo and the Board that the person who had helped her with her application had essentially copied the Derman application.  It was then determined that she wants to maintain the operation as it currently exists.

Mr. Stewart welcomed Ms. Yozzo to North Salem.  He commented that the property had been poorly managed in the past.  He explained that when the previous owner had wanted to change the grass to sand, the Board could not allow it.  He said the property had not been taken care of, no landscaping had been planted, and the operation had not been run with high standards.  He welcomed Ms. Yozzo again, and said he felt sure she would do a better job.  

James Power of 26 Bloomer Road was called on to address the Board.  He stated that the previous application referred to had been withdrawn and another submitted by Ms. Derman.  He said that, at the time, the Building Inspector had said Planning Board reviewed was called for.  He added that he thought Ms. Yozzo should know what had transpired in the past and be sure to make everything legal now, as there are outstanding violations on the property.

Chairman Kamenstein said it would be up to the Building Inspector to cite any outstanding violations.  Mr. Power said the ZBA should try to help Ms. Yozzo, and he added that the sand had never been removed from the front paddock.  

The Chairman said Ms. Derman had only been asked to cover the ground with topsoil and grass seed, and what he had seen there recently was mostly grass.  He asked Mr. Power to get to the point of his comments, reminding him that he had been given a great deal of time to speak at the hearing of Ms. Derman’s application.  Chairman Kamenstein said that, despite this, Mr. Power had then written numerous lengthy letters to the Town government expressing his displeasure with the ZBA’s handling of Ms. Derman’s application.  He asked Mr. Power just what he would like to see on the Derman property.

Mr. Power said he wanted only legal activities, and there should be no renting of horses or riding lessons permitted on the property.   The Chairman said that these things were always stipulated in the Special Permits.  

Mr. Power said there should be no exercising of horses on the front property.  Chairman Kamenstein stated that if the surface in the front paddock is grass, Ms. Yozzo may turn out horses and exercise them there.

Mr. Power said the Building Inspector had said that any changes would require Planning Board approval.  He suggested that if he were to exercise horses on the front lawn at 682 Titicus Road, across the street from the Chairman’s property, the grass would be destroyed, and the Chairman would be displeased by the dust and the appearance of the property.

Mr. Stewart said Ms. Yozzo was only asking to keep 15 horses, and she may use the grass area.

Mr. Power said Ms. Yozzo should be informed that she may not put jumps in the front pasture, to which the Chairman responded that he did not think there was any such prohibition.  He added that if Ms. Yozzo’s farm produces $50,000 gross income a year on less than 7 acres, it will be recognized as an agricultural operation.  He stated that New York State agricultural law does not allow prohibiting or inhibiting someone from producing income on a commercial agricultural property.   He explained that horse boarding is a agricultural business.  The Chairman said that while the Board can try to mitigate adverse effects on neighbors, Mr. Power was the only neighbor who had a problem with the farm at 24 Bloomer Road. 

Mr. Power said there had not been so many horses on the property in the past.  The Chairman reiterated that he was willing to mitigate any negative impact and hoped that Mr. Power would then be satisfied.  He said it was all the Board could legally do.

Mr. Stewart said he thought that, no matter what kind of regulations or violations were enforced or issued, the spirit of the issue was important.  He stated that the Derman property was an embarrassment; and, no matter what the ZBA or the Building Inspector did, Ms. Derman never entered into the spirit of the community.  He said it was clear that Mr. Power was fortunate to have a new owner next door, and he thought it seemed that Ms. Yozzo will take better care of and improve the property.   Mr. Stewart said he thought Mr. Power would benefit from having Ms. Yozzo run the farm.

Mr. Power said the Notice to Property Owners he had received from Ms. Yozzo did not mention using the front pasture as an exercise area, and it was not part of the application.

The Chairman stated that the application did, in fact, include reference to the exercise area. He said the Board would insist that the grass be maintained, and not covered with sand.  

Mr. Power made reference to the person who owned the property before Ms. Derman, and said they had had to deal with the Planning Board.  The Chairman responded that the Zoning Ordinance has changed since then.  He explained that the Town Board changed the definition of a farm to any property over 4 acres, and the operation of a farm is not the purview of the Planning Board.  He stated that the ZBA could try and mitigate any negative effect of the farm on Mr. Power’s property, but if Mr. Power preferred to write to the Town Board, he was free to do so.

Mr. Stewart pointed out to Mr. Power that the last time Ms. Derman had applied to the ZBA, the Board had given her a concensus, and she had seen that she would not get what she wanted and withdrew her application.  He said Ms. Yozzo intends to do a superior job, and she should be supported.  The Chairman added that Mr. Power had not heard what the Board would do to mitigate any impact on him.

Mr. Power said the front pasture should not be used for anything other than what the Planning Board had permitted in the past.

Chairman Kamenstein said the most recent Special Permit for the property had come from the ZBA and not the Planning Board.  He said the ZBA could not guarantee that the front pasture will not be used, but they can require maintenance of the grass and the planting of trees for screening.    He added that the Board could stipulate that there be no amplification and no lights, and they would, but they cannot take away the use of the property.   He told Mr. Power that he did not know whether the property owner 20 years ago had dealt with the Planning Board or not, but the current Special Permit for the keeping of horses had been granted by the Board of Appeals.  He said the Board of Appeals, and not the Planning Board, had permitted the construction of the indoor riding ring, and Mr. Power said they should not have.  Chairman Kamenstein said he would not continue the debate with Mr. Power and thought he (Mr. Power) would probably write to the Town government.

Mr. Stewart said he really hoped Mr. Power would not do that, because he wanted to see Ms. Yozzo given every opportunity to transform the property into a beautiful farm.   He added that Ms. Derman had never had the community spirit to run a first class operation, but he thought Ms. Yozzo did and should be given the opportunity to do so.  

The Chairman called on Carol Goldberg (22 Wallace Road), a realtor, who said Ms. Yozzo had called to ask her to meet her at the Derman property to advise her about what would need to be done, and she also said she had tried to talk to Mr. Power.  Ms. Goldberg said Ms. Yozzo had set to work to clean up the property, filling dumpsters, weed-whacking and filling mud holes.   Ms. Goldberg said Ms. Yozzo should be permitted to use the front paddock, and she told Mr. Power that Ms. Yozzo would be a good neighbor and deserved a chance to make a go of the farm.  Ms. Goldberg said she thought Ms. Yozzo would know not to be noisy, and she added that there is a line of trees between the 2 properties already.

The Chairman pointed out that the existing trees are deciduous, and the Board would want evergreens.  He said they had always wanted them, but Ms. Derman had not planted them.  He said that, in his opinion, there should be no outdoor lights, no sand where there is currently grass, no amplification, and some planting of evergreen trees on the western side of the property should be required.  Chairman Kamenstein said trees at least 6 ft. tall should be planted so Mr. Power will not be able to see the front field.

Mr. Stewart asked Ms. Yozzo what kind of fire alarm system she had had installed in the barn, and she said it was a central station alarm system.  

Ms. Yozzo asked if she would be permitted to have lights on the driveway.  The Chairman said she would be allowed a street light at the end of it and some kind of down-turned illumination in the parking lot for safety, but no flood- or spotlights, and no illumination of the paddock adjacent to the westerly property line.  

Mr. Monti commented that he had seen the improvements already made to the property, and Ms. Yozzo’s mother said she had been working very hard.

The Chairman commented that the farm could become an attribute to the neighborhood.  Noting there were no further comments, Chairman Kamenstein closed the public hearing.  He asked Mr. Reilly to include in the Resolution a condition that trees must be planted along the western property line from the street to a point 20 ft. beyond the front paddock.

Ms. Yozzo asked if she would be required to plant the trees right away, as she was concerned about the expense.  

The Chairman suggested trying an outlet like Triple E, because he thought they would be more reasonable than some other nurseries.  He said the trees need not be crowded together, but planting them every 10 ft. from tree-center would probably be reasonable.  He told Ms. Yozzo that she should probably spray them to try and deter deer in the winter.

Ms. McGovern said the trees should not be planted right up to the road, because they would interfere with visibility.

Mr. Schembri asked how the Board should go about not approving what was in the application.

The Chairman said the Resolution should state that the applicant had withdrawn her request for sandstone in the front paddock and for lights in the indoor ring. 

Mr. Reilly read a draft Resolution.

Motion by:

Ronald Stewart 

Seconded by:
William Monti

Mr. Schembri:
Aye

Ms. McGovern:
Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Sewart:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

The Chairman closed the meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Janice Will, Recording Secretary
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