
MEETING AGENDA 
TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD 

Old VFW Hall, 34 Kemble Ave., Cold Spring, New York 10516 
September 21, 2017 

Pledge of Allegiance 
Roll Call 
Approval of Minutes - August 17, 2017 

Public Hearin& 

7:30PM 

Martin McHugh, 200 Lake Surprise Road, Cold Spring TM# 27.-1-19 

The application represents a subdivision between the applicant and Martin McHugh, John McHugh, 
Patricia McHugh, Mary McHugh and Hiroshi Miwa. The property is located on Lake Surprise Road in 
a "RR" (Rural Residential) Zoning District. 

Old Business: (all old business pending) 

Index Industrial Design, 1602 Route 9, Garrison TM# 71.20-1-17 

The applicant has received the ZBA approval for the proposed addition and a Public Hearing was held 
and closed at the July 20th meeting. Vote needed on SEQR & Resolution 

Manitou Properties Co., LLC, 1656 Route 9D, Cold Spring TM#49.6-2-1 

A Public Hearing was held and closed at the August 17th meeting. Vote needed on SEQR & Resolution. 

Return of Escrow: 

Jeremy Samson, 362 Old West Point Road TM# 71.-2-42 & 43 
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PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BAORD 
MEETING MINUTES 

AUGUST 17, 2017 

The Philipstown Planning Board held its regular monthly meeting on Thursday, August 17, 2017 at the 
Old VFW Hall, 34 Kemble Ave., Cold Spring, New York. 

Present: 

Absent: 

Anthony Merante (Chairman) 
Dennis Gagnon 
Kim Conner 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 
Ronald Gainer, Town Engineer 

David Hardy 
Stephen Gaba, Counsel 

Chairman Merante opened the meeting at 7:30 P.M. with the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Roll call was taken by Ms. Percacciolo. 

A. Minutes: 

The minutes of July 20, 2017 were reviewed. Mr. Lewis moved to adopt the minutes as submitted and 
Mr. Gagnon seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 
Anthony Merante Aye 
Kim Conner Abstain 
Dennis Gagnon Aye 
David Hardy Absent 
Peter Lewis Aye 
Neal Tomann Aye 
Neal Zuckerman Aye 

B. Public Hearing: 
Manitou Properties Co., LLC, 1656 Route 9D, Garrison TM#49.6-2-1 

Mr. Zuckerman recused himself. 

Ms. Percacciolo read the following public notice: "The application represents a site plan review of a 
development proposal which involves a 5.269 acre parcel in the HM Zoning District and includes a 
new 2600 sf structure and an addition of 770 sf to the existing building." 
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Glenn Watson of Badey & Watson and Tim Rasic, architect, were present representing the applicant. 
Mr. Watson began by describing the project. He stated the parcel is a little over 5 acres in size and is the 
location of the former Plumbush Restaurant which was converted a few years ago into the Manitou 
School. He stated their program was to eventually grow from 60 students to roughly 120 and have been 
successful in that, which is why they need more space. Mr. Watson added that they had come before the 
Board at an earlier date with a proposal for a much larger additional building which was met with some 
resistance from the neighbors as well as the Planning Board. That plan was rethought and the building 
was made smaller, moved further from the neighbors property line and further north as to not block 
their view. That is the 2600 sf building, located to the southeast of the main building. The existing 
building will be extruded for another 700 sf of additional space going out towards the east. In addition, 
this new plan provides a couple of extra parking spaces to make up the difference that is required for 
the building. He added that they anticipate the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will require some 
additional work so they have included a spot for that and Mr. Watson pointed that spot out on his visual 
site plan. Mr. Watson added that they have reconfigured the overflow parking, which used to be the 
parking for the restaurant, so they have an overflow lot and a secondary overflow lot which will be 
grass field, but generally not parked in. Mr. Watson stated he would answer any questions at this time. 

Mr. Gainer reported that his office has issued comments relative to the recent site walk of the Board 
that the applicant should respond to in some form. There is also a technical memorandum from the July 
meeting that warrants some responses as well. He added there is one last statutory requirement and that 
is a referral to County Planning and that will necessitate a 30 day comment period. 

Mrs. Conner stated she had a question about the additional parking spaces. She reported that she has 
already seen people parking in the overflow parking and questioned if it was necessary to create more 
impervious surface there. Mr. Watson stated that he believed it was necessary but will double check and 
is happy to remove them if he is wrong. Mr. Merante stated that one of the things the Board tries to do 
is not create more impervious surface when it is not necessary. He asked, when they have ceremonies 
such as graduation, if there is overflow parking. Mr. Watson stated that is what this is for. 

Mr. Merante opened the floor for comments from the audience. There were no comments made. 

Mr. Lewis made a motion to close the public hearing and Mr. Tomann seconded the motion. The vote 
was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
Aye 
Aye 
Abstain 

The public hearing closed at 7:39 P. M. 
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Peter Lewis moved to send the proposal to the Putnam County Department of Planning for a 239m 
referral and Mr. Tomann seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
Aye 
Aye 
Abstain 

Mr. Watson requested that the Planning Board allow Mr. Gainer to prepare a Resolution for 
consideration at September's meeting; he is confident he will receive County Planning approval by that 
time. 

Mr. Tomann moved to have Mr. Gainer prepare a draft resolution to be voted on at the next meeting and 
Mr. Lewis seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
Aye 
Aye 
Abstain 

Mr. Merante stated he would be moving some things around on tonight's agenda. The next item will be 
the return of escrow for Jared Della Valle. 

C. Return of Escrow: 
Jared Della Valle, 117 Round Hill Road TM# 39.-2-21.2 

Mr. Merante asked Mr. Gainer if he was aware of any outstanding expenses for Della Valle. Mr. Gainer 
responded that he is unaware of any involvement from his office for some extended period of time. 

Mrs. Conner moved to return the escrow of Jared Della Valle and Mr. Lewis seconded the motion. The 
vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
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Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 

D. Rockman-Berquis4 67 Old West Point Road, Garrison TM# 82.-2-32.1 & 32.2 

Mr. Gainer stated, as the Board directed last month, he has prepared a draft Negative SEQRA 
Declaration as well as a draft Approval Resolution for the Boards review. He stated it addresses all 
standard requirements of the Planning Board. 

Mr. Zuckerman made a motion to adopt a Negative Declaration under SEQRA and Mr. Lewis seconded 
the motion. The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
Aye 
Aye 
Aye 

Mr. Merante stated there was also a Resolution regarding approval of the site plan. Mr. Gainer stated it 
is a conditional approval for site plan. It addresses the standard conditions of the Board as well as 
concerns that have been raised in the past. 

Mr. Gagnon made a motion to approve the site plan approval and Mr. Tomann seconded the motion. 
The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
Aye 
Aye 
Aye 

E. 1657 Route 9D LLC (Christopher Buck), 1657 Route 9D, Cold Spring TM# 49.-1-24.1 

Glenn Watson stated there was a report from Mr. Gainer in regards to the site visit and added that this 
has already been referred to the Zoning Board. Mr. Gainer stated the only other matter to address is a 
referral to Putnam County Planning and suggested making that referral this evening. Mr. Gainer stated 
the applicant can address his report when he returns to the Planning Board after Zoning. 
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Mrs. Conner moved to send the proposal to the Putnam County Department of Planning for a 239m 
referral and Mr. Tomann seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
Aye 
Aye 
Aye 

F. Martin McHugh, 200 Lake Surprise Road TM# 27.-1-29 

Mr. Glenn Watson was in attendance representing the applicant. He stated that this subdivision has 
already been seen by the Board. He stated they were ineligible for approval because they are shortening 
the already too short frontage on the larger lot. The larger lot's frontage has about 22 feet on the 
western portion of Lake Surprise Road; the rest of its frontage is on the extreme opposite end and is 
divided by a couple thousand feet between the 2 pieces of frontage. The lot line adjustment cuts off the 
frontage making the lot more nonconforming. He stated the Planning Board found they were ineligible 
and ref erred them to the Zoning Board. Mr. Watson reported they made the application to the ZBA and 
were granted the variance for even less frontage, adding it is still substantial at well over 100 feet. He 
stated they are back in front of the Planning Board seeking to have a public hearing scheduled for the 
September meeting. He explained that the larger piece, roughly 67 acres, was inherited by 4 siblings. 
One of those siblings lives on lot 1 while the other 3 live out of town and want to sell the land. The 
sibling living on lot 1 wishes to increase the size of her land by taking her share out of the larger parcel. 
Therefore, the siblings have come up with an agreed amount of land and the lot-line adjustment map 
Mr. Watson is presenting reflects that change. 

Mrs. Conner questioned that they were granted the variance because adding land to lot 1 cuts off that 
small corner. Mr. Watson clarified that frontage from one piece was being cut off and becoming 
frontage for the other piece. He used his visual to further explain the adjustment to the Board. Mr. 
Watson stated the frontage will go from 175 feet to about 157. Mrs. Conner questioned what the 
required frontage is. Mr. Watson stated it is 250 feet. He added that lot actually becomes more 
nonconforming, but because they have the variance it is not an issue. Mrs. Conner clarified that the 
variance is for the second lot, not the first. Mr. Watson stated the variance is for the second lot to have 
less frontage than is required and added that the frontage for the other lot is way over. Mrs. Conner 
stated when this is over and that lot is sold and comes back in front of the Planning Board because 
someone wants to build there, it will have to get another variance. Mr. Watson stated no, not for 
frontage; the variance goes with the land. Mrs. Conner stated her concern was that they are creating a 
situation for themselves that will have to be resolved later because they now have a piece of land that 
doesn't have enough frontage by the Zoning Code. Mr. Watson stated the practical frontage of this lot is 
not changing; the legal frontage is changing by 22 feet at one location. He clarified that the large lot has 
no houses on it and the smaller lot has 1 house. Mrs. Conner stated the big lot is going to be broken up 
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and sold and will eventually come back before the Planning Board and added these are things the 
Boards should be mindful of in the future. Mr. Gainer added that the reality is that the frontage showing 
in red on Mr. Watson's visual is the only practical way to enter the larger piece and noted that the ZBA 
has already granted the variance. 

Mr. Gagnon questioned whether the balance of that property is sub-dividable. Mr. Watson stated it 
would be sub-dividable under, perhaps, the open development area regulations with a private road. He 
stated that is the only way he can think of to do it because he does not believe the grades will support 
much more than a private road and it also doesn't have enough frontage for one lot, so it certainly 
won't have enough for 2. 

Mr. Zuckerman stated this is not the most obvious thing to understand and requested that at the public 
hearing Mr. Watson explain the project thoroughly for all to understand. Mr. Watson said he would be 
happy to do that and suggested it also needs referral to County Planning because they are within 500 
feet of a park. 

Mrs. Conner moved to send the proposal to the Putnam County Department of Planning for a 239m 
referral and Mr. Tomann seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
Aye 
Aye 
Aye 

Mrs. Conner moved to schedule a public hearing for the September meeting and Mr. Gagnon seconded 
the motion. The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
Aye 
Aye 
Aye 

G. Hudson Highland Reserve, Route 9 & Horton Road 

Mr. Gainer stated that the Board has a memorandum from his office which encompasses a joint review 
of the Yield Plan recently submitted by the applicant for lot count purposes for this project. He stated 
there has been significant effort performed on the review of the Density Formula lot count calculation 
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that the applicant has been relying on. He noted there are some slight discrepancies between his office 
and the applicant as to the outcome of the Density Formula but are very similar. For the interest of 
complying with the regulations and the concerns the Board had over the significant environmental 
constraints on the property, the Board wanted to have the applicant provide a Yield Plan to help 
understand whether the Density Formula did represent a reasonable number of lots for the overall 
project; that is why this later plan has come in. Mr. Gainer added it has been subject to review by both 
AKRF as well as his office. The memorandum summarizes an outline of the code requirements that 
apply to the development of the Yield Plan, a presentation of the significant issues identified in their 
review of the Yield Plan and their findings that the Yield Plan provides a reasonable basis for the Board 
to accept the density that has been presented on the Density Formula. He added that this Yield Plan 
represents 27 lots. Mr. Gainer stated that there is a concern over at least a few of the lots that they find 
questionable but essentially still come up with a lot count of 24-25 lots from their Yield Plan, which is 
very similar to what the formula has provided. Mr. Gainer stated he had established a lot count of either 
22 lots if they ignore the "M" Zone property or 24 lots if that's permitted to be included. He added that 
calculations by the applicant had indicated 25 lots. The Yield Plan itself is in the same range and 
therefore they believe it is reasonable to accept and allow the applicant to move on with the issue of 
providing the significant detail the Board is seeking in Part 3 of the EAF. 

Mr. Merante questioned where they stand in regards with the "M" Zone. Mr. Watson reported that a 
petition has been made to the Town Board to change the Zoning. He added that the Boards attorney has 
advised the Town Board that it must act in concert with the Planning Board, since it is all part of one 
action, so they won't be able to act on the petition until the SEQRA loop is closed. Mr. Watson stated 
they did make a presentation to the Town Board and they seemed to be receptive and seem like they 
will give it serious consideration. That is where the project stands at this point in time. 

Mr. Merante questioned whether the applicant needed to be directed to move on with the Part 3 EAF. 
Mr. Gainer stated that at the July meeting the Board had a review of the revised Part 2 that AKRF had 
provided based on the guidance received at the work session. It was adopted at the July meeting and 
referred back to the applicant to begin Part 3. He stated that the applicant now has some homework to 
do to provide necessary detail in the Part 3 statements for anything that the Board has raised in the Part 
2 review. Mr. Gainer added there is nothing more to move forward on until the Board sees submittals of 
Part 3 materials, which will be subject to thorough review by AKRF as well as his office. 

Mr. Rick O'Rourke was also in attendance representing the applicant and requested to address the 
board. Mr. O'Rourke stated they concur with what Mr. Gainer has stated in terms of the process. He 
added that the issue before the Board was the Yield Plan, which has now been addressed. He added 
where they proceed from here, having dealt with that issue, is preparation for Part 3 knowing now 
precisely what the application is. 

Mr. Tomann asked Mr. Gainer for a quick recap about where they are in the SEQ RA process at this 
point. Mr. Gainer explained that the applicant provided Part 1 some time ago which is the applicants 
document. The Planning Board reviewed Part 2 and even held a work session on the review of it. That 
was subject to some revision internally by AKRF and submitted to the Board. That revised document 
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was finally accepted by the Board at the July meeting and referred back to the applicant to seek 
responses for any issues that were raised in Part 2 that warranted further review. Mr. Tomann 
questioned the applicant as to whether they had started the process for Part 3 and then asked where they 
were with details about the Equestrian Center stating that, for him, this is one of the most important 
issues with this project. Mr. Watson stated they have commissioned a Manure Management Plan that 
will be attached to the Part 3 EAF. Mr. Gainer stated that those questions were raised in the Part 2 
statement that warranted submittal of further detail in Part 3, which the applicant is proceeding with; 
that and many other issues. Mr. Tomann questioned if he was correct in stating that the Board has not 
asked any specific questions about the nature of the Equestrian Center, just a general description. Mr. 
Watson responded that they have asked some particular questions about the adequacy of the site for the 
number of horses, the Manure Management Plan, paddock areas and added they have someone working 
on the Manure Management Plan. Mrs. Conner, as well as other members of the board, asked about the 
trails. Mr. Watson stated at this point, if they are going to include the trails, they will route them such so 
that they do not need to get involved with the wetlands. Mrs. Conner suggested there would still be the 
issue of steep slopes and disturbance, wetlands or not. Mr. Watson stated if they avoid the wetlands 
there won't be any disturbance of the wetlands. Mr. Watson stated it hasn't been fully decided on, but 
the applicant is leaning towards the idea that they will not have the trails. 

Mr. Lewis questioned where they are at with lots 2, 3 & 4. He stated that lot 2 looked like it was going 
to get drowned. Mr. Gainer stated if you look at the Yield Plan, those are the lots that he questioned as 
well; they come off of East Mountain Road North. He stated that if you start with the applicants 
analysis of 27 lots and deduct those 3 lots, it is still a reasonable number of 24 which is essentially in 
the realm of what was found using the Density Formula. He explained that the Board is to be using the 
Yield Plan to establish the reasonableness of the Density Formula. He reminded the Board that the 
finding is that the Yield Plan provides a reasonable basis to accept the Density Formula. 

Mr. Zuckerman questioned, based on wording in the memo provided by Mr. Gainer which states 
"While 27 lots are indicated on the 'yield plan', the roadway proposed off of East Mountain Road 
North traverses very significant topography; construction would be challenging. This therefore suggests 
that a few lots showing on this layout appear very problematic due to environmental constraints, 
including lots 2,3 & 4." if there are other lots in mind that are very problematic due to environmental 
constraints. Mr. Gainer stated lots 2, 3 & 4 were the most problematic in his opinion. 

Mr. Merante asked if there had been any discussion about the horse trailer traffic. Mr. Watson stated 
that they have commissioned a further traffic study than originally submitted. He added their traffic 
engineer has met with AKRE They have done away with a couple of things they thought were 
extraneous based on the roughly 12 points that AKRF had requested be addressed. Mr. Watson reported 
that work has been commissioned as of today. 

Mrs. Conner questioned if there has been any further meeting with the Conservation Board. Mr. Watson 
reported that they met with the Conservation Board at their last monthly meeting. He stated they 
presented them with this same sketch Yield Plan they are presenting the Planning Board this evening 
and brought them up to date. He stated there was surprisingly little comment; they expected more. 
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Mr. Zuckerman clarified that the memo provided by Mr. Gainer came from both Mr. Trelstad of AKRF 
as well as Mr. Gainer's office and that Mr. Trelstad equally shares the views stated in the memo. Mr. 
Gainer stated that Mr. Trelstad had provided a brief outline of his comments, essentially just the 
conclusions, which Mr. Gainer built into the end section of the memo. He added that he didn't provide 
much discussion on review of the lots; that was provided by Mr. Gainer for the Board's benefit. 

Mr. Zuckerman stated, in regards to Mr. Gainer's memo in the paragraph titled "Findings", Mr. Gainer 
has made a point of describing how the Conservation Subdivision clearly benefits beyond the 
conventional one, talking about steep slopes and improved protection of on-site water resources and 
requested Mr. Gainer expand upon those statements. Mr. Gainer stated, if you look at the Yield Plan, 
which represents a conventional layout, there are lots surrounding the pond and the wetlands and 
encompassing those water resources. The Conservation plan proposes protections around all of those 
resources that don't exist in this conventional plan. Mr. Zuckerman questioned, in the conventional 
plan, what would happen to the pond. Mr. Gainer stated it would be owned by a series of private 
homeowners as opposed to being held by an HOA and protected under the Conservation Subdivision. 
Mrs. Conner stated they would still require protections for it; there would still be wetlands. Mr. 
Zuckerman requested Mr. Gainer explain further the point that stated the reduction of impacts to steep 
slopes. Mr. Gainer stated there is a variety of either house layouts, drive access, or roadways proposed 
on the Yield Plan which provide greater impacts to those resources than exist on the Conservation 
Subdivision proposal. He clarified there would be less impact to steep slopes with the Conservation 
Subdivision as opposed to the Conventional Subdivision. Mr. Watson explained that the regulations 
regarding steep slopes say that between 20-35%, you can have a residential driveway. That is yellow on 
the visual and as pointed out there are a significant number of driveways crossing those yellow areas to 
get to the buildable areas. The conservation plan avoids much of that. 

In the 2 paragraphs under conclusions, Mr. Zuckerman pointed out that Mr. Gainer brings back topics 
that have been discussed several times. He stated the second paragraph refers back to the minimum 
open space required within a Conservation Subdivision. Mr. Zuckerman added that there was some 
discrepancy between Mr. Gainer's calculation of 77% and the applicants calculation of 80%. Mr. 
Zuckerman asked what the resolution is for adjudicating whether in fact the applicants calculation is 
correct or Mr. Gainer's calculation is correct. Mr. Gainer stated he is confident that his office's 
calculation is correct but stated as the plans get refined, that will be revisited. He added that the 
applicant has an obligation to provide 80% set aside of open space in that district; it is not yet there and 
the applicant has to determine how that can be satisfied. Mr. Watson stated that they agreed, when they 
came so close with the 24 vs. 25, that that's a number that has to be calculated when all is said and 
done. He added there may be an adjustment; in their worst case scenario, it may be giving up a lot or 
making the equestrian center smaller. Mr. Watson stated if they do a little more efficient planning as 
they refine, they may make it, but they are pretty close right now. Mr. Gainer suggested they could be 
reducing lot sizes to easily satisfy the requirement. He added that all has to be revisited and he would 
not let the Board forget. 
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Mr. Tomann questioned when they might expect to be looking at a complete plat. Mr. Watson stated 
that a complete plat is still quite a ways away. Their hope is to have the Part 3 EAF for the September 
meeting if not, October. Part of that process will generate changes in the plat. For instance, traffic 
engineers have discussed the width of the road in certain places. It may have to be widened in some 
places and possibly made narrower in others. There are things that will influence the plat and that will 
be worked on simultaneously. Shortly after they submit Part 3 they will be submitting a plat for final 
review. At that point, theoretically, SEQRA must be closed before a public hearing can occur. At that 
point, if the Board chooses to approve it, they receive a resolution with a 'punch list' which they will 
have to address, for instance getting health department approval. Mr. Watson suggested they still have a 
few months before a public hearing can occur. Mr. O'Rourke stated that the process, as outlined by Mr. 
Watson, is correct in the sense that the SEQRA process provides for the evolution of the project and 
allows for the fine-tuning of the application as well as the layout. Right now, the idea is to proceed with 
Part 3. He stated there was this threshold question of whether there was reasonable basis for the Board 
to require a Yield Plan to be prepared and he believes they have removed from the table the discussion 
of whether there is the necessity to further the analysis. Mr. O 'Rourke stated they were respectfully 
requesting to set aside the issue of Yield Plan versus Density Formula and move forward with the 
preparation of the Part 3. Mr. Gainer stated it is a tall order for the applicant to prepare the Part 3 given 
the significant issues that have to be incorporated and will be subject to significant review. He added as 
the applicant files this additional information, they will get more and more into the practical details of 
the design. 

Mr. Watson stated that the Conservation Subdivision is going to have a Homeowners Association which 
is a whole other process that gets added into it. The fact that they are going to use centralized sewers, 
which incidentally is on both plans, requires a different kind of approval from the Health Department; 
in one sense it is easier because all the tests are in the same spot even thought they're bigger tests; 
they' re still a while away. 

Mr. Merante questioned what the Board can expect next month. Mr. Watson stated the best the Board 
can expect is a submittal of Part 3 for their consideration, the full EAF which will be Part 1 which has 
some corrections from Mr. Trelstad, Part 2 which contains some additions from the Planning Board and 
Part 3 which will be new for the Board to review. He added the Board may object to some parts of it 
and request even further additional information and explanation if need be. Worst case would be that 
Part 3 is not ready for September and will then be submitted at the October meeting. 

Mrs. Conner questioned, if this whole thing is rural conservation, why the minimum required lot area is 
different for the first 5 lots. Mr. Watson responded that is not in the Open Space Overlay District; it 
goes from a 5 acre density inside the Open Space Overlay to a 3 acre density outside. 

Mr. Gagnon questioned what the intent is for the previously approved building lot (Lyons lot) and if it 
will be developed. Mr. Watson stated that area would not be developed. The existing driveway to that 
lot will "go to seed" as described by Mr. Watson. He added, in the opinion of he and the applicant, that 
is one of the biggest selling points of that plan; that establishes an awful lot of the steep slopes as never 
being built upon as subject to a conservation easement and it increases the practical distance between 
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any potential development and the State Park, which was one of the things that was discussed. Also, it 
assures a continuation of the connection of the Matrix Forrest to the southeast. 

Mr. Zuckerman clarified that the purpose of the Yield Plan was for establishment of lot purposes only 
but topographically speaking, one map shows a significant amount of bodies of water. Mr. Zuckerman 
questioned why they are not depicted on the master schematic. Mr. Watson stated it is the graphics; 
they are exactly the same size. Mr. Gainer stated the map on the left, the Yield Plan, is highlighted in 
blue what has been flagged as wetland limits; it is not all open water. Mrs. Conner questioned if it was 
the same for the pond or if the wetland border for the pond is different. Mr. Watson stated what they did 
is broke the analysis down into the 2 regulatory stages; the over 35, which is brown, and between 20-
35, which is yellow, and the other restrictions are the waters. They colored all the water blue and 
established distance away from it. 

Mr. Liceaga, applicant, stated he wanted to address the Yield Plan vs. Density Formula issue, based on 
this evening's conversation, and questioned if it was possible for the Board to make a motion in regards 
to that issue in order for them to move forward with Part 3. Mr. Gainer reiterated to the Board that the 
purpose of the Yield Plan was merely to validate lot count. The applicant desires to utilize the Density 
Formula, which has been subject to significant review on both sides. He added that it is his 
understanding that the Board is in agreement with the findings of AK.RF and his office that suggest that 
based on the Yield Plan presented, the Density Formula that has been used to date provides a 
reasonable number of lots for the project. He added that there is still the issue of 22 lots, as calculated 
by Mr. Gainer, versus 25 lots as calculated by the applicant. He added that the Board can certainly 
support that statement that a lot count of between 22 and 25, based on the Density Formula established 
by the ordinance, is a reasonable number for the project. 

Mr. O'Rourke stated, in order for clarification, that knowing what the code says and based on their 
submission, they want to ensure that they are past the threshold of having to do a Yield Plan with the 
full engineering, which should not be required because there is no reasonable basis for that 
requirement. Mr. Lewis clarified that, at this point, we are talking 22-25 lots. Mrs. Conner stated there 
are existing buildings and they have not entirely laid out which of those buildings are going to count as 
part of these 22-25 lots. Mr. Gainer stated that is a separate technical question and that this lot count is 
inclusive of those existing buildings. Mrs. Conner then questioned if the 22-25 lot count is dependent 
upon the Town changing the Zoning for the Manufacturing District. Mr. Gainer reported that the count 
of 22 that he determined excludes the "M" Zone. He added if it was determined that it be included then 
it would go to 24. Mr. Watson stated they agree that 2 units come out of the "M" Zone. 

Mr. Zuckerman moved to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Lewis seconded the motion. The vote was as 
follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
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Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Neal Zuckerman 

Aye 
Aye 
Aye 

The motion passed unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 8:33 P.M. 

Date approved--------------

Respectfully submitted by 

Tara K. Percacciolo 
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PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD 
Public Hearing - September 21, 2017 

The Philipstown Planning Board for the Town of Philipstown, New York will hold a public hearing on 
Thursday, September 21, 2017 starting at 7:30 p.m. at the Old VFW Hall, 34 Kemble Ave. in Cold 
Spring, New York to consider the following application: 

Martin McHugh - The application represents a subdivision between the applicant and Martin McHugh, 
John McHugh, Patricia McHugh, Mary McHugh and Hiroshi Miwa. The property is located on Lake 
Surprise Road. 

The property is situated in a "RR" (Rural Residential) Zoning District in the Town of Philipstown. TM# 
27.-1-29. 

At said hearing all persons will have the right to be heard. Copies of the application, plat map, and 
other related materials may be seen in the Office of the Planning Board at the Philipstown Town Hall. 

Dated at Philipstown, New York, this 30th day of August, 2017. 

Anthony Merante, Chairman 



Return of Escrow -- 71.-2-42 and 71.-2-43 

1of1 

Subject: Return of Escrow -- 71.-2-42 and 71.-2-43 
From: "Samson, Jeremy" <Jeremy.Samson@hal.hitachi.com> 
Date: 8/8/2017 I : I 0 PM 
To: "Lvalentino@philipstown.com" <Lvalentino@philipstown.com> 

Dear Ms. Valentino: 

I would like to request the return of the remainder of my escrow balance. This is related to an application that 
had been before the Planning Board concerning the following: 71.2-42 and 71.2-43. I understand that this will 
need to be placed on the agenda for the Planning Board. Please let me know if you need any additional 
information. 

Thank you, 

Jeremy Samson 

Jeremy Samson 
362 Old West Point Road West 
Garrison, NY 10524 
917-902-0593. 

8/8/2017 2:00 PM 


