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The Philpstown Planning Board held its regular monthly meeting on Thursday, May 20,
 
2010 at the VFW Hall in 
by the Chairman. 

Pr 

Elizabeth Healy - Requ 
Turner) 

Cold Spring, New York. The meeting was opened at 7:30 p.m. 

sent:	 Anthony Merante, Chairman 
Kim Conner 
Josephine Doherty 
Michael Gibbons 
Michael Leonard 
Kerry Meehan 
Pat Sexton 
Steve Gaba, Attorney 
Ron Gainer, Planner 

st for return of escrow (memo dated 4-22-10 from Dottie 

Mr. Merante said that as fthis date, a balance of$3198.80 remains in Ms. Healy's 
account and there are no utstanding invoices. He said that the Planning Board passed 
the Resolution last mont to return Mrs. Healy's escrow account. 

Public Hearing 

Juan Montoya - Appro al of three-lot subdivision - 236 Old Albany Road, Garrison 
Mr. Watson said that not ing really had changed on the plans. He said that it was to take 
a 11 O-acre parcel that wa originally three parcels, which they've recently merged and 
divide it into three parcel - a 5-acre parcel, a 3-acre parcel and the balance of about 102 
acres. Mr. Watson said t at the 102-acre parcel is already improved with a house, the 3
acre parcel is improved ith a house, and the 5-acre parcel will eventually be improved 
with a new house. He sa'd that they've made the survey necessary for the wetlands 
permit, which has been r commended that they pursue and they will pursue that and they 
have finished the survey. Mr. Watson said that he's hopeful they're going to be making 
the application by the 31 S of May. He said that he did not think there would be any 
particular difficulties wit the application because he'd been out to the site with Mr. 
Klotzle two different tim s. 

Mr. Merante said that the Board received a letter in December from Madeline James Rae 
regarding the application essentially opposed to it. He said that it was asked that the 
Planning Board take into onsideration the adopted Comprehensive Plan and the 
proposed Philipstown Zo ing Law. Mr. Merante said that as he said at the public 
meeting, as far as he is c ncemed, this thing has vested rights and they're considering 
under the old zoning. He asked Mr. Watson ifhe had any response to it and ifhe had a 
copy of the letter. 
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Mr. Watson said that he ad seen the letter, but had not read it probably since last 
December. He said that e thought this was a minimal subdivision - it's for Mr. 
Montoya's retirement ho e and they are trying their best to comply with the law. 

Mr. Gaba said that certai ly the Comprehensive Plan is something the Board should take 
into consideration - the 0 erall tenets of it in the planning process. He said that he did 
not think that anything h been pointed out, which in particular, would weigh in favor of 
denying a three-lot subdi ision. Mr. Gaba said that he did not know ifhe agreed with the 
Chairman's statement tha they have vested rights, however since the new zoning hasn't 
been enacted, it would ha e to be considered under existing zoning and you can't really 
take into consideration pr posed changes. He said that he thought they comply with the 
zoning that exists now. 

Mr. Gibbons said that thi is really just subdividing property and there's not going to be 
any new development. 

Mr. Watson said one ne 

Mr. Gibbons asked Mr. atson to point out where it was going. 

Mr. Watson did so. 

Mr. Gibbons asked if wit regard to the remaining major parcel there was another way to 
access that area. 

Mr. Watson said that in h s opinion there was not. He said that there's a very steep slope 
that comes from the nort boundary, goes immediately behind the house almost to the 
south boundary, comes al the way to the east boundary, and then wraps around. Mr. 
Watson said so there is w at would be developable land. He said that he did not believe 
there was an approvable oute for a private road to that property. 

Mr. Gibbons said that wa what he was driving at - even if the one house coming on 
board, they're trying to i dicate that the area is overdeveloped as it is, which is a point of 
view and not a fact. He s id that the idea that they're doing a three-lot subdivision for 
one house, in his mind, d scounts the letter. 

Mr. Watson said that he as approached several years ago by, he thought, two different 
people who were looking to purchase the property with the idea of subdivision and he 
basically told them that h didn't think it was approvable. 

Ms. Sexton asked if there were any conservation easements on the property. 

Mr. Watson said no. 

Ms. Conner asked what t e driveway situation was. 
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Mr. Watson said that the ay he thought they left it was that Mr. Chirico was satisfied 
with the northerly route, hich was one of two that Mr. Gainer had suggested. He said 
that they didn't have the aligned. They aligned it with the road across the street and 
Mr. Watson said that he t ought Mr. Gainer told the Board last month that Mr. Chirico 
had opined in favor of th tone. 

Mr. Gainer said that ther were no more technical issues and that if the Board were so 
disposed, it could close t e public hearing. He said that they do have SEQRA to 
prosecute and with regar to that, the applicant had submitted a Part 1 EAF reflecting a 3
lot subdivision, which th y had asked for. Mr. Gainer said that he had provided for the 
Board the Part 2 EAF for ,which the Board may wish to review tonight just to allow 
adoption, so that the appl cant could then submit the necessary Part 3 statements for 
concerns that are identifi d. 

The Board went over the 

Ms. Conner said that she as curious as to why it was 1000 or more vehicles. 

Mr. Gainer said that the rpose of the Part 2 is to evaluate any potential environment 
impacts. He said that wh n you don't achieve the threshold, but there's an impact of that 
category, you check colu none. 

Mr. Merante asked if the ublic had any comment. 

There was no comment. 

Ms. Doherty made a moti n to close the public hearing. Mr. Gibbons seconded the 
motion. The vote was as ollows: 

Anthony Merante In favor 
Kim Conner In favor 
Josephine Doherty In favor 
Michael Gibbons In favor 
Michael Leonard In favor 
Kerry Meehan In favor 
Pat Sexton In favor 

Ms. Sexton made a motio to adopt the EAF. Ms. Doherty seconded the motion. The 
vote was as follows: Anthony Merante In favor 

Kim Conner In favor 
Josephine Doherty In favor 
Michael Gibbons In favor 
Michael Leonard In favor 
Kerry Meehan In favor 
Pat Sexton In favor 
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Minutes 
April 15,201 

Mr. Meehan made a moti 
vote was as follows: 

n to adopt the minutes. 
Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Josephine Doherty 
Michael Gibbons 
Michael Leonard 
Kerry Meehan 
Pat Sexton 

Ms. Conner seconded the motion. The 
In favor 
In favor 
In favor 
In favor 
In favor 
In favor 
In favor 

Dominick and Debra Sa tucci - Mountain Trace Subdivision - Approval of four lot 
and five lot subdivision Canopus Hollow/Sprout Brook Road: Discussion 
Ms. Santucci said that th e was a site visit by the Board. She said that Mr. Gainer was 
not there. Ms. Santucci s id that she guessed what happened was that Mr. Gainer went 
after with Mr. Merante. he said that he wrote a letter on the 10th with his concerns that 
they (she and her enginee ) never received, but received it at about 5:00 p.m. today, so as 
far as addressing his conc rns this evening, she really didn't think they were able to do 
that. 

Mr. Merante asked if it w s about the so-called trails. 

Ms. Santucci said oh no. She said that her husband brought home some notes when he 
went and the Board was ncerned about trails that might be either State or Town. Ms. 
Santucci said that she pul ed the title report, sent fourteen copies and it mentioned 
nothing and she thought t at would suffice to know that there were no trails that were 
picked up by the title co pany when it was bought. She said that she guessed they would 
try to address everything ext month that Mr. Gainer had in the letter and that Mr. 
Santucci wanted to ask th Board if there were any questions after the site walk. 

Mr. Gainer said that obvi usly the Board had accomplished the site walk. Not all were 
able to make it entirely tough the site. He said that he was unable to make the original 
site walk and made arran ements with Mr. Merante and Mr. Meehan to walk the site 
subsequently. Mr. Gaine said that after he walked the site and had developed some 
notes. He checked in wit a few members of the Board and then prepared a draft 
memorandum trying to s mmarize what he understood to be site comments. He said that 
as they knew, that was tr smitted internally to the Board. Mr. Gainer said that he 
awaited any receipt of co ections/additional comments. In the absence of any further 
revisions necessary, that as finally issued and that's the reason the applicants didn't 
receive it very early. Mr. Gainer said what is serves to do is summarize comments that 
he understood the Board nd he had during their site walks. 

Mr. Santucci asked if all he work they had done throughout the previous years would be 
covered by (did not finis sentence). 
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Mr. Gainer said that he catted informally with Dom and Debbie just this afternoon. He 
said that obviously this r resents just identified concerns of the Board. Mr. Gainer said 
that it's very likely - bec use many don't know the history of the project, but do know 
the project has been arou d for six or eight years possibly, there's probably been a great 
wealth of material that ha been generated by the applicant to date. Obviously anything 
that exists that can respo d to the concerns the Board sees today, should immediately be 
submitted that can easily hort-circuit any concerns of the Board. 

Ms. Santucci said that Cr nin's office never got it (site visit memo) as of this afternoon 
because she called. She aid that they have six boxes of material. Ms. Santucci said that 
they are going to have th m sift through everything. 

Mr. Gainer said that he w uld welcome sitting down with Cronin if it would help. 

Mr. Santucci said that the will have them take a look at it, he will talk with them and 
then get together. He sai that hopefully next month, they'll have some answers. 

Mr. Merante asked if the were any questions. 

Mr. Leonard asked if the antucci' s had the complete maps now for the site, because at 
the site walk they didn't ave the complete maps. 

Ms. Santucci said yes - t ey were actually in the Town's possession way before that. 

Mr. Gainer said that agai , he presumed the Board could formally endorse the contents of 
the memorandum and dir ct them to respond to those issues and to get any historical 
information that satisfied the concerns. 

Mr. Gibbons said that, be ng as the Santucci's do not have the letter, he thought it should 
be brought out on Item 3 the intention that the Town CAC and Wetlands Inspector 
needs to be reviewing thi and that way, they're not waiting another week to be notified. 

Ms. Santucci asked howey would do that. 

Mr. Gainer said that ifth y have had prior contact with the CAC and/or Wetlands 
Inspector, they should bri g that forward and visit with them at this time. 

Mr. Gaba said that they n ed to be updated. 

Ms. Santucci asked if she should just contact them. 

Mr. Gaba said yes - they on't need a referral. 

Mr. Gibbon said that his nly concern with that would be that anything that's come up 
since that review, may ha e changed. 
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Ms. Santucci said that sh 'd like a new look at it. 

Mr. Gainer said that he w s saying again that if there's historical information, Mr. 
Klotzle might be interest d to see that. He's still going to accomplish the same kind of 
site walk that the Plannin Board just did, but it would give him some history to know 
where they've been. 

Mr. Gibbons said that he as pretty sure the Board got a CAC report a few years ago, but 
his concern would be ift ere was anything updated in the Town Code that may change 
the perspective on that. 

Mr. Gainer said that he w s sure the site walk would pull out all those issues. 

Mr. Santucci said that he elieved they had a public hearing on this when Ms. Doherty 
was the Chairman at the t me and it was closed. He said that the Board was going to give 
him sixty days for an ans er. Mr. Santucci said that he remembered because the Board 
asked for an extension 0 that and he said yes, so they did everything the Board wanted at 
that time. I 

Mr. Merante asked the a plicants if they had talked with the Secretary of the Supervisor 
regarding the escrow acc unt. 

Ms. Santucci yes, and th should have it by now. 

Richard Timmons - Ap roval of three-lot subdivision - Route 301, Cold Spring: 
Submission of revised p oposed subdivision plat 
Mr. Noviello stated that e thought the Board should have a revised plat. He said that he 
had received a response om Mr. Gainer dated May 19,2010. Mr. Noviello said that 
some of the items he und rstood and agreed with and some of the items he thought he 
could use a little more cl ification or make his point clearer. 

Mr. Merante asked if Mr. Noviello would go over the dates again. 

Mr. Noviello said that M . Gainer's notes are dated May 19,2010. 

Mr. Gainer said that by t e way of background, the applicant appeared at the January 
meeting. The Board the scheduled a site walk and it was accomplished in February. 
This is the applicant's fir t return since the site walk and that was the genesis for the 
revised plat that got filed - to address concerns the Board had then. 

Mr. Noviello said that th first comment he wished to address was that the proposed 
subdivision lines weren't dark enough, and he agreed. He said that there was an error in 
the printing, so they'll co ect that and make them very clear and dark. Mr. Noviello said 
that the Board wanted to ee the house to the east. He said that they'll survey that and 
show that. They've sho ed the septic and the well, but will show the actual house. Mr. 
Noviello said that the we Is are close to 301, and they appreciate the Board's concerns 
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about any salt contamina ion that might be coming from 301, so they'll put culverts under 
the driveways and a swal along the property line to try to steer the runoff away from the 
property. Mr. Noviello s id that they will do a sight distance study determine if the new 
proposed driveway has a equate sight distance, as obviously safety is a primary concern 
to everybody. He said th t with regard to the note they should refer to the CAC, he 
received a phone call fro the Planning Board Secretary and sent seven copies of this 
plan to the CAC and ask d them to review it. Mr. Noviello said that they would also 
contact the Wetland Insp ctor. He said that there is a note that shows on the upper right 
comer of the plan that th y hold that monument as a hundred feet, and they noted that on 
the plan. The re-grading d the proposed extent of disturbance ...both the re-grading 
proposed contours that ar necessary for the subdivision are shown on the plan and the 
limits of disturbance for ach lot is shown on the plan. Mr. Noviello said that they would 
add a legend denoting th symbols. He said that the overhead utility lines that are 
existing will be removed ince the house will be removed, and they'll put a note on the 
plan that they are to be re oved. 

Mr. Merante asked, the h use and the garage? 

Mr. Noviello said yeah - the house, garage and a pole with overhead utility lines. 

Mr. Merante asked if the ew lines would go underground. 

Mr. Noviello said that he would anticipate they're underground and if that's the Board's 
requirement, they'll put note on the plan. He said that he was not sure if the whole 
Board wanted to see engi eering details for things like drywells or erosion control 
measures, but they will s pply those to the engineer, planner, and whoever the Board 
wants. 

Mr. Gainer said that the oard previously discussed that and he thought it was previously 
said that they need a full et to go the Planning Board Secretary for the file and a full set 
for Mr. Gainer to review. He said that the Board could just get the site plan drawings 
themselves. 

Mr. Noviello said so the '11 supply two sets of the engineering details. 

Mr. Gaba asked if with r gard to the wells, putting in the swales would be sufficient and 
if they should be pulled ack from 301. 

Mr. Merante said that is hat the concerns are. 

Mr. Noviello said that as far as the wells and the septic, he sees there are several 
comments about those, b t it is his understanding that some of the subdivisions don't 
need to go to the Putnam County Health Department for approval, which is a higher level 
of government. He said at this subdivision will go to Putnam County Health 
Department for approval f each lot and they're going to review issues like the well 
location, the septic locati n, and septic design. 
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Mr. Merante asked if the actually reviewed the location of wells. 

Mr. Noviello said yes. H said that all that is covered in detail by the Health Department. 

Mr. Gibbons said that the Board likes to see on the septic fields and even on the building 
lot is the building envelo e for each one of them to see how much disturbance is going to 
be happening. 

Mr. Noviello said that it' identified on the plan for each lot. 

Mr. Gibbons said that he as trying to follow the property line and the property line he 
has in blue. 

Mr. Noviello said that w s the one he identified earlier and they will correct it in a darker 
black and identify it so it s more obvious. 

Ms. Conner said that the ounty is perhaps the ultimate authority, but if the wells or 
septic areas fail or beco e contaminated, it's the Town that has to deal with that. 

Mr. Noviello said not at 11- the County has to and the County will. He said that it is 
State law that the State h s given the County jurisdiction to deal with and they will 
enforce it. 

Mr. Merante said that he ad one problem with relying on the County so much and 
wanted to make a point a out that. He said that he was dealing with some people at 
Continental Village who' lots contiguous to their property were sold and a developer 
came in and wanted to m e it into thirds. Mr. Merante said that he got approval from 
the County Health Depa ment to put a septic system three feet below flood stage of the 
brook that ran right next 0 it. 

Mr. Noviello said that he could probably explain that to the Board and it's an unusual 
circumstance. He said th t had nothing to do with their property. Mr. Noviello said what 
happened is according to State law, there are certain subdivisions which have State 
Health Department appro aI, and because they have that approval, there's a law that 
basically says you are all wed to do the least worst within the old rules, trying to comply 
with the new rules. He sid, so in certain cases on certain subdivisions that were done 
he knew one was Southe st and Continental Village was another, where there is State 
Health Department appro aI, they have a legal right to do something there. Mr. Noviello 
said that he agreed that it is not an ideal situation and that's something that in terms of 
public health and safety t e Board may wish to look at,but this subdivision is going to 
have to follow the curren 2010 rules, which are much more restrictive. 

Mr. Gainer said that agai ,the applicant has addressed some issues. His memorandum 
attempted to summarize t ings that still remain open. Mr. Gainer said that it is at a point 
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where the Board should letermine whether it is prepared to move forward to schedule a 
public hearing or if it waFts a re-submittal first to understand these details. 

Mr. Noviello said that hJ guessed his only point was that they would be happy to share 
the well and septic detaii~, but as they're doing them. He said that they're not doing them 
to this point. Normally, hen they do subdivisions like this which comply with the new 
rules, they do it in stages and the well and septic details don't come into play until usually 
by the time they get don with preliminary approval, they have the well and septic details 
done and submit them to the Health Department. Mr. Noviello said that he didn't want to 
hold up the progress wai ing for the stuff that's not done yet. He said that Mr. Gainer 
mentioned there was so e concern that there might be an error in the topography. He 
said that he had an extra opy of the plan and asked that Mr. Gainer circle the areas he 
thought might be incorre t, and they'd be happy to re-shoot them and check them. 

Mr. Gainer said that actu lly he thought he'd offered before and the offer remains that he 
wanted to meet with Mr. Noviello subsequent to the meeting and go through them in 
great detail and be very lear as to what plan revision would be appropriate. 

Mr. Noviello said that he thought he mentioned that the limits of disturbance were shown 
on the plan. He said that he believed they were labeled. Mr. Noviello said that there was 
a question on the buildab e area and on the 125 foot square. He said each of the lots has 
180 foot or larger square that are identified and shown. So he was trying to show they 
easily comply with the 1 5 by having over 180 feet. Mr. Noviello said that in terms of 
6000 square feet buildab e, 180 square (did not finish sentence). 

Mr. Gainer said that it's hysically an obligation for Mr. Noviello to show it on the plan. 
He said that it's a plan d tail. 

Mr. Noviello said that th pipes including material and size they'll add. 

Ms. Doherty asked ifMr Noviello anticipated any impact on Foundry Brook. 

Mr. Noviello said none hatsoever because the area closer to Foundry Brook on this 
property is not going to disturbed at all and all of the construction is going to be 
toward the middle of the roperty and toward 301. 

Mr. Gainer said that ther was a concern raised by the Board during the site walk for rear 
lot driveway. At the tim~, it was running along the property line and sharing access with 
Lot Three. It's now bee relocated and now he's using the existing driveway entrance to 
301 to enter both lots on and two, so that mitigates the concern the Board had earlier 

over driveway slope. ~ 

Ms. Sexton said that they (she and Mr. Gibbons) had the same concern. She asked if with 
regard to the driveway, hy one driveway couldn't service all three lots. Ms. Sexton said 
that if they move the lot lrne a little bi~ even what exists there ...they talked about it on 
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the site visit and about w 
poor sight line to begin 

Mr. Noviello said that it 
driveways coming in and 

Ms. Sexton said that they 
and then fan off into eac 

Mr. Merante said and on 

y they were putting another entrance on 301 that already has a 
.tho 

as his understanding that their code doesn't allow three 
sharing. 

ve had other subdivisions where they share one driveway in 
lot. 

road into a cul-de-sac serving three lots. 

Mr. Gaba said that he didkt see a problem with that. He said that it might have to go 
with aDA standards. I 

Ms. Sexton said that ther~'s no reason not to have a turnaround or cul-de-sac and have 
fewer entrances onto a vep' dangerous 301 already. 

Mr. Merante said not onlJ 301, but the entrance is almost across from Lane Gate, and 
pulling out of Lane Gate lan be horrific. 

Mr. Noviello said that if i doesn't meet adequate safety standards, they will consider 
including a private road r ght-of-way in there. He said that from his point of view, they 
initially ruled it out beea se it's additional disturbed land and an additional expense. 

Ms. Sexton said that it's big safety factor. She said that right across from where it is, it 
is very dangerous. 

The Board agreed that th application would not be moved to a public hearing at this 
time. 

Mr. Gainer said that he'll work with the applicant's engineer to try to get the plan cleaner. 

Mr. Gibbons asked Mr. oviello ifhe would get an easel and give the Board a large 
blow-up version of the pI . 

Mr. Noviello said that he would consider it. 

Ms. Timmons, owner of e property stated that she had been listening to idea of the cul
de-sac and maybe it mad sense money-wise, etc., but they like the property because it's 
rural and in a nice setting She said that to her, to put a cul-de-sac in there is almost like a 
development in her eyes. Ms. Timmons asked if the Board would take that into 
consideration when it is eciding whether they should go with two driveways. 

Mr. Gibbons and Ms. Se ton said that it doesn't have to be a cul-de-sac. Mr. Gibbons 
said that what he and Ms. Sexton were saying is that all you need is three branches. He 
said that he did not know that they really needed the cul-de-sac. Mr. Gibbons said that 
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because of the number 0 units being served, it might be a "t", which is almost invisible. 
He said that it would be t 0 cut-offs on the dirt side of the road, just to get out of the way 
in case another vehicle is coming the other way. 

Ms. Timmons asked if it as determined that the sight distance is o.k. for that second 
driveway. 

Mr. Merante said that th want to ensure that emergency vehicles have equal access to 
all three residences/prop rties, so it would be whatever the engineer comes up with and 
the Board and its' engine r agrees to. He said that the concern is safety. 

700-720 Indian Brook oad LLC - Approval of two-lot subdivision: New 
submission 
Mr. Watson said that the roperty contains 257 acres and until the beginning of the year, 
Ms. Reeve owned the en ire piece of property. Her intention was to keep two acres of the 
property on which the ch ldhood home of her great aunt is located. Mr. Watson said that 
frankly, there was a need to get the closing done and a need to keep the house. The two 
couldn't be accomplishe simultaneously because subdivision was required. So the 
contract was modified to give Ms. Reeve a period of time to come the Board and seek 
subdivision approval, so hat she could purchase back two acres around the house that she 
wants to keep. Mr. Wats n said that was the purpose of the subdivision. He said that 
700-720 Indian Brook R ad LLC is owned by Christopher Buck, who owns the 
Nazareth/Winter Hill pro erty. Mr. Watson said at any rate, they do have a problem with 
the subdivision, which th y'll get to, but they've made an application to subdivide this 
(end of tape) ....to be abl to retrieve ownership of the family house and at some point, re
build it and live in it or u e it for residence. He said that they've taken a blowup of that 
section of the property. r. Watson pointed out the existing dwelling. The existing 
dwelling is just shy of th setback. It is a very old house, but they are hoping to salvage 
it. He said that they've i entified an area for a septic system. They have the two acres 
involved here. What the do not have is 6000 square feet of buildable area. They do not 
have a driveway that can get to that area without crossing a class three slope. To the west 
they have wetlands. The e is a significant amount of ledge. The area for the septic 
system is adequate and t at's been tested, so they're comfortable with that. Mr. Watson 
said that they are expecti g the Planning Board will tell them that they are not able to 
give them approval, beca se they don't meet the requirements of the zoning law for this 
lot with regard to the bui dable area and they are also hopeful that they will recommend it 
positively to the Zoning oard so that they can apply for a variance to get relief on those 
two items - the driveway location and the 6000 square foot buildable area. 

Mr. Merante said that sin e they were the original owners of the property, they went right 
to subdividing out the ab~olute minimum two-acre lot. He said that as Mr. Watson said, 
they don't have the 6000, they don't have the road, not crossing the stream, etc. Mr. 
Merante asked if they ha the space and there was separation of well and septic. 

Mr. Watson said yes, the ~o have that. He said that they've looked at the idea of making 
the lot bigger. There's a Fontractual problem with that, but honestly he did not think that 

I 
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was an insunnountable p oblem. Mr. Watson said that they have some pretty steep 
grades and they have a 10 of distance to go to get to the buildable area. If they went too 
far to the west, they have wetlands; too far to the north, they'd get more steep slopes. Mr. 
Watson said that Mr. Bu k is not willing to give away additional frontage, but they want 
to build this house in this place (pointed out) and as a matter of fact, there have been 
times in the past with thi law where the question was rendered moot by the Board, but he 
didn't think that was exa tly the correct thing to do. Mr. Watson said that the need for a 
buildable area somewher back here (pointed out) where they can't get to, is really kind 
of a silly idea in his view in this particular case because they already have a house and a 
reasonable distance to a s ptic system, and they already have a well. He said that there's 
no avoiding the logic of sking relief from a buildable area somewhere remote to the 
place where the house is. I 

Ms. Doherty asked how r off they were of the 6000 square feet. 

Mr. Watson said he did n t know the answer to that. 

Ms. Doherty asked if it as considerable or if he was close. 

Mr. Watson said no, they were not close. He said that they have little splotches of area 
that is buildable, but non that sum 6000. 

Mr. Merante said that he as trying to understand the layout of the property. He said that 
there is a tiny almost ben in the river - now or fonnerly Kent. Mr. Merante asked ifMr. 
Watson said that Mr. Bu k didn't want to give them additional frontage. He said that on 
the other side of the prop rty - now or fonnerly Adams, in looking closer (did not finish 
sentence). 

Mr. Watson apologized a d pointed out where there was also frontage. He said that he 
does not need frontage, a he had plenty. 

Mr. Merante said that it 1 oked like they were just squeezing in about a ten foot neck as 
the property comes arou 

Mr. Watson said that he ad spoken with Mr. Buck. He said to be perfectly honest, it's 
not going to do them any good because there's exposed ledge. 

Mr. Gaba asked if Mr. W tson said that they were rebuilding the house.
 

Mr. Watson said that the are not presently rebuilding - their intention is to rebuild the
 
house.
 

Mr. Gaba asked if they wfre going to stay within the existing footprint.
 

I 

The applicant said yes. 
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Ms. Doherty asked Mr. 

Mr. Watson said that the 
square feet and then you 

Mr. Gibbons said that th 

The applicant said no - e 

atson where the driveway location was that he was proposing.
 

don't have the driveway because you have to have the 6000
 
ave to name a driveway at it.
 

house has existed since the 1800's.
 

ly 1900's.
 

Mr. Gibbons said that it as access to the house that he's going to call a driveway. He 
said that the only questio he had was that they were indicating it was two acres, yet 
they're at 1.87 acres acco ding to the plan. 

Mr. Watson said that the are at 80,000 square feet, which is zoning two. 

Mr. Gibbons said then he~s covered under the zoning and he really didn't see why he had 
to go anywhere- the hou,e has existed all this time. The lot has not. 

Ms. Doherty said, but it'~ existed on one lot, and that's the difference. 
I 

Mr. Watson said that the ot would be non-conforming because it doesn't have this 
element. He said that he hought and honestly believed that the Zoning Board will have 
the same sort of reaction he Planning Board is having - "Why is it here? It doesn't make 
sense ... ". Mr. Watson s id that it's one of those situations that the law doesn't cover. He 
said that gives him the 0 portunity to re-state his request that the Planning Board refer 
them to the Zoning Boar 
they're seeking. 

Mr. Merante said that he 
print. He said that they s 

Mr. Watson said that he' 

Ms. Conner asked if the 
dwelling anymore. 

Mr. Watson said that it is 

Ms. Conner asked if ther 

The applicant said no. 

with a positive recommendation with regard to the relief 

ad a question regarding something shown on the more detailed 
ow a well house and asked if it was an active well. 

get the Board more detail on that. 

ouse was in such a state of disrepair that it's not really a 

not a liveable building. 

was an existing septic at all. 

Ms. Sexton asked if there was any way by extending it to make it somewhat bigger that 
they could find that squ on the lot. 
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Mr. Watson said that he 
that it is not a matter oft 
that. 

Mr. Gibbons made a mot 
Mr. Meehan seconded th 

Old Business 

ad the square, but didn't have the 6000 square feet. He said 
e size of the lot, it is a matter of the topography that's limiting 

on that a positive recommendation be sent to the Zoning Board. 
motion. The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante 
Kim Conner 
Josephine Doherty 
Michael Gibbons 
Michael Leonard 
Kerry Meehan 
Pat Sexton 

In favor 
In favor 
In favor 
In favor 
In favor 
In favor 
In favor 

Abandoned a plications 
Mr. Merante said that the recommendation the Planning Board made to the Town 
Board was approved his month regarding the applications that went for more than a 
year without hearing. He said that the one application that came to mind was Dong 
(Tom) Yu. 

Several Board memb rs said that the application was not a year old. 

Mr. Merante said that he would research it. He said that ESP was another one and he 
would research that a so, as it has been much longer than a year. Mr. Merante said 
that Garrison Station laza is another one and that it was still before the Historic 
Agency. 

Ms. Sexton said that' was incomplete. 

Mr. Gainer said they ought additional information. He said that project couldn't be 
advanced until that's esponded to. 

Mr. Gibbons said tha now it's in the hands of Garrison Landing, and not the State. 

Mr. Merante said tha he thought the State responded to that and it had a problem 
with it and Garrison anding has it in their hands and has to go back to the State for 
final approval. 

Mr. Gainer said that i 's in the applicant's hand to respond to the State's concerns, so 
the applicant has to r spond. 

Mr. Merante said tha they don't consider that as having been abandoned. 

Mr. Gainer said not y t. 
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RePleniShme~ of Escrow 
. Metro PC
 
. Garrison tation Plaza
 

Adjourn 
Ms. Doherty made a moron to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded. The 
meeting ended at 9:00 p. . The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante In favor 
Kim Conner In favor 
Josephine Doherty In favor 
Michael Gibbons In favor 
Michael Leonard In favor 
Kerry Meehan In favor 
Pat Sexton In favor 

. 
Note:	 These mi tes were prepared for the Philipstown Planning Board and are 

subject to eview, comment, emendation and approval thereupon. 

Date approved:	 _ 
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Part 2 - PRO~ECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE 
, Responsibility of Lead Agency 

Juan IViontoya 3-lot Subdivision 4/30/2010 

~eneral Information (Read Carefully) 
In completing the form the reviewer s~ould be guided by the question: Have my responses and determinations been 
reasonable? The reviewer is not exp 3cted to be an expert environmental analyst. 

•	 The Examples provided are to assist he reviewer by showing types of impacts and wherever possible the threshold of 
magnitude that would trigger a respon:>e in column 2. The examples are generally applicable throughout the State and 
for most situations. But, for any speci ic project or site other examples and/or lower thresholds may be appropriate 
for a Potential Large Impact response thus requiring evaluation in Part 3. 

•	 The impacts of each project, on each site, in each locality, will vary. Therefore, the examples are illustrative and have 
been offered as guidance. They do n ot constitute an exhaustive list of impacts and thresholds to answer each question. 

•	 The number of examples per questior does not indicate the importance of each question. 
•	 In identifying impacts, consider long te rm, short term and cumulative effects. 

Instructions (Read carefully) 
a. Answer each of the 20 questions in P I\RT 2. Answer Yes if there will be any impact. 
b. Maybe answers should be considere~ as Yes answers. 
c. If answering Yes to a question then c~eCk the appropriate box (column 1 or 2) to indicate the potential size of the 

impact. If impact threshold equals or xceeds any example provided, check column 2. If impact will occur but 
threshold is lower than example, chec column 1. 

d. Identifying that an impact will be pote tially large (column 2) does not mean that it is also necessarily significant. 
Any large impact must be evaluated i PART 3 to determine significance. Identifying an impact in column 2 simply 

asks that it be looked at further. i' 
e. If reviewer has doubt about size of th impact then consider the impact as potentially large and proceed to PART 3. 
f. If a potentially large impact checked i column 2 can be mitigated by change(s) in the project to a small to moderate 

impact, also check the Yes box in col mn 3. A No response indicates that such a reduction is not possible. This 
must be explained in Part 3. ! 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

~ D DYes DNo 

~ D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

I 1 2 3 , 

! Small to Potential Can Impact Be 

~ 
Moderate Large Mitigated By 

IMPACT 0 LAND Impact Impact Project Change 
1. Will the proposed action result in a ph sical change to the project site? 

'I DNa [K]YES 
Examples that would apply to column, 2 

• Any construction on slopes of 15% or ~reater, (15 foot rise per 100 
foot length), or where the general slopes in the project area exceed 
10%. I 

• Construction on land where the depthJO the water table is less than 
3 feet. 

• Construction of paved parking area fo 1,000 or more vehicles. 

• Construction of land where bedrock i exposed or generally within 
3 feet of existing ground surface. ! 

• Construction that will continue for mor than 1 year or involve more 
than one phase or stage. ! 

• Excavation for mining purposes that would remove more than 1,000 
tons of natural material (i.e., rock or sbil) per year. 

• Construction or expansion of a sanita~ landfill. 
, 

• Construction in a designated flOOdwaJ' 

• Other impacts. 

2. Will there be an effect to any unique r unusual land forms found on 
the site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological formations, e~ 

L..!.J NO DYES 
Specific land forms: D D DYes D No 

6
 



IMPACT ON WATER 
3. Will proposed action affect any water ody designated as protected? 

(Under Articles 15, 24, 25 of the Envir nmental Conservation law, ECl) 
[K]NO DYES 

Examples that would apply to column 2 
• Developable area of site contains a pr tected water body. 

• Dredging more than 100 cubic yards f material from channel of a 
protected stream. 

• Extension of utility distribution facilitie through a protected water body. 

• Construction in a designated freshwat r or tidal wetland. 

• Other impacts -+ _ 

4. 

• 

• 
• 

5. 

Will proposed action affect any non-p tected eXistTg 0 
1 

new 10dY, 
of water? NO X YES 
Examples that would apply to co'umnb 
A 10% increase or decrease in the su~ace area of any body of water 
or more than a 10 acre increase or deprease. 
Construction of a body of water that ejCeedS 10 acres of surface area. 

Other impacts: I 

on-site pond/wetlands system I 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

6.	 Will proposed action alter drainage flo or patterns, or surface 
water runoff? DNa [K]YES 
Examples that would apply to cOlumnl2 

Proposed Action would change flood tater flows. 

1 2 3 
Small to Potential Can Impact Be 
Moderate large Mitigated By 

Impact Impact Project Change 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 
[K] D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 
[K] D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 
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Proposed Action may cause substantia erosion. 

-. Proposed Action is incompatible with e isting drainage patterns. 

• Proposed Action will allow developmen in a designated floodway. 

• Other impacts: 

IMPACT ON "IR 

7.	 Will proposed action affect air quality? []] NO DYES 
Examples that would apply to column 

•	 Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or mpre vehicle trips in any given 
hour. 

•	 Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton of 
refuse per hour. 

•	 Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 Ibs. per hour or a 
heat source producing more than 10m Ilion BTU's per hour. 

•	 Proposed action will allow an increase n the amount of land committed 
to industrial use. 

•	 Proposed action will allow an increase n the density of industrial 
development within existing industrial creas. 

•	 Other impacts, -+ _ 

IMPACT ON PLANTS J. NO ANIMALS 

n Will Proposed Action affect any threate ned or endargerjd 
species? X NO DYES 
Examples that would apply to column t> 

• Reduction of one or more species Iiste~ on the New York or Federal 
list using the site, over or near site or fund on the site. 

• Removal of any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat. 

• Application of pesticide or herbicide m< re than twice a year, other 
than for agricultural purposes. 

• Other impacts, -+ _ 

9. Will Proposed Action substantially affe t non-threatened or 
non-endangered species? []] NO DYES 
Examples that would apply to column: 

• Proposed Action would substantially in erfere with any resident or 
migratory fish, shellfish or wildlife spec es. 

• Proposed Action requires the removal pf more than 10 acres of 
mature forest (over 100 years of age) ( r other locally important 
vegetation 

IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES 

10. Will the Proposed Action affect agricul ural land resources? 

Examples that would apply to column D 
[]]NO DYES 

The proposed action would sever, crm s or limit access to agricultural 
land (includes cropland, hayfields, pas ure, vineyard, orchard, etc.) 

1 2 3 
Small to Potential Can Impact Be 

Moderate Large Mitigated By 
Impact Impact Project Change 

[]] D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 
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Construction activity would excavate or 
agricultural land. 

•	 The proposed action would irreversibly 
agricultural land or, if located in an Agri 
2.5 acres of agricultural land. 

•	 The proposed action would disrupt or 

compact the soil profile of 

convert more than 10 acres of 
ultural District, more than 

revent installation of agricultural 
land management systems (e.g., subs rface drain lines, outlet ditches,
 
strip cropping); or create a need for SU h measures (e.g., cause a farm
 
field to drain poorly due to increased runoff)
 
Other impacts, -+1 _
• 

IMPACT ON AESTHETI RESOURCES 

11. Will proposed action affect aesthetic r sources? [K] NO DYES 
(If necessary, use the Visual EAF Add ndum in Section 617.20, 
Appendix B.) 
Examples that would apply to column 

• Proposed land uses, or project compo;ents obviously different from or 
in sharp contrast to current surroundin land use patterns, whether 
man-made or natural. 

• Proposed land uses, or project compo ents visible to users of aesthetic 
resources which will eliminate or signif cantly reduce their enjoyment of 
the aesthetic qualities of that resource. 

• Project components that will result in t e elimination or significant 
screening of scenic views known to bel important to the area. 
Other impacts, I _ 

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCH EOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

12.	 Will Proposed Action impact any site 0 structure of historic, pre
historic or paleontological importance? [K] NO DYES 
Examples that would apply to column 

•	 Proposed Action occurring wholly or p rtially within or substantially 
contiguous to any facility or site listed n the State or National Register 
of historic places. 

•	 Any impact to an archaeological site 0 fossil bed located within the 
project site. 

•	 Proposed Action will occur in an area esignated as sensitive for 
archaeological sites on the NYS Site I ventory. 

•	 Other impacts, -+ _ 

IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE NO RECREATION 

13.	 Will Proposed Action affect the quanti~ or quality of existing or future 
open spaces or recreational opportunifies? 
Examples that would apply to column 2 [K] NO 0 YES 

•	 The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity. 

•	 A major reduction of an open space i portant to the community. 

Other impacts, --l- _ 

1 2 3 
Small to Potential Can Impact Be 

Moderate Large Mitigated By 
Imoact Impact Proiect Change 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 
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IMPACT ON CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS 

14.	 Will Proposed Action impact the excep ional or unique characteristics 
of a critical environmental area (CEA) Established pursuant to 
subdivision 6 NYCRR 617.14(g)? [K]NO DYES 
List the environmental characteristics tt at caused the designation of 
the CEA. 

Examples that would apply to column 

•	 Proposed Action to locate within CEA? 

•	 Proposed Action will result in a reductic n in the quantity of the resource? 

•	 Proposed Action will result in a reductic n in the quality of the resource? 

•	 Proposed Action will impact the use, fu~ction or enjoyment of the 
resource? 

•	 Other impacts -t _ 

IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION 

IMPACT ON EN~RGY 

16.	 Will proposed action affect the commu hity's sources of fuel or 
energy supply? [K]NO DYES 
Examples that would apply to column , 

•	 Proposed Action will cause a greater t~ an 5% increase in the use of 
any form of energy in the municipality. 

•	 Proposed Action will require the creatic n or extension of an energy 
transmission or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two 
family residences or to serve a major commercial or industrial use. 

•	 Other impacts: 

1 2 3 
Small to Potential Can Impact Be 

Moderate Large Mitigated By 
Impact Impact Proiect Change 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 

0 0 DYes DNo 
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NOISE AND ODOR MPACTS 

• 
• 

• 

• 

1 2 3 
Small to Potential Can Impact Be 
Moderate Large Mitigated By 

Impact Impact Project Change 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

D D DYes DNo 

• 

• 

•
 
•
 
•
 

• 

•
 
•
 
•
 

20. Is there, or is there likely to be, public ntroversy related to potential adverse environmental impacts? 
WNO DYES 

.. any action in Part 2 is identified as a potential la ge impact or if you cannot determine the magnitude of impact, proceed to Part 3. 
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