Town of Kinderhook

Planning Board Meeting Minutes

September 20, 2007


The monthly meeting of the Town of Kinderhook Planning Board was called to order by Chairman Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, on September 20, 2007, at 7:09 pm, at the Kinderhook Town Hall, 4 Church Street, Niverville, NY.  The roll was called by the Secretary.
ROLL CALL:        Present
                                    Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, Chairman     Don Gaylord

                                    Tim Ooms, Ag. Member                            James Egnasher

                                     Pat Prendergast, Engineer                         Robert Cramer

                                     Jaclyn Fleming, Attorney                          Cheryl Gilbert

                                     Glenn Smith, Building Inspector               William Butcher, Alternate                

                                     Mary Keegan-Cavagnaro, Alternate          

                                     Excused
                                     Mary Ellen Hern   

William was chosen by lot to join the members to complete the quorum.             

APPROVE MINUTES:      August 9, 2007
                                                 August 16 and September 13, 2007 
Tim made a motion to approve the August 9th minutes; Don seconded it.  Cheryl and James did not attend the August 9th meeting, so they did not vote on the approval.  By a show of hands and an aye vote all of the other members voted to approve them.       
CORRESPONDENCE:
      A.     Minutes, dated 6/25/07, from Town of Stuyvesant Planning Board.  (on file)
1. Minutes, dated 8/2/07, from ZBA Meeting.  (on file)

2. Minutes, dated 8/13/07, from Town Board Meeting.  (on file)

3. Letter (copy) to Richard VanAlstyne, dated 8/16/07, from NYS DOT, re:  Kinderhook Tire.  (previously distributed on 8/16/07)

4. Memo (copy) to ZBA, dated 8/16/07, from Glenn Smith, re:  John Quinn variance. 
(previously distributed on 8/16/07)
      5.      Memo to Planning Board, dated 8/16/07, from Don Kirsch, re:  TMT Acquisitions.
         (previously distributed on 8/16/07) 
6.    Letter (copy) to Henry Kazer, dated 8/16/07, from Glenn Smith, re:  Incentives for   

         Senior Citizens Housing.
7.    Letter to Planning Board, dated/received 8/16/07, from Barry Knights, re:  Fairland 

               Farms dry hydrant.  (previously distributed on 8/16/07)

8.    Final Plat Resolution, dated 8/16/07, from Fairland Equities Ltd.

9.    Letter to Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, dated 8/17/07, from Liz Neumark, re:  
         Kinderhook Toyota.
10.    Memorandum to Planning Board Chairman, et al, dated 8/20/07, from Planning Board 

         Secretary, re:  Sandra Taylor property.

11.    Letter (copy) to TMT Acquisitions, LLC, dated 8/24/07, from Barbara A. Beaucage, re:  

         conditional approval of two-lot subdivision.
12.    Letter (copy) to Marjorie Jennings, dated 8/24/07, from Barbara A. Beaucage, re:  

         removal from agenda.
13.    Letter (copy) to Town of Kinderhook, dated 8/24/07, from Barbara A. Beaucage, re:  

         approval of lot-line adjustment.
14.    Memorandum to ZBA, dated 8/27/07, from Planning Board Chairman, re:  Sandra 

         Taylor – opinion.
15.    Memorandum to ZBA, dated 8/27/07, from Planning Board Chairman, re:  John and 

         Sandra Quinn – opinion. 
16.    Letter to Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, dated 8/30/07, from Anthony Buono, re:  

         Greenfield Real Estate, LLC.
17.    Letter to Barbara A. Beaucage, dated 8/31/07, from Couch White, LLP, re:  TMT 

         Acquisitions, LLC road maintenance agreement.

18.    Letter (copy) to Pat Prendergast, dated 9/13/07, from William Better, re:  Fairland 

         Estates Subdivision.  (previously distributed on 9/13/07)
19.    Letter to Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, dated 9/19/07, from Pat Prendergast, re:  

         Fairland Estates.
PUBLIC HEARING: 
7:10 pm – Consuelo Yager – 87 State Farm Rd – Lot-line Adjustment – The Secretary read the Public Hearing notice; the members reviewed the plats.  Mr. Jannsen was present.  He explained what the proposal is.  The previous subdivision of this property was never filed with the County Clerk, the Chairman noted.  No one from the public spoke; the Chairman closed the Hearing at 7:17 pm.  Cheryl asked if this parcel is part of the one across the road; no.  Don asked about the previous proposed easement on the south side of State Farm Road; the property that is being retained goes with that easement.  James suggested they stipulate that the easement go with this.  Don noted that the current property line stops at the proposed easement; he assumed the Town has an easement for State Farm Road.  Pat replied that it is a user road out to the edge of the blacktop.  The easement is not called out on this drawing, Don added.  Gerard asked Mr. Jannsen if the current property line is set back from the road as it is on this plat; he did not know.  He approached the members to see the map.  Pat said that is how it is mapped by a NYS Licensed Surveyor; James replied that that does not mean it is accurate.  We have to see a copy of the actual survey, he added.  The members discussed it.  Don’s concern is whether we would like to ask for the easement, which was called out on the previously proposed map.  The Chairman told Mr. Jannsen that he should contact the surveyor and get a set of stamped maps; the ones we have are not stamped.  Andy Howard spoke from the audience; he said that Mr. Allard is not agreeable to giving that easement.  One of the maps we have is not legal and the other is not stamped, Gerard noted.  On the one that is stamped, Cheryl said, he did not address this particular lot.  We can’t assume that the one that is stamped is even accurate.  Don said he is only addressing the new parcel.  The Chairman explained that we wish to obtain the easement in order to create a sidewalk from the school to the Town park.  We can only ask.  Robert would like Peter VanAlstyne to justify why he did this.  Mr. Jannsen needs to go to the surveyor and get seven sets of stamped plats; then we have an official document.  Gerard asked him to consider 

that when he does that, he could show from the middle of the road to the current property line and draw the line straight across.  This will grant the Town an easement from the middle of the road to the same spot where they currently have an easement on his property.  If we discover that the property line is really in the middle of the road, Don said, he would like to request that the easement go all across the front of his property.  Robert said the surveyor may have done this because that is what the deed describes.  The Chairman noted he should bring the plat back to the workshop meeting in October; it will be a voting meeting.  Tim asked if we can give conditional approval now; we can conditionally approve the lot-line adjustment with the proviso that he provide us with seven surveyor-stamped copies that would show an easement across his full property at the distance that is given on the current map, either connecting what is there or making it one line to the westerly property where it was and mark it as an easement giving it to the Town of Kinderhook on the map.  Don noted that we need another document; a legal document.  It has to be more than just on the drawing; Gerard said if it is on the drawing, it is legal.  Don made the motion to give the conditional approval as discussed; Tim seconded it and unanimously the members agreed by a show of hands and an aye vote.  The Secretary added that a $25 final review fee is now due.  Mr. Jannsen can just bring the plats in to the Secretary when they are ready and she will contact the Chairman to stamp/sign them.      
OLD BUSINESS:
1. Reclamation of RJ Valenti mine – US Rte 9 – Pat said that nothing is new on this project.  
2. Sandra Taylor – 242 Maple Ln –  Bed & Breakfast – $25 is due on this project for the final review.  Glenn said the Public Hearing is scheduled for November for the ZBA.  Jacalyn informed the members that this is a Type II action under 617.5C 9&10.  It is a small change in use with very limited effects to the exterior, Jaclyn said.  
3. Greenfield Real Estate, LLC – (Anthony Buono) – Two-lot subdivision – No one was present.
4. Paula Palleschi – west side of Rte 9H – 7 Rabbit Lane – Currently a 16.10 acre parcel with house – Proposing two-lot residential subdivision – We are still waiting for the Court of Appeals decision.  That will occur in October, Gerard noted.  
5. Fairland Equities, Ltd. – (former Little Farm on CR 21) – 224 acres in Town of 
         Kinderhook and 134 acres in Town of Stuyvesant – Proposed Conservation           

         Subdivision – 5 acre zoning – 18 lots total – Bill Better and Clinton Adee were present.  
                Bill said he sent plans to Pat; Pat returned a comment letter.  Bill appreciates that.  

                There are a few changes to be made.  Jaclyn emailed Bill today; he replied, but she 

                did not print it out yet.  He sent the restrictive covenant changes to the Planning Board

                Attorney today at 4:00 pm.   He outlined the changes made; page 3, last sentence in 

                article 2.  A couple of words are missing, Bill said.  He read from that.  The Attorney

                asked how they would apportion responsibility equally; paragraph 3 on page 4, Bill 
                inserted the word “equally” after the word “contribute” in the second line in paragraph 

                3 and he deleted the entire paragraph 4.  It was pointed out to him by the Attorney that 

               there are inconsistencies with paragraph 5.  He re-numbered the successive paragraphs; 

               those were the only changes made.  He did not receive comments from anyone else, 

               Bill noted.  Jaclyn said they could still treat this as a draft no matter what happens 

               tonight.  We need a chance to review the changes in a little more detail, she said.  It is 

               her understanding that this might be changed when they work with another attorney.  

               DeRoux Associates handles the Homeowner’s Association, Bill replied.  Have they

               looked at this, Jaclyn asked; yes.  In addition to this, Jaclyn added, they have requested 
               another document, which Bill is familiar with, that they created just for conservation 

               easements.  It is a one-page second document; it more clearly spells out how this 

               project addresses and defines the conservation subdivision and what restrictions are on 

               it specifically.  That would need to be submitted and approved.  Bill showed her what 

               he received from her today.  Bill reminded her that this property is in two Towns.  

               You make reference to Chapter 63 of the Code of the Town of Kinderhook; he 

               suggested that they have already covered this.  He is happy to take a portion of it and 

               put it in the restrictive covenants; he does not want to have two restrictive covenants.  

               He also could put it in every deed; he will be happy to do one or the other, Bill said.

               It is the intent that they wish to accomplish.  He would like to insert that “meat” 

               paragraph anywhere in there.  The covenant says “single-dwelling unit”; shall not be

               further subdivided.  It is already in there, Bill repeated.  He thought they already 

               addressed this issue.  There was some dialogue last month, Bill said; he finds himself a 

               little frustrated.  Jaclyn responded that he would at least need another article addressing 
               just the conservation subdivision issues; standing on its own.  To make it really stand 

               out; use and subdivision were addressed, Bill replied.  They could take just that portion 

               and put it in there; that is fine with Bill.  He can add that to the declaration of 

               covenants; make it number 2 on page 10 of the restrictive covenants.  Gerard suggested 

               he make it its own article; Bill will make it number 5.  So many of these are addressing 

               issues that Bill is particularly interested in, Jaclyn said, but they are not addressing the 

               conservation subdivision issues.  Clarifying that distinction will help us, she said.  

               Move conservation easement issues into that article; some issues in here address the 

               conservation easement, Jaclyn noted; have it all in one article.  Bill was a little 

               confused.  Gerard clarified; take the individual items that deal with the conservation 

               aspect and put them into the article.  Make number 5 the place where all the 

               conservation language shows up.  Bill asked them to take a moment to tell him what 

               they want; this is the third version of this that he has done.  Jaclyn wants a clear 

               description; from this document, she only gets a limited description of the purpose and 

               limits on the conservation area.  They need to work together to clearly set out what the 

               conservation areas are, what is allowed and the specific issues.  What specific issues, 

               Bill asked?  Their uses; Jaclyn started to reply.  Bill asked that they go to paragraph 1 

               on page 9; Jaclyn did not have the conservation document with her.  The conservation

               areas are in more than one group, she said.  Bill read from Article 4.  The “meat” of this 

               restrictive covenant was sent to him at 3:30 pm today; he never saw it before that.   

               There are three items identified; use, subdivision, structures and activities.  He 

               circulated the first restrictive covenant 30-60 days ago; it says, each lot will be used for 

               a single-family residence.  Each lot will not be further subdivided.  He does not like to 

               put things of record that are redundant.  He wants to make it perfectly clear that he feels 

               those two items are already addressed.  Gerard said he just wants them moved to 

               Article 5.  Bill wants to go through this because he only wants to do this one more time.

               This particular language, which is only found in this paragraph, will be inserted and he

               will make it Article 5.  In order to go forward, what items would they like him to put in

               Article 5?  He explained that he has done just what the Board has asked him to do.  He

               would like to conclude this process; it becomes kind of mechanical.  Tell him what they

               would like him to change; he thinks it will work.  Explain to him what they want him to 

               put in Article 5 and he will do that.  Article 4, item 1, Gerard noted; the goal is to have 

               an article that makes it clear to any subsequent owner that this was approved as a major 

               conservation subdivision and it stands out that these are the restrictions for that reason,

               Jaclyn explained.  She asked that they be put in a separate article even though some

               things are already in there; move them out so that it is clear that these are the 

               conservation requirements.  Again, Bill asked if they could just do this; what would 

               Gerry like to accomplish in number 1, Bill asked?  Cheryl said there are two different 
               items in one; can’t he just divide it in half?  The last sentence is a little bit different 

               subject matter; would they like that moved to article 5, Bill asked?  Those are not 

               addressing the conservation subdivision, Jaclyn said.  Bill read; the last two sentences 

               shall be moved to Article 5.  Everyone agreed; it is their understanding with the 

               conservation subdivision, Jaclyn noted, as in this paragraph, there won’t be accessory 

               structures outside the building envelope.  Bill asked where she defines structures.  He 

               submitted that he defined it the same way she did.  It is language taken from the Code; 

               these are the type of activities allowed in the conservation area, Jaclyn replied.  Bill 

               said he is saying the same thing; he read the last sentence.  Bill asked if the members 

               had a problem with what he read; Don asked if Jaclyn took the language from the Code 

               regarding what is allowed in the conserved areas; yes.  Discussion occurred; Bill asked 

               the members if they all agreed that they could have a barn in certain areas?  No one 

               disagreed; Bill talked about structures allowed in the conserved area and the wording or

               same.  The discussion continued; the buildings are supposed to be agricultural, Cheryl 

               noted.  Perhaps Bill has expanded that, she said.  Agricultural buildings are okay then, 

               Bill asked?  Jaclyn said they must be necessary to the use; the farm.  Don said that 

               maybe agricultural doesn’t really define it; recently, a slaughterhouse was deemed 

               agricultural.  Jaclyn said the maps are not really clear; they could be clearer.  They 

               should have notes on them.  It is not clear on the map that everything outside the 

               building envelope is conservation area.  Cheryl agreed; it should be spelled out.  Pat 

               said it is spelled out; he read from the map.  Bill noted that he has been trying to have 

               this dialogue with someone for 60 days; getting this at 3:00 today isn’t pretty.  He is as

               busy as everyone else.  He is happy to have this dialogue now; he asked Marc to review 

               this last month.  He is not blaming Jaclyn, but he is trying to do what he can do.  He 

               sent the changes to the 3:00 fax right back to her; if there is something else he needs to 

               do, he wants to know what that is now.  The dialogue continued; do we agree that farm 

               structures can be located outside the building envelope in the conservation area as part 

               of the farm property, Bill asked the members?  Robert replied yes.   Accessory 

               structures for agricultural use, as well as fences and driveways, may be located outside 

               the building zone; Bill clarified the wording.  If Gerard doesn’t think that he should 
               include #2 and #3 in Article 5, what about #4?  Some discussion took place.  Don noted 

               that #4 would apply to the building area; #5 would go in Article 5, #6 doesn’t and #7 

               doesn’t.  What about #8?  Bill suggested that he add the wording, as permitted under 

               the Town of Kinderhook or Town of Stuyvesant zoning ordinance shall be allowed and 

               encouraged and approved by the Town of Kinderhook or Town of Stuyvesant.  Jaclyn

               and Bill discussed the wording of this; some structures could be fairly intrusive, she 

               said.  #10 is about construction.  Commercial mining is not allowed anywhere.  The 

               water and sewer is okay, Bill noted.  #13; Bill suggested they leave this in there but 

               twice.  He will take the first sentence, or something like it; he will add something to 

               Article 5.  Jaclyn said it is not necessary; some of what he is including is even more 

               restrictive.  #14; Bill read this and Gerard said to leave it here because it is more 

               restrictive.  Jaclyn said it is important to add that it is in perpetuity and runs with the 

               land and make it clear for the conservation subdivision requirements.  Bill and Jaclyn 

               discussed the wording of the clause to be included.  He said he will take out #17; no, he

               will change Article 6 to say that Article 5 is in to perpetuity and runs with the land and 

               the others are 25 years.  Somewhere it should acknowledge that these are going to be 

               placed in the deeds with the transfer of each lot, Jaclyn noted.  She is concerned about 

               common people; it is important to have conservation restrictions with each deed.  She is

               hoping for that second document also.  Cheryl said you could refer to these covenants 

               and have it spelled out; the conservation subdivision part and refer to your documents.  

               Bill reminded them that there is a Homeowner’s Association involved here.  The 

               documents they will get will have to be read by them, signed and filed with the 

               Attorney General’s Office.  This is a lot bigger deal.  He explained what he typically 

               does with restrictive covenants.  Don feels that they will wind up with a racetrack on

               this property if they don’t restrict dirt bikes, snowmobiles, etc.  Jaclyn said we also 

               need to see another document; one with the hydrants.  We haven’t seen that yet. Bill 

               asked who the easement should be in favor of; probably the Homeowner’s Association 

               because it is in the roadway, Bill said and he explained why.  One other issue; Jaclyn 

               asked Bill if he agreed that he is going to have the Homeowner’s agreement filed with 

               the AG’s office before he sells the first lot?  Bill said he cannot sell the lot; it is illegal.  

               We want a copy of that to see that he has done it, Jaclyn added.  In the resolution, Bill 

                added that this is a condition of the approval.  He does not expect to get anything until 

                he gets the AG’s approval in his hand.   Jaclyn asked if he is planning on submitting 

                the Department of Health sign off on the wells and septics?  Bill asked Jaclyn if she 

                had a copy of the resolution he sent to Marc; she did not.  Bill read from page 4.  The 

                Columbia County Department of Health has been there and did all deep hole tests.  

                Jaclyn said they need to discuss the bond issue, but they can wait on that.  She noted

                that the language refers to “phasing”,  rather than the whole thing at once.   Did she 

                mean bond the whole thing, Bill asked; yes.  Pat will have to decide what it will cost; 

                do they prefer a letter of credit or a performance bond, Bill asked?  Jaclyn replied that

                either is okay with the Code.  Bill prefers a letter of credit.  He outlined what he felt 

                was needed for final approval.  Jaclyn asked him if he plans to submit the NOI; yes.  Is 

                he going to respond to Pat’s comments; yes.  Take #6 out, Bill said because they are 

                not doing it in phases.  They will post the whole bond.  Jaclyn suggested he not take all

                of #6 out.  Bill envisions this project will take more than one year, but less than two.  
               How do they feel about the waiver language he put in there about the affirmative 

               findings?  They are in paragraphs 3 and 4 on page 5; Mary Ellen had suggested some 

               affirmative language last month about the conservation subdivision.  He followed the 

               language in the statute; that is paragraph 3.  Paragraph 4 is a discussion about the road; 

               they have three waivers in there, Bill noted.  He previously tried to articulate the basis 

               for those waivers.  In the final resolution, Jaclyn suggested he make reference to 63-

               14B.  Pat spoke about page 5; the minimum sub-base and processed gravel.  This 

               should be 6” of item 4.  On the top of page 6; Bill clarified the wording, the Planning 

               Board affirmatively agrees pursuant to 63-14B.  He will delete #6 and make the other 

               changes.  Jaclyn said that they were discussing the language that is going to be used 

               will be preliminary plat approval for the conservation subdivision; that will be changed

               from final on the draft to preliminary for a major conservation subdivision.  Bill asked

               why it isn’t the final plat?  The Code and State Law refer to it as a preliminary plat; it 

               acts as what we call conditional approval, the Chairman replied.  Once all the 

               conditions are met, we can stamp and sign it; it’s just terminology.  Bill will call it 

               preliminary plat resolution.  Cheryl had a question; on page 5 there is a good 

               description of conservation subdivision and why we are doing it in item 3.  Since we 

               are approving this predicated on the conservation subdivision, and when Bill does page 

              13 of his covenant, she recommended he give the basic function of the architectural 

               control committee, giving it a purpose and a context of why you have it.  She would 

               like to see something like this on page 5 incorporated into the section on conservation 

               subdivision.  Just show a purpose; why he has those restrictions.  Make it a little more

               important.  It could be a few words.  It could show that it is important to the 

               community, not just to their own little community.  He explained what he did in the 
               resolution.  Cheryl asked about page12; no clearing of mature trees without approval 

               from the architectural committee.  Do they want to do anything with hedgerows, she 

               asked?   He will add the words “hedge rows”.  Jaclyn asked for another electronic copy 

               of this; it did not get downloaded like to should have.  She will make the changes 

               discussed, so that the final version comes from her office.  Bill thought we were going 

               to act on this resolution; Gerard said it seems acceptable.  Tim made a motion to 

               preliminarily approve this pending the conditions discussed that have to be met before 

               the final plats get stamped and sent to the County; Cheryl seconded the motion.  James 

               recused himself; six members agreed by a show of hands and an aye vote to the motion.

               Pat asked that they review the engineering review letter he submitted.  Clinton Adee 

               gave the Secretary a check for $7,525; this covers all fees due on the project.                                       
6. Bean Subdivision – Proposed modification to approved site plan – Glenn has not been 

         in contact with them, he said, but there are materials at the site.  Nothing seems to be

         happening.  Glenn suggested this be dropped from the agenda for now; a motion was 

         made by Don and seconded by Tim to drop this; they will have to re-apply.  

         Unanimously, by a show of hands and an aye vote, the members agreed.      
NEW BUSINESS:
        1.      Town of Kinderhook – Proposed Storage Building – Rapp Rd – (Highway Dept) – 
                 Peter Bujanow and Doug McGivney were present.  Peter presented the proposal; this 

                 is a 42X105 Morton pole building.  It will be open on one side with six open areas.  

                 Pat spoke also about the location of the building and lot coverage.  The building will 

                 be 62’ from the road; they only needed to be 50’.  Don asked if it is a requirement for 

                 the Town to come before us; the Chairman said it is not, but it is their choice to do so.      
                 The members reviewed the plans.  Don made a motion to declare the application 
                 complete; Cheryl seconded it and unanimously the members voted by a show of hands 

                 and an aye vote.  This is an unlisted action under SEQRA because of the size of the 

                 building, the Chairman noted.  Jaclyn explained that the short EAF was received; she 

                 read from that at this time.  She explained that the review is with respect to whether or 

                 not there will be any adverse environmental impacts as a result of the project with 

                 respect to air, water, erosion, drainage, flooding, agriculture; long term or short term?  

                 Will there be any adverse effects?  Tim made a motion to make a negative declaration; 

                 James seconded it and unanimously by a show of hands and an aye vote, the members 

                 agreed.  Cheryl made a motion to set this for a Public Hearing at 7:10 pm on October 

                 11th  and to make that meeting a voting meeting; Don seconded the motion and 

                  unanimously by a show of hands and an aye vote, the members agreed.  

2.      CVS – Proposed modification to approved site plan – US Rte 9/State Farm Rd 

         Andy Howard was present.  He explained the proposal to break up the berms into 

         many berms; he has spoken with Tom Hall, the landscaper and he made some 

         suggestions.  They want to break it up so it is not so “wall-y”.  In between, they will 

         have smaller gardens; these will include spruce and shrubs.  He answered some 

         questions that Cheryl had.  Pat noted that trees don’t grow on berms; they die.  Cheryl

         suggested that we make drip irrigation part of the landscaping.  It is not expensive to 

         do.  She is also proposing it for future approval processes.  Andy told his client that he

         should not come back to do this; Tim agreed.  However, he wants to make it nicer; it 

         is up to the Board.  Andy and the members shared some of their ideas.  Don said he is

         going to defer to the applicant; they will want to make it as attractive as they can, he 

         said.  The size of the berm is not called out in the Code, Robert noted.  He appreciates 

         their coming back to us.  Cheryl is concerned about how this will look.  Andy 

         explained the changes in terms of “rolling undulation” with plants in between; many 

         corporate parks are designed like this.  Cheryl does not want to see the car grills’ a 

         25’- 30’ space in pretty big in between.  It was decided by the members that this is a 
         minor modification; it does not need a Public Hearing.  We do need detail, however, 

         Gerard added.  We need to see the heights of everything; berm, shrubs, trees, etc. 

         Glenn said this will give the project a three-dimensional appeal.  Jaclyn asked that 
         the applicant consider drip irrigation.  We will need an application, a SEQRA form 

         and a fee of $25 for our next meeting, the Secretary noted.   Pat reminded the 

         applicant to deposit some money for escrow.             
ZBA OPINION: 
       1.      Mike Breen – 85 Kinderhook Ave., Niverville – area variance – The members 

         reviewed the application; this is a variance for setbacks.   Cheryl read the ZBA

         application to the members.  This is an existing undersized lot.  James said that 

         the applicant said his neighbors had no objection to this.  Where he plans to place

         the pool is the only possible place he could put it.  Don made a motion to recommend 

         to the ZBA that they approve the variance predicated on the neighbors not having any 

         objections and that he has adequate screening between him and the neighbor.  Gerard

         seconded the motion and unanimously by a show of hands and an aye vote, the 

         members agreed.   
 OTHER:
1.    Liaison to Village Planning Boards – report – Cheryl said she went to the Village of 

        Valatie; they did not have a meeting.  
2.    Chairman, 9/9H Corridor Committee – report – Robert is still waiting to hear from 

         Nan Stolzenberg, he said.   He received a copy of the Comprehensive Plan from 

         Pegeen by email, but he said that a lot gets lost with that format. 
3.     Liaison(s) to Town Board – report - none
4.     Public comments – none
The meeting adjourned at the end of the agenda at 9:31 pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara A. Beaucage

Secretary
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