Town of Kinderhook

Planning Board Meeting Minutes
June 21, 2007


The monthly meeting was called to order at 7:06 pm, on June 21, 2007, by Chairman Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, at the Kinderhook Town Hall, 4 Church Street, Niverville, NY.  The roll was called by the Secretary.

ROLL CALL:     Present
                                Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, Chairman        Mary Ellen Hern

                                Tim Ooms, Ag. Member  (late)                     Don Gaylord

                                James Egnasher                                             Robert Cramer

                                Pat Prendergast, Engineer (late)                    Cheryl Gilbert (late)

                                Marc Gerstman, Attorney                              Glenn Smith, Bldg. Inspector

                                Mary Keegan-Cavagnaro, Alternate              William Butcher, Alternate
APPROVE MINUTES:     May 10 and 17, 2007 – The Chairman asked for corrections; there were none.  Robert made a motion to accept the minutes as submitted; Mary Ellen seconded it and unanimously the members agreed by a show of hands and an aye vote.
(June 14, 2007 minutes distributed tonight)
CORRESPONDENCE: 

1. Minutes, dated 5/3/07, from Town of Kinderhook ZBA.  (on file)
2. Letter (copy) to Sandra Taylor, dated 5/11/07, from Tara Becker, Columbia County Department of Health, re:  Proposed Bed & Breakfast.  (distributed to members on 5/17/07)

3. Minutes, dated 5/14/07, from Town of Kinderhook Bid Opening.  (on file)

4. Minutes, dated 5/14/07, from Town Board Meeting.  (on file)

5. Letter (copy) to Town of Stuyvesant Planning Board, dated 5/20/07, from Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, re:  Public Hearing for Fairland Equities.
6. Email to members, dated 5/21/07, from Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, re:  Vastano subdivision application.
7. Letter to Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, dated 5/21/07, from Michael Higgins, NYS DEC, re:  Lead Agency Coordination, Little Farm (Fairland Equities).
8. Minutes, dated 5/22/07, from Town of Kinderhook Bid Opening.  (on file)

9. Minutes, dated 5/23/07, from Town Board of Kinderhook Special Meeting.  (on file)
     10.     Letter (copy) to James Allard, dated 5/24/07, from Ryan Abitabile, Columbia County 

               Department of Health, re:  sewage disposal system.
     11.     Letter to Planning Board, dated 5/25/07, from Agnes Kirchner, re:  proposed bed and 

               breakfast – Sandra Taylor.
     12.     Email (copy) to Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, dated 5/29/07, from Marc Gerstman, re:  

               Proposed Code Change…Utilities…Commercial Applicants.
13. Memo to Planning Board members, dated 5/30/07, from Kim Pinkowski, re:  training.
14. Memo to Barbara Beaucage, dated 5/30/07, from Bill Better, re:  site plan application.
15. Memo to Barbara Beaucage, dated 5/30/07, from Bill Better, re:  conservation subdivision application – John Knott.  
16. Letter (copy) to Don Kirsch, dated 5/30/07, from Pat Prendergast, re:  Dave Beresheim.
17. Letter (copy) to Ann Martino, dated 6/4/07, from Dale Rowe, re:  sewage disposal system.
17A.  Letter (copy) to Bill Better, dated 6/4/07, from Crawford & Associates, re:  NYS 

          Heritage Program…Little Farm Site.
17B.  Amendment to Planning Board, dated 6/7/07, from Sandra Taylor, re:  Special Permit 

          Approval.  (distributed on 6/14/07)

17C.  Letter to Planning Board, dated 6/8/07, from Town of Stuyvesant, re:  Little Farm

          (distributed on 6/14/07)
18. Letter (copy) to Agnes Kirchner, undated, from Sandy Taylor, re:  proposed bed and breakfast.  (dated notation – 6/9/07 – from Assessor)
19.     Letter (copy) to Clinton Adee, dated 6/13/07, from Columbia County Department of 

          Public Works, re:  Proposed entrance – Fairland Farms Subdivision.  (distributed 

          on 6/14/07)
     20.      Appeal Action, dated 6/16/07, from Town of Kinderhook ZBA, re:  TMT.

21.      Letter to Gerard Minot-Scheuermann, dated 6/16/07, from Columbia Land 

           Conservancy, re:  July 17th meeting. 
PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
7:10 pm – Ann Martino – CR 28 – Two-lot subdivision and Lot-line adjustment

(R3 residential zoning involving two properties; 13.-1-53.110 and 13.-1-53.120) – The Secretary read the Public Notice.  Ann Martino and Peter VanAlstyne were present.  Peter distributed new plats, which were reviewed at this time.  A copy of the private road maintenance agreement was received; Marc has been in contact with its author, Mr. DeWulf.  This is a draft agreement, he said.  Peter made the proposal regarding the application.  There will be an access through a 50’ right-of-way instead of two entrances.  All accesses will come off Memory Lane.  They have formed a maintenance agreement with all owners who currently access through that road; it will take time to work this out.  The agreement will be put in all of the deeds for all of the parcels accessing there.  They have Health Department approval.  A note has been placed on the map regarding no further subdivision.  Peter and Pat have been at the site looking at deep soils; looking at any water basement problems.  Pat will probably be submitting his report.  The Chairman asked if the public wished to speak; no one did.  Marc asked about other adjoining owners; they are related to the applicant.  A letter was received from Mr. and Mrs. Hoffman.  Cheryl asked about no further subdivision; there is a note on the plat.  Will it be in the deed as well?  It should be filed as a covenant, Marc replied.  It doesn’t have to be in the deed necessarily, he added.  If it is recorded in the County Clerk’s office, that should be enough.  Cheryl wants to make sure we don’t hear from everybody again on this.  Marc spoke about a case currently before the Court of Appeals that is dealing with this issue; paragraph three in the maintenance agreement talks about further subdivision and Marc asked that Peter take that out.  The Chairman closed the Hearing at 7:17 pm since there was no further discussion.  James feels it should be entered onto all the deeds; it is certainly a fail-safe mechanism to achieve what we want, but until the Court decides, we don’t have to.  There was a brief exchange.  Marc advised Peter to change the wording to “no further subdivision”.  He read from the short EAF that was submitted; this is an unlisted action and does not require coordinated review.  Part II was addressed.  Currently, there is no active building permit for the project.

C.  Will this action result in any adverse effects associated with the following:

     C2.  Aesthetic, agricultural, archaeological, historic, or other natural or cultural resources;
            or community or neighborhood character?                                                          NO
    C3.  Vegetation or fauna, fish, shellfish or wildlife species, significant habitats, or

            threatened or endangered species?                                                                      NO
   C4.  A community’s existing plans or goals as officially adopted, or a change in use or

           intensity of use of land or other natural resources?                                             NO
   C5. Growth, subsequent development, or related activities likely to be induced by the 

          proposed action?                                                                                                   NO
   C6.  Long term, short term, cumulative, or other effects not identified in C1-C5?     NO
   C7.  Other impacts?                                                                                                     NO
Cheryl asked about the 100’ buffer; Marc replied that these are DEC wetlands.  Peter noted that it is delineated wetland buffer shown at 100’.  Just because the 100’ buffer area is shown, Marc said there are still permitted potential uses within that as regulated by DEC.  Cheryl asked if we can stipulate that we don’t want the wetland bulldozed or dried up; Marc replied that it is under DEC regulation.  Cheryl asked if there is enough area to build on without going into the buffer; yes.  There have been seven lots taken out of there right, James asked; yes.  The Chairman asked for a motion based on the findings; Tim made a motion to declare a negative dec.  Robert seconded the motion; there being no further discussion, the members agreed unanimously by a show of hands and an aye vote.  The Chairman then asked for a motion to approve the project; Tim made the motion to approve pending approval of the right-of-way, no further subdivision and the maintenance agreement is to be filed with the County Clerk.  Robert seconded the motion and by a unanimous show of hands and an aye vote, the project was conditionally approved.  The Secretary noted that a $200 recreation fee is due for the newly created lot plus $25 final review fee; $225 total.   
8:00 pm – 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 – Est. 17 lots total (5 acre zoning) – (joint hearing with Town of Stuyvesant Planning Board) 
The Town of Stuyvesant Planning Board Chairman, Gale Bury, introduced himself, Skip Leiser and Rose Heinz; the Secretary read the Public Hearing notice.  Bill Better made the presentation.  This is an 18-lot subdivision; the EAF has been corrected to reflect that.  A draft declaration of the restrictive covenants has been submitted to Marc for his review.  Bill said they submitted documentation in response to information from DEC about a plant that was present in the Town 50-60 years ago.  Also, the Columbia County Highway Department has submitted a letter about the road access.  Bill talked about the conservation subdivision requirements in the Town of 

Kinderhook.  He feels they have preserved 85% of the land with this subdivision proposal.  They intend to encourage agricultural use of this property.  They are attempting to utilize the existing farm roads; he addressed the new entrance proposed next to the Cape Cod home on CR 21.  They are contemplating that be a private road.  They want a homeowner’s association; they want something that has as much teeth as possible.  The Town has been addressing private road specs. for sometime now.  He spoke about the site visit made by the Planning Board members in April.  He addressed the layout of the lots.  Tina Gallagher and Carol Farrere, adjoining neighbors, were present.  The way the road has been designed, no car lights will shine in Tina’s house at night.  They have established an architectural review committee, consisting of Bill and Clinton Adee.  Their intention is to have people living there who are able to have horses; there is enough land for a series of “farmettes”.  Carol will purchase .80 acres of the land across the street from the farm house, 4.16 acres will go with the farm house, and one of Carol’s family members may purchase 5 acres for a homesite.  There will be one lot left in the middle of 5 acres.  They have identified the building envelopes.  He addressed the walking path along the road; he would like to combine the SEQRA hearing with the Public Hearing.  Marc replied that the Board has not made a determination of significance yet.  Bill does not think it matters; Marc replied.  Bill and Marc discussed some of the calculations; Marc needs to have them to be sure they meet the requirements.  We need this for the record; Bill will be happy to provide that in two ways.  Marc asked Pat if he had received information on the issue of stormwater; he has not received any reports yet.  Pat said he does not anticipate any big stormwater issues.  The Chairman asked for questions from the public; Gale Bury asked if the Stuyvesant Brook has been flagged; Bill replied.  Bill spoke about some of the restrictive covenants.  Marc noted that he spoke with Tal Rappleyea, Town of Stuyvesant Planning Board Attorney about a possible issue with the access.  Has the Highway Department signed off on this?  Bill has submitted a letter already.  Are they concerned about the proximity of that access to the intersection at Fordham Rd?   Bill replied; no.  Marc understood that there might be concerns about that.  The Secretary gave Marc the letter from them to review; the Columbia County Department of Public Works, while they continue to review, approved the proposed location of the entrance in March 2007.  The entrance plan is still required for their review, Marc added.  Don did some quick calculations regarding the proximity question.  Marc asked about an underground storage tank; all have been removed, Bill replied, years ago.  Clinton actually did that work two years ago, he added.  Was the tank closure filed with DEC, Marc asked?  Clinton could not remember the name of the company who did it; Marc asked that they look for a closure report.  Bert Free would have a copy, Clinton added.  Marc mentioned a reputed agricultural dump on the property in the pine trees; Bill has looked at it and reported that it is just junk.  The Building Inspector is welcome to come and look at it, Bill added.  Mr. Guarino asked if there are restrictions on how close lawns can come to streams; Bill replied that the closest building envelope he can see is 350’ to the Stuyvesant Brook.  There are notes on the plat about staying away from the water course.  There is no cutting outside the building envelope, Marc said; that is in the restrictive covenants, Bill replied.  Are the architectural review board and its conditions part of the record in the declaration of covenants; yes, Bill replied.  Gerard asked about the buffer of trees shielding the headlights; would they be willing to put something in as a stipulation that the trees will be maintained if they die?  Bill was agreeable to do that; that was a concern of Tina’s as well.  The Chairman closed the Hearing at 8:31 pm.  Marc read from Part 2 – Project Impacts and Their Magnitude; page 11 in the EAF.

1.  Will the Proposed Action result in a physical change to the project site?           Yes
     Any construction on slopes of 15%...                                                         N/A

           Construction on land where the depth to the water table is less than 3 feet     No                
     Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more vehicles……          N/A 

     Construction on land where bedrock is exposed...generally within 3 feet  N/A 
           Construction that will continue for more than 1 year...phased construction    Yes 
                                                                         (small to moderate impact)

     Excavation for mining purposes ....                                                                  N/A
     Construction or expansion of a sanitary landfill                                        N/A

     Construction in a designated floodway                                                      N/A

2. Will there be an effect to any unique or unusual land forms found on the site?  No                    

3.  Will Proposed Action affect any water body designated as protected?           No
4.   Will Proposed Action affect any non-protected existing or new body of water?   

                                                                                                                       No
5.   Will Proposed Action affect surface or groundwater quality or quantity?     No
6.   Will Proposed Action alter drainage flow or patterns, or surface water runoff?

                                                                                                                             No
7.   Will Proposed Action affect air quality?                                                        No
8.    Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered species?               No
9.    Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or non-endangered 

        species?                                                                                                         No
10.   Will Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources?                               Yes
        Since they are encouraging agriculture, Bill asked why they would answer yes?  Gale Bury replied that they are still taking some land away from agricultural production.  Marc said the answer would be potential large impact to that question then.  
          ~ The Proposed Action would sever, cross or limit access to agricultural land (includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc.).                              No
        ~ Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of agricultural land.                                                                                                                                    No
        ~ The Proposed Action would irreversibly convert more than 10 acres of agricultural land or, if located in an Agricultural district, more than 2.5 acres of agricultural land.  Yes, it does; +/- 1 1/2 acres in Town of Stuyvesant and +/- 7 1/2 acres in Town of Kinderhook.  (These were estimated by Pat Prendergast.)  

       ~ The Proposed Action would disrupt or prevent installation of agricultural land management systems (e.g., subsurface drain lines, outlet ditches, strip cropping); or create a need for such measures (e.g., cause a farm field to drain poorly due to increased runoff).                                                                                                                No
11.     Will the Proposed Action affect aesthetic resources?                                  No
12.     Will the Proposed Action impact any site or structure of historic, prehistoric or paleontological importance?                                                                                  No
13.      Will the Proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of existing or future open spaces or recreational opportunities?                                                                    No
14.      Will the Proposed Action impact the exceptional or unique characteristics of a critical environmental area....?  There is none, Marc noted.
15.      Will there be an effect to existing transportation system?                             No
16.       Will Proposed Action affect the communitys sources of fuel or energy 

supply?                                                                                                                 No
17.       Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration as a result of the Proposed Action?                                                                                                                No
18.        Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety?                               No
19.         Will Proposed Action affect the character of the existing community?   Cheryl noted that it will probably improve it.  The Chairman said that the answer is Yes then.  Marc outlined what they should be considering when answering this question.  
20.        Is there, or is there likely to be, public controversy related to this project?     No
Marc said that as a result of the questions and answers and their examination of Part I of the EAF, the Board can either determine to issue a negative or a positive declaration of significance; based on the answers recorded.  In Part 2, they have not identified as potential adverse impacts.  He asked for a determination.  Robert made reference to Part 1, page 6…single-phase project; he also referenced paragraph ten in the covenants.  He read from that.  Bill replied that there will be only one phase for the item Robert referred to.  Marc asked about question six on page six: if it is single-phase, what will be the period of construction?  Bill replied that is the road.  Marc asked that he clarify that it applies to roads; Marc changed the EAF and initialed it at this time; Bill was agreeable.  Mary Ellen asked about ag. activities as permitted; she read from the covenants.  She and Bill discussed the potential for farmstands; Bill said they would have to come to the Planning Board.  Mr. Heinz disagreed with Bill; if it is agricultural now, he would not have to come back to the Board.  You won’t need a permit.  Bill explained that things differ in Kinderhook; some things require permits.  The individual would have to come back and ask permission; a special-use permit.  Marc read from the Code.  Bill gave some examples of activities that would require permits.  Don made a motion to declare a negative dec.; Marcy Ellen seconded the motion.  There being no further discussion, James recused himself from voting and the rest of the members voted by a show of hands and an aye vote to accept the motion.  This determination must be sent in to the Environmental Assessment Bulletin.  We could accept

written findings from the public for ten days, the Chairman noted.  There is a Public Hearing in Stuyvesant next week on this application, Cheryl noted.  Don made a motion to re-open the Public Hearing and to keep it open for receipt of written findings by the public within the next ten days; Mary Ellen seconded the motion.  James recused himself and the rest of the members voted by a show of hands and an aye vote to accept the motion made.           
OLD BUSINESS:
1. Reclamation of RJ Valenti mine – US Rte 9 – Gerard noted that a meeting has been scheduled for next Tuesday at the mine with DEC, Pat and himself.  There is an application pending for Troy Sand and Gravel.  They are going to observe the deep pits that have been dug.  
2. Kinderhook Toyota – Rte 9H – Lot-line adjustment and Site plan – No one was present.  

3. Sandra Taylor – 242 Maple Ln – Zoning R2 – Proposed Use as Bed & Breakfast – Current use as one-family residence on 1.61 acres – 22.-1-66 – Glenn Smith spoke.  He offered some clarification regarding the criteria; this is residentially classified.  She has applied for a three-bedroom bed and breakfast.  She meets the acreage criteria according to Glenn.  The Chairman asked if he is including the studio over the garage; Glenn was unaware that there is actually an apartment there.  Sandra asked what that apartment has to do with the bed and breakfast; the numbers of bodies.  If she rents it as an apartment, she asked, is this still a bed and breakfast?  Glenn referenced 81-27; he would like to take a look at the apartment and it would have to be included on the site plan.  He has to make a determination.  It meets the criteria for a bed and breakfast according to the Code, Glenn replied.  Cheryl asked for clarification.  Glenn explained the acreage requirement of the Code; 81-28, 81-17 and 81-18.  She needs site plan approval.  The apartment would be an accessory use, Glenn added, but would have to be on the site plan.  What would happen, Sandra asked, if she lived in the apartment over the garage?  Glenn explained.  Someone is leasing the apartment now for six months; he actually works for her.  Who told her she could use the studio over the garage for an apartment; her real estate agent told her she could rent it out for $1000 a month.  The discussion continued; Glenn said this could be a Zoning Board matter.  A variance was granted last time for an art studio over the garage.  Glenn said he is dealing with State Code for occupancy; no valid C/O has been issued for an apartment.  Gerard read from the Code requirements; Robert referenced a portion of the Code.  Glenn explained to her that she needed to get a building permit issued for the apartment and take care of that.  The Code is in conflict in some places, the Chairman noted.  Glenn spoke to her about the possibility of accessory use.  First, he has to determine if this is a legal apartment, Glenn added.  It is in violation without a C/O.  Marc added that it may not be allowed at all.  The Chairman concluded that the Board cannot deal with this application until this has been clarified.  Glenn advised her to come to the Building Department; they will discuss alternatives and look at what is there.  Keep her on the agenda; the Secretary noted that a fee of $350 for site plan review is due now.  

4. Paula Palleschi – west side of Rte 9H – 7 Rabbit Lane – Currently a 16.10 acre parcel with house – Proposing two-lot residential subdivision – This is tabled pending the Court of Appeals decision according to both attorneys.  

5. Sotiria Efthimiadis – Rte 9H – 3 acres in B1/MFO zone – Proposing retail and restaurant at current Kinderhook Diner/Appliance Guys/Carwash site – Two buildings/25000 SF – Current owner is Samascott – No one was present.
6. Vastano property – CR 21 – Greenfield Real Estate, LLC – Two-lot subdivision – The Chairman said that Anthony Buono contacted him today to tell him what he would be submitting to the Board; he will not be attending tonight’s meeting.  He is awaiting DEC’s reaction and they are in the process of getting the maps.  Cheryl asked exactly 

                what is going on.  DEC will decide whether or not they want to accept it as State 

         wetland; if not, then it falls back to ACOE, Gerard replied.  Peter VanAlstyne said the 

         maps are being sent to DEC.  Until that is done, the Chairman added, there is really not 

         much for us to do.  Cheryl asked if they could walk the property; Marc suggested she 

         get permission first.  Peter could not give that to her.    
NEW BUSINESS:
1. Scheriff Family LLC – Hawley Rd, Niverville – 23.20-2-3 vacant parcel of .46 acres 

        contiguous with 23.20-2-4 parcel with house and 1.50 acres – Zoning is Hamlet – 

        Proposed two-lot subdivision and Lot-line adjustment – Applicant will return in July
2. The Kinderhook Group – (previous site of National Union Bank branch office) – US 

        Rte 9 – 33.-1-65 – adjoining former Grand Union site – propose to relocate existing 

        real estate office – Zoning is B1/MFO – Current owner is National Union Bank – 
        Existing 1078 SF building on .60 acres – Bill Better was present; he presented new 

        plats to the members at this time.  He explained the proposal.  The existing sign is still 

        shown and still there; it will be removed.  There are two lights on the site plan; Peter 

        VanAlstyne has been researching the light cast by those two lights.  There are two 

         lights on either side of the front door and one in the back by the rear door.  This is a 

         B1 zone.  The lights are all existing; Cheryl asked if they are down facing.  No, but 

         Bill explained that they can remove the rear light.  He suggested they schedule this for 

         a Public Hearing, send it to the County for a referral and they will eliminate the light.   

         There is no dumpster.  Marc noted this is an unlisted action.  The driveway will 

         remain.  They more than meet the percentage requirements, Bill noted.  Tim made a 

         motion indicating that the application is substantially complete; James seconded it.  

         Unanimously, the members voted in agreement by a show of hands and an aye vote.   

         Mary Ellen made a motion to set this for a Public Hearing on July 19, 2007 at 7:10      

         pm; Cheryl seconded it and the members agreed unanimously by a show of hands and 

         an aye vote.  The Short Environmental Assessment Form was completed at this time; 

                 Marc read the questions and the members responded.  He explained the proposal.
                 Part II – Impact Assessment

               A.  Does the action exceed any Type I threshold in 9NYCRR, Part 617.4?

                                                                                                                        NO
               B.  Will the action receive coordinated review?                               NO
C. Could action result in any adverse effects associated with the following:

C1.  Existing air quality, surface or groundwater quality or quantity, noise levels, existing traffic pattern, solid waste production or disposal, potential for erosion, drainage or flooding problems?                                              NO
C2.  Aesthetic, agricultural, archaeological, historic, or other natural or cultural resources; or community or neighborhood character?              NO
C3.  Vegetation or fauna, fish, shellfish or wildlife species, significant habitats, or threatened or endangered species?                                     NO
C4.  A communitys existing plans or goals as officially adopted, or a change in use or intensity of use of land or other natural resources?                    NO
C5.  Growth, subsequent development, or related activities likely to be induced by the proposed action?                                                           NO
C6.  Long, term, short term, cumulative or other effects not identified in 
C1-C5?                                                                                              NO
C7.  Other impacts?                                                                           NO
D.  Will the project have an impact on the environmental characteristics that caused the establishment of a critical environmental are?                      NO
E.  Is there, or is there likely to be, controversy related to potential adverse environmental impacts?                                                                        NO
As a result of their answers, Marc advised them to decide whether a negative or positive declaration is appropriate; Mary Ellen made a motion to declare a negative dec. on this application.  Don seconded the motion.  Other than James, who was out of the room at the time the motion was made, the members all voted in agreement by a show of hands and an aye vote.  
ZBA OPINION:         
1.     VanWie Natural Foods (Richard Van Wie & Robert Mitchell) – 2560 Rte 203 – 
            Appeal; denial of building permit application – Marc explained the application.  The            
            question is whether or not the proposed preparation for a slaughter house is an 

            agricultural practice.  Don raised a question last week as to whether or not there is a 

            partnership or some other association between Mr. Mitchell and Mr. VanWie; that has 

            not been resolved yet, Marc noted.  The matter has been referred to the State 

            Department of Ag. and Markets; we are waiting for that response from them.  There is 

            a piece of correspondence tonight regarding this.  It may very well be pulled from the 

            jurisdiction of the Zoning Board here if Ag. and Markets rules a certain way.  Gerard 

            asked Marc if Ag. and Markets is going to actually look into whether or not there is a 

            partnership; Marc did not know the answer to that.  They signed the application as the 

            owners; Marc can check into that.   Gerard wants to be sure there is a corporate entity.  

            James noted that Ag. and Markets is expected to appear next meeting.  Partnership 

            papers will be submitted at that time.  Marc said we do not have to send anything to 

            the ZBA at this time.         
OTHER:
1.    Liaison – comments – Liaison was not present.

2.    Other comments – Public – Mr. Guarino asked if there would be another Public 

                 Hearing on the Little Farm; Fairland Equities.  The Chairman responded; there will be 

                 more meetings and the public is allowed to ask questions at the end of the process.  
                 We have not made a decision yet; there are calculations and documents the Board still 
                  needs to look at; it’s just a matter of getting them.   Tim asked if a major subdivision 
                  is required to have two Public Hearings; Marc replied that since this is preliminary, 
                  there is no need for a final.  Robert asked if after the Public Hearing, can people still 
                  write in?  We have done that in the past; Cheryl noted that the Town of Stuyvesant 
                  has their Public Hearing on Fairland on Monday.  Some Board members will 
                  probably attend that.  

3. Liaison to Village Planning Boards – report – Cheryl reported that there were no meetings this month.  She attended the County Planning Board meeting; there is going to be a workshop like they did a couple of weeks ago for SEQRA.  It will be on September 17th in Catskill and September 24th at Columbia-Greene.  There are no handouts yet.  There was a County approval for another store on Fairview Avenue, opposite from Widewaters, two doors down; Walgreens.  Glenn noted that our CVS is supposedly the largest one in the State.  July 14th is their opening target date, Glenn said.  

4.     Chairman, 9/9H Corridor Committee – ChP report – Nothing new to report other   

         than that Doug has been in contact with numerous people; waiting to hear from him on 
         that and how we are going to settle things.  Still moving along with the Comprehensive 
         Plan.
5.  The Chairman explained that we received a check and an application for Katchkie  
         Farms off US Rte 9H; our determination was that this did not need to come before the 

               Planning Board as it constitutes a use allowed as agricultural.  A motion was made by 

         Mary Ellen and seconded by Robert to, therefore, return the check to the applicant.  

         Unanimously, the members voted in agreement by a show of hands and an aye vote.  

         The Secretary was instructed to return the check.  
At 9:13 pm, Mary Ellen made a motion to adjourn; Robert seconded the motion and unanimously, by a show of hands and an aye vote, the members agreed.

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara A. Beaucage

Secretary
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