Town of Harrietstown Planning Board                      

    DRAFT
January 20, 2015
7:00 PM

Town Hall Board Room
Town Planning Board

Members Present:
Dean Baker, Chairman – Present

Jack Drury – Excused (Recused)

Peter Wilson – Present



William Ross – Present

Edward Grant – Present

Edwin Randig – Code Enforcement Officer, Present

Angela Lucey – Secretary, Present
Public Present:                
As per sign in sheet
Chairman Baker called the meeting to order at 7:04 PM.  
PUBLIC HEARING & REGULAR MEETING
2 Lot Minor Subdivision, Jay S. Federman
Dean said that Mr. Federman has applied for a 2 Lot Minor Subdivision to convey 16.89 Acres of his 82.60 Acre parcel located at 1825 State Route 86, Saranac Lake.
Dr. Federman said he plans to sell the subdivided lot to his daughter and son-in-law, Paul and Sara Ames.  There used to be a camp on the top of the hill there, which will be the site for their future home.  There is direct access from a Right of Way to Route 86.

Dean asked why the APA Jurisdictional Inquiry is pending.

Dr. Federman said the APA has to review the lot due to its proximity to wetlands, the Bloomingdale Bog.

Dean asked if the camp is still present on the lot.

Dr. Federman said the camp was dilapidated and has been taken down.

Dean asked for any additional questions or comments from the board.  There were none.

Dean asked about access to the new lot.

Dr. Federman said the proposed lot is on the corner of the South end of his property and there is an existing Right of Way directly accessing from Rt. 86

Edward Grant asked if the former camp is indicated on the map.

Dr. Federman said that it is, and showed him where.

Edward asked if that location is high in altitude.

Dr. Federman said that is the highest point on the property, which then tapers down to the Bog.

Michael Hill recommends the Planning Board go thru SEQRA Part II before making a decision on the application.  He offered to read each question aloud for the board to answer.

Dean said that would be fine.

Attorney Hill read thru the questions in SEQRA Part II, and the board members answered.
Question 1 – no impact

Question 2 – Small impact, at most

Question 3 – no impact

Question 4 – no impact

Question 5 – no impact

Question 6 – no impact

Question 7 – no impact

Question 8 – no impact

Question 9 – no impact

Question 10 – no impact

Question 11 – no impact

Attorney Hill stated that the Planning Board, having reviewed SEQRA Part II has determined all questions to be Little to No Impact.  Based on that review, it would seem that a Negative Declaration would be appropriate.
Peter made a motion for a Negative Declaration on SEQRA for the Jay S. Federman Subdivision Application.

Dean second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Dean Baker – yes




Edward Grant – yes




William Ross – yes




Peter Wilson – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

William made a motion to Approve the Subdivision Application as presented by Jay S. Federman.

Edward second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Edward Grant – yes




William Ross – yes




Peter Wilson – yes




Dean Baker – yes

All in favor, motion carried.
REGULAR MEETING

Continuation of State Environmental Quality Review (SEQRA) – Mike Damp, LS Marina, LLC:
Attorney Michael Hill said there has been some unusual developments since the last meeting.  The Planning Board received a letter from Richard Preall, retired wetlands biologist with the Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC).  This letter states that at the last meeting of the Planning Board on December 29, 2014 incorrect or inaccurate information was conveyed to the Board members, and his clarification on such matters was contained therein.
Attorney Hill said the Planning Board must now choose whether or not to make Mr. Preall’s January 5, 2015 letter part of the public record in the decision making process.

Edward Grant thinks it should be made part of the record for decision making purposes.  He would like to read the letter aloud, then go back to SEQRA Part II and Part III and reevaluate questions based on this letter.

Attorney Hill said reading the letter aloud would not be necessary, it is already part of the file and is a public record.

Attorney Hill said that a Public Hearing would need to be reopened for the purpose of reviewing, and commenting on this letter, fisheries and fish spawning in the Annex area only, if the Board chooses to make the letter part of the record for decision making purposes.
Peter Wilson would like to add the letter to the record for decision making purposes.  He believes that information contained therein could make a difference in the way that Planning Board members evaluate, and answer SEQRA questions.

William Ross agreed with Peter Wilson.

So, Peter, Edward and William are in favor of adding Mr. Preall’s January 5, 2015 letter to the record for decision making purposes.

The applicant’s attorney Tom Ulasewicz asked to speak.

Chairman Baker granted permission.

Attorney Ulasewicz said that Mr. Preall had the same opportunity to be heard at the Public Hearings as anyone else, and he chose not to do so.  He feels that the Planning Board would be setting a precedent by allowing his letter in, after the closure of the Public Hearing.  He also feels this is s prejudice against the applicant.  There is a procedure for a reason.
Mike Damp said the application has been under review for 15 months, when does it end?

Edward Grant said the Planning Board’s vote on SEQRA was originally based on misinformation provided by Dean Baker per his phone call with Richard Preall.

Attorney Hill said that from a procedural standpoint, no SEQRA decision has been made.  The board is still reviewing SEQRA, leading up to a final decision.

Mark Taber said that Mr. Preall’s January 5, 2015 letter provides no new or additional information.  After receipt of his original letter, last fall, his agency provided an extensive report refuting the data provided therein.

Dean Baker said that he did accurately report what was discussed in his phone conversation with Richard Preall by paraphrasing, not verbatim, on December 29, 2014.  His change of vote on several questions in SEQRA was based on the 77 page rebuttal, not the telephone conversation.

Attorney Hill said that the Planning Board should consider their next meeting date before making a decision, so it may be referred to in the motion.
Dean asked if Attorney Hill would like to respond to Attorney Ulasewicz’s comment for the board.

Attorney Hill said the Planning Board is Lead Agency, and must use all available information to make their determination.  The Planning Board has discretion in these circumstances to accept the letter and re-open the Public Hearing.  

Attorney Hill, Planning Board Members, and Harrietstown staff discussed the 2015 Regular Meeting Schedule.  Peter Wilson and Attorney Hill both have conflicts on the 2nd Wednesday of the month, and Edward Grant has a conflict on the second Tuesday.  Everyone agreed the 2nd Monday of the month would be the best day to schedule regular Planning Board Meetings.

Edward Grant made a motion to re-open the Public Hearing at the next regular meeting, scheduled for February 9th, 2015 and accept Richard Preall’s January 5, 2015 letter into the record for decision making purposes.  The Public Hearing will be solely for the purpose of fisheries and fish spawning in the Annex Area.
Peter second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Edward Grant – yes




Peter Wilson – yes




Dean Baker – no




William Ross – yes

Majority in favor, motion carried.

Dean said the next matter would be to review the Applicant’s submitted changes as mitigation to issues raised in the SEQRA review.

Attorney Hill said the applicant has submitted a revision and would like to present to the Planning Board.

Mark Taber said that at the last meeting, the Planning Board expressed concerns with the scale and architecture of the project.  He discussed all things considered by him, as a landscape architect, when planning this project.  In his mind, the word “significant” would mean sharp contrast.  As a point of reference, he uses the Trudeau Institute with its colors, height, and visibility.

Bill Curran interrupted with an “objection” to the applicant.  He said they are testifying…

Chairman Baker reminded Mr. Curran that public comment has been closed and asked him to allow the applicant to proceed with the presentation.

Mark Taber explained changes that have made for the purpose of mitigation:

· Paint/powder coat all support posts brown

· Changing to a hip style roof

· Shorten the covered docks 

· Reduce the amount of slips

Mark showed a visualization of what is existing now, what was originally proposed, and the revised changes.  The proposed hip style roof on the covered docks will match the original building.  A yellow dashed line showed the existing mooring area, and all docks have been shortened to fit within that area.  The slips shown in red are the ones which have been eliminated from the plan.  A net reduction of 8 slips.  
Mark said that while trying to address the board’s comments, they must still keep enough boat slips to be economically viable.

Mark showed simulations from vantage points #1 and #7, as existing now, what was originally proposed, and the revised changes.  This revision also brings the dock length behind swim rock.

Dean asked if this design applies to both parcels.

Mark said that it does.  These are the mitigation procedures with regard to architecture and scale.

Dean asked for comments or questions from the Planning Board.

Edward Grant asked if the revised roof would change the height.

Mark said that it would not, the peak height will remain the same.

Peter believes the presentation shows nice changes.  The overall appearance will be much more pleasing to look at while paddling or motoring by.

Dean agreed with Peters comments on design and colors.  He asked what the proposed color for the roof is.

Mark Taber passed out photocopies, showing a green roof.  He felt that a green roof would continue to blend with surroundings and landscape.  He said the applicant would be comfortable with either green or brown, whatever the board’s pleasure.

Dean said that green and brown seem to be a theme in the Adirondacks.

Peter is fine with green.

William prefers green.  He said the proposed changes are welcome, but definitely significant enough that he would like to revisit some of the SEQRA questions based on these revisions.
Edward Grant would agree that revisiting the SEQRA based on these revisions is a good idea, although he still thinks the total # of slips is too large in the main marina, and he would prefer not to look at the annex until the fisheries have been discussed.  In the Annex, he would prefer for them to build on the original footprint without expanding in to the spawning bed.

Dean said this was submitted as mitigation to one of the questions in Part II of SEQRA.  He thinks the Planning Board should re-open the public hearing on 2/9/15 to discuss these changes specifically.

Attorney Hill said the Public Hearing can be re-opened for review of these changes, limited to only comments on the project revision.

William Ross made a motion to re-open the Public Hearing on February 9, 2015 for comments only on today’s project revision.

Peter Wilson second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Dean Baker – yes




Peter Wilson – yes




William Ross – yes




Edward Grant – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Attorney Hill said there will be a notice in the local newspaper for February 9, 2015.  If the board wishes to accept comments via regular mail, email, and commentary at the meeting only specified to the topics of fisheries and fish spawning in the Annex, and today’s project revision.  
Dean asked if that can be written into the notice.

Angela Sirianni-Lucey said that it can.

Approval of Meeting Minutes:

Dean said the Planning Board has been presented with two (2) sets of meeting minutes for December 29, 2015; one set from board secretary, Angela Sirianni-Lucey, and one is a verbatim transcript from a transcriptionist hired by the applicant.
Dean said that he hasn’t had a chance to review the entire 237 page transcription.  He asked if the other members have, and everyone had not.

William made a motion to table the approval of December 29, 2014 minutes to the next regular meeting.

Edward second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Edward Grant – yes




William Ross – yes




Peter Wilson – yes




Dean Baker – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Michael Hill would like to postpone the Draft SEQRA Documents until after the information from the 2/9/15 public hearing has been received.

Edward Grant made a motion to table Draft SEQRA Documents until after the 2/9/15 Public Hearing.

William second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Edward Grant – yes




Dean Baker – yes




William Ross – yes




Peter Wilson – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Approval of 2015 Meeting Schedule

Attorney Hill asked for consideration with future meetings for the review of the LS Marina SEQRA and Site Plan Review Application to be held on the 2nd Monday of each month, rather than Wednesday.

Mike Damp asked if there would only be one (1) meeting per month?

Dean said yes, that is all we are scheduled.  If the applicant desires additional meetings, that can be requested at the regular meeting in February.
Dean Baker made a motion to close.
William Ross second the motion.
Roll Call Vote:

Edward Grant – yes




William Ross – yes




Peter Wilson – yes




Dean Baker – yes

All in favor, meeting closed  8:00 PM.
