Town of Harrietstown Planning Board                      

    
November 5, 2014
7:00 PM

Town Hall Board Room
Town Planning Board

Members Present:
Dean Baker, Chairman – Present

Jack Drury – Present (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 7:05 PM.
Michael Hill stated, for purposes of clarification, that although the agenda states Public Hearing and Regular Meeting for LS Marina, per the last meeting of the Planning Board, the Public Hearing was closed on October 22, 2014 for submittals of public comment, and on October 31, 2014 for submittals of response from the applicant.

Dean said that Attorney Hill’s statement is correct.  He asked for a motion.

Peter made a motion to close the Public Hearing for LS Marina.

William second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Dean – yes




Peter – yes




William – yes




Edward – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Michael Hill said that it is necessary to go thru the State Environmental Quality Review before reviewing a Site Plan.  It is his understanding that the Planning Board has requested for his law firm to prepare a written draft of their decision regarding SEQRA, and the Site Plan, when they are ready to do so.

Dean agreed.  He has also asked Attorney Hill to read each question aloud, for the SEQRA during the Planning Board’s review.
Michael said it is important for each question to be read, and the answers discussed, to realize what is being asked, and answered, and why. 

REGULAR MEETING

State Environmental Quality Review (SEQRA) – Mike Damp, LS Marina, LLC:
Michael said they will begin with the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQRA) Part II, Full Environmental Assessment Form, Part 2 – Identification of Potential Project Impacts.  There are many sub questions beneath each numbered question.  If any sub question is answered “yes”, the numbered question shall be answered “yes”, also.

Michael:
Question 1. 
Impact on Land.  Proposed action may involve construction on, or 



physical alteration of, the land surface of the proposed site.

(a) The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water table is less than 3 feet.

· The project takes place in the water, all members agreed a small impact

(b) The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater

· Michael hill identified the only portion of the project having slopes that steep are minimal and contained on the existing driveway, all members agreed a small impact

(c) The proposed action may involve the construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface.

· A very small portion of bedrock is exposed on the property, but will not be involved in the proposed improvements and renovations.  All members agree there will be no impact.

(d) The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons of natural material.

· There will be no excavations, all members agree there will be no impact.

(e) The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year or in multiple phases.

· The applicant identified that the total construction period would take slightly over one year, all members agreed a small impact.

(f) The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides).

· There are no herbicides proposed.  The only vegetation removal discussed is invasive species, but that is all hand removal.  All members agreed the possibility of a small impact from physical disturbance.

(g) The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion Hazard area

· The subject parcel is not located in a Coastal Erosion Hazard area.  All members agreed no impact.

(h) Other impacts

· None

For question number 1., the answer is YES, the proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of, the land surface of the proposed site.

Michael:
Question 2. 
Impact on Geological Features.  The proposed action may result in 





The modification or destruction of, or inhibit access to, any unique or 





Unusual land forms on the site (e.g. cliffs, dunes, minerals, fossils, caves).

(a) 
Identify the specific land form(s) attached:__________________________

· All members agreed there are none of the named land forms named, in the subject area.

(b) 
The proposed action may affect or is adjacent to a geological feature listed as a

Registered National Natural Landmark, Specific Feature.________________

· Peter suggested that “Swim Rock”, nearby the LS Marina parcel may be looked at as a Natural Landmark.  He also referred to the Adirondack Park as a Specific Feature.  
· Michael believes the Adirondack Park is a much broader spectrum than what SEQRA is referring to.

· Dean asked if “Swim Rock” has something like a Historic Register or State Park Sign.

· Peter said that it does not.

· The board agreed that there would be no impact.

(c) 
Other impacts
· None

For question number 2., the answer is NO, the proposed action would not result in the modification or destruction of, or inhibit access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g. cliffs, dunes, minerals, fossils, caves).
Michael:
Question 3.
Impacts on Surface Water.  The proposed action may affect one or 





More wetlands or other surface water bodies (e.g. streams, rivers, 




Ponds, or lakes).

(a) 
The proposed action may create a new water body.

· The proposed action will not create any new water body.  All members agreed no impact.

(b) 
The proposed action may result in an increase or decrease of over 10% or 


More than a 10 acre increase or decrease in the surface area of any body 


Of water.

· All members agreed the proposed action will not affect the surface area of the water, no impact.

(c) 
The proposed action may involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of

Material from a wetland or water body.

· Some dredging will take place at the Annex during demolition of the old boathouse structures, and near the culvert, but less than 100 cubic yards.  All members agreed it would be a small impact.

(d) 
The proposed action may involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater 
or tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water body.

· All members agreed that this would be a moderate impact due to the project’s location

(e) 
The proposed action may create turbidity in a water body, either from upland 


Erosion , runoff or by disturbing bottom sediments.

· The applicant will use a turbidity curtain during construction and demolition to control sedimentation.  All agreed a small impact.

(f) 
The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) for 
withdrawal of water from surface water.

· There are plans to meet with the fire department and install one (1) dry hydrant.  All agreed this would be a small impact.

(g) 
The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfall(s) for 
discharge of wastewater or surface water(s).

· This is not part of the proposed plan.  All members agreed no impact.

(h) 
The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of 
stormwater discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving 
water bodies. 

· Stormwater control measures have been put in place. All members agree this could be a small impact.

(i) 
The proposed action may affect the water quality of any water bodies within or 
downstream of the site of the proposed action.
· All members agreed there could be a small impact.
(j) 
The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in 
or around any water body.

· There are no proposed pesticides or herbicides in this application.  The Planning Board agreed, no impact.

(k) 
The proposed action may require the construction of new, or expansion of 
existing wastewater treatment facilities.

· The applicant is proposing new composting toilets at the Main Marina and Annex, and a new sewage treatment system at the Main Marina.  All members agree this will have a small impact.

(l) 
Other impacts

· None

For question number 3., the answer is YES, the proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface water bodies (e.g. streams, rivers, ponds or lakes).

Michael:
Question 4.
Impact on groundwater.  The proposed action may result in new or 





Additional use of groundwater, or may have the potential to introduce





Contaminants to groundwater or an aquifer.

(a) 
The proposed action may require new water supply wells, or create additional

Demand on supplies from existing water supply wells.

· The property is hooked to a municipal supply, and there would be no increase in demand.  All agreed there would be no increase in demand.

(b) 
Water supply demand from the proposed action may exceed safe and 
sustainable withdrawal capacity rate of the local supply or aquifer.

· The subject property is on the municipal water supply.  All members agree, no impact.

(c) 
The proposed action may allow or result in residential uses in areas without  
water and sewer services.

· There are no proposed residential uses, all agree no impact.

(d) 
The proposed action may include or require wastewater discharged to 
groundwater.

· Members agree there may be very small impact.  Assuming the leach field is working properly, there would be none, and there is nothing with direct discharge to the groundwater.
(e) 
The proposed action may result in the construction of water supply wells in 
locations where groundwater is, or is suspected to be, contaminated.

· There are no wells proposed.  All agreed there would be no impact.

(f) 
The proposed action may require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical 
products over ground water or an aquifer.

· The applicant does have marine fuel on-site.  It is permitted and has been professionally installed and inspected by all applicable agencies, but the board feels there is always the potential for something to happen when there is petroleum storage and distribution in close proximity to a body of water.  Planning Board Members agreed that a small impact may occur.

(g) 
The proposed action may involve the commercial application of pesticides 
within 100 feet of potable drinking water or irrigation sources.

· The proposed plan doesn’t call for any application of pesticides.  All members agreed there would be no impact.

(h) 
Other impacts

· None.

For question number 4., the answer is YES, the proposed action may result in new or additional use of ground water, or have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer.

Michael:
Question 5.
Impact on Flooding.  The proposed action may result in development 



on lands subject to flooding.
(a) 
The proposed action may result in development in a designated floodway.

· The subject property is not located in a designated floodway, per the FEMA flood map.  All agreed there would be no impact.

(b) 
The proposed action may result in development within a 100 year floodplain.

· 0.4 Acres of the Annex Parcel are within the 100 year floodplain, everyone agreed this would be a small impact.

(c) 
The proposed action may result in development within a 500 year floodplain.

· The FEMA Map does not designate any portion of the subject property to be located within the 500 year floodplain.  Everyone agreed there would be no impact.

(d) 
The proposed action may result in, or require, modification of existing drainage 
patterns.

· The applicant is keeping the existing drainage pattern in place, and making some improvements.  All Board Members agreed there would be no impact.

(e) 
The proposed action may change flood water shows that contribute flooding.

· Everyone agreed that it would not, no impact

(f) 
If there is a dam located on the site of the proposed action, is the dam in need 
of repair, or upgrade?

· There is no dam existing or proposed on the site, all agreed there would be no impact.

(g) 
Other impacts.

· None.

For question number 5., the answer is YES, the proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of, the land surface of the proposed site.

Michael:
Question 6.
Impacts on Air.  The proposed action may include a state regulated air




Emission source.

(a) 
If the proposed action requires federal or state air emission permits, the action 
may also emit one or more greenhouse gasses at or above the following levels.

· No air emissions permits will be required by federal or state, and no greenhouse gasses will be emitted, answer of no to question 6(a) i. – vi.

(b) 
The proposed action may generate 10 tons/year or more of any one designated 
hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tons/year or more of any combination or such 
hazardous air pollutants.

· No hazardous air pollutants will be generated, all board members agreed, no impact

(c) 
The proposed action may require a state air registration, or may produce an 
emissions rate of total contaminants that may exceed 5 lbs. per hour, or may 
include a heat source capable of producing more than 10 million BTUs per 
hour.

· All members agreed there would be no impact, as no heat would be generated by this project

(d) 
The proposed action may reach 50% of any of the thresholds in “a thru c”, 
above.

· All members agreed there would be no impact.

(e) 
The proposed action may result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more 
than 1-ton of refuse per hour.

· The Planning Board agreed there would be no impact

(f) 
Other impacts

· None

For question number 6., the answer is NO, the proposed action would not include a state regulated air emission source.

Michael:
Question 7.
Impact on Plants and Animals.The proposed action may result in a 



loss of flora and fauna.
(a) 
The proposed action may cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of 
any threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the 
Federal Government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.

· Bald eagles on Lower Saranac Lake will not be disturbed.  There is a species of long eared bat identified in this type of environment.  Although neither the applicant, nor any of the board members have specifically seen one here, the possibility of their presence and potential habitats will be taken into consideration during construction.

(b) 
The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat 
used by any rare, threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York 
State or the federal government.

· If the bats are disturbed, everyone agreed it could be a potentially small impact.
(c) 
The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat 
used by any species of special concern and conservation need, as listed by 
New York State or the Federal government, that use the site, or are found on, 
over, or near the site.

· There are loons and also bald eagles on Lower Saranac Lake, but they will gravitate toward quieter areas.  All agreed a small impact at most.

(d) 
The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat 
used by any species of special concern and conservation need, as listed by 
New York State or the Federal government.

· The Planning Board agreed there would be no impact.

(e) 
The proposed action may diminish the capacity of a registered National Natural 
Landmark to support the biological community it was established to protect.

· There are no registered National Natural Landmarks, so the board agreed there would be no impact.

(f) 
The proposed action may result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any 
portion of a designated significant natural community.

· All agreed there would be no impact

(g) 
The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, 
or over-wintering habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the 
project site.

· Dean mentioned the fish habitats existing, mostly at the Annex Site.
· Ed Grant worked for DEC 33 years, and knew Rich Preall for the last 25.  In his opinion, Mr. Preall is the best expert in the field.  “If he says there will be an impact, there’ll be one”.  He feels this location is critical. The major impact at the Annex would be shadowing and increased boat traffic.

· The remaining members of the Planning Board agreed with Ed’s experience in the Environmental Conservation field and noted a moderate impact to the Annex.

· Michael Hill asked, what information Ed Grant had that made him feel this way with regard to Mr. Preall.

· Ed said that Rich Preall is the DEC Region 5 Fisheries Biologist, and he submitted an extensive report on this area to the file.

(h) 
The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest, 
grassland or any other regionally or locally important habitat.  Habitat type & 
information source: ________________________________________

· All agreed, no impact.

(i) 
Proposed action (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves 
use of herbicides or pesticides.

· The proposed action does not call for the use of any herbicides or pesticides, all members agree, no impact.

(j) 
Other impacts.
· None.
For question number 7., the answer is YES, the proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna.

Michael:
Question 8.
Impact on Agricultural Resources.  The proposed action may impact





Agricultural resources.

(a) 
The proposed action may impact soil classified within soil group 1 thru 4 of the 
NYS Land Classification System.

· The Board agreed, no impact.

(b) 
The proposed action may sever, cross or otherwise limit access to agricultural 
land (includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc).

· None of these land types are in the area, agreed no impact.

(c) 
The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the soil 
profile of active agricultural land.
· That is not true of this project, there is no agricultural land.  Agreed no impact.

(d) 
The proposed action may irreversibly convert agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses, either more than 2.5 Acres if located in an Agricultural District, 
or more than 10 Acres if not within an Agricultural District.
· Planning Board stated no impact.

(e) 
The proposed action may disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land 
management system.

· It will not disrupt any agricultural land management system, no impact, agreed by Planning Board.

(f) 
The proposed action may result, directly or indirectly, in increased development 
potential or pressure on farmland.

· The board agreed no impact.

(g) 
The proposed project is not consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland 
Protection Plan.

· The board agreed no impact.

(h) 
Other impacts.

· None.

For question number 8., the answer is NO, the proposed action would not impact agricultural resources.
Michael:
Question 9.
Impact on Aesthetic Resources.  The land use of the proposed action





Are obviously different from, or are in sharp contrast to, current land use 



patterns between the proposed project and a scenic or aesthetic 




resource.

(a) 
Proposed action may be visible from any officially designated federal, state, or 
local scenic or aesthetic resource.

· The Planning Board, Attorney Hill, and the Applicant’s representatives discussed designation, or lack thereof, of the Adirondack Park as a scenic resource.  The final consensus was, the Adirondack Park being so vast and large, is not the type of scenic resource that SEQRA is referring to with this question.  The Planning Board agreed there would be no impact.

(b) 
The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or significant 
screening of one or more officially designated scenic views.

· There are no officially designated scenic views, so there would be no impacts.  Agreed upon by all board members.

(c) 
The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage points:


i. Seasonally, (e.g. screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons)

ii. Year round

· The board discussed views of the project location from different perspectives, the road, the water, Ampersand Bay, nearby mountain tops.  It was agreed this would be a moderate impact overall during any season

(d) 
The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the 
proposed action is:

i. Routine travel by residents, including travel to and from work

· All agreed this would be a small impact.




ii. Recreational or tourism based activities

· The Planning Board members agreed this would be a moderate impact.
(e) 
The proposed action may cause a diminishment of the public enjoyment and 
appreciation of the designated aesthetic resource.
· There is no designated aesthetic resource, so there will be no impact.  Agreement by all members.

(f) 
There are similar projects visible within 0-1/2 mile, ½-3 mile, 3-5 mile, 5+ mile of 
the proposed project.

· Attorney Hill said this only includes those visible from the LS Marina property.
· Ampersand Bay Resort and Boat Club is within ½ mile.  They have boat rentals and filling, boat slips, and docking.  Both “Crescent Bay” (1924) and Ampersand Bay Resort (1948) have coexisted there for many years.  Everyone agreed this would only result in a small impact.
(g) 
Other impacts.
· Dean suggested shortening the docks to reduce impact on neighboring view sheds.

· In response to Item 9(g), members of the Planning Board agreed the proposed action would create a moderate impact on the view shed of neighboring landowners.

· Chairman Baker suggested removing approximately 14 slips from the main site, shortening the length of each dock.  He showed the rest of the board, using one of the renderings in his packet.
· Peter also feels that some should be removed from the Annex Site.

· The Planning Board agreed this would have a moderate impact

For question number 9., the answer is YES, the proposed action may be different from, or in sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project and a scenic or aesthetic resource.
Michael Hill:
Question 10.
Impact on Historic and Archaeological Resources. The proposed 



action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological resource.

· Per the letter received from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) the Planning Board agreed there would be no impact to any Historic and/or Archaeological Resources.

For question number 10.  The answer is NO, the proposed action would not occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological resource.

Michael Hill:
Question 11.
Impact on Open Space and Recreation.  The proposed action may 



result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a reduction of an open 



space resource as designated in any adopted municipal open space 



plan.
· All board members agreed the proposed action would have no impact.

For question number 11.  The answer is NO, the proposed action would not result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a reduction of an open space resource as designated in any adopted municipal open space plan.

Michael Hill:
Question 12.
Impact on Critical Environmental Areas. The proposed action may be 



located within or adjacent to a critical environmental area (CEA).
· The Planning Board discussed the matter, leaning toward an answer of “no impact”

· Audience member, Bill Curran interjected with comments to the contrary.

· Chairman Baker explained that the Public Hearing has been closed, but he will allow a comment by Mr. Curran in furtherance of Planning Board knowledge in making this determination for the State Environmental Quality Review.

· Bill Curran said there are designated wetlands, Class “A” Regional Projects.

· Dean said all wetlands are considered critical by the APA.

· Attorney Hill said, he has no way of confirming what was stated by Mr. Curran.  It would be a good idea to get clarification.  What the applicant provided in their submittal was from the DEC.  He suggested leaving this question to be answered later.
· All board members agreed.

Michael Hill:
Question 13.
Impact on Transportation.  The proposed action may result in a 




change to existing transportation systems.

· A traffic study has already been done.  Its findings show no major impacts.

(a) 
Projected traffic increase may exceed capacity of existing road network.

· Seasonally there will be an increase of customers, little to no impact – all agreed.

(b) 
The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area for 
500 or more vehicles.

· Not true for this application, agreed no impact.

(c) 
The proposed action will degrade existing transit access.

· No impact.

(d) 
The proposed action will degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle 
accommodations.

· The project will have no impact, board members agreed.

(e) 
The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people or


Goods.

· The board agreed this would have no impact.

(f) 
Other impacts.

· None.

For question number 13.  The answer is NO, the proposed action would not result in a change to existing transportation systems.
Michael Hill:
Question 14. 
Impact on Energy. The proposed action may cause an increase in the 



use of any form of energy.

· The Planning Board discussed the project’s potential impact on energy and agreed there would be no impact.  There is no creation or use of single or two family residences, use exceeding 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity, or any building exceeding 100,000 sq. ft. needing heating/cooling.

For question number 14. The answer is NO, the proposed action would not cause an increase in the use of any form of energy.

Michael Hill:  
Question 15.
Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light.  The proposed action may result in 



an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting.
(a) 
The proposed action may produce sound above noise levels established by 
local regulation.

· There are no local noise regulations.  The Code refers to ambient noise.  It was agreed by the Planning Board there would be, at most a small impact.

(b) 
The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any residence, 
hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home.

· There is no proposed blasting involved with this project, agreed no impact.

(c) 
The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per 
day.

· Everyone agreed the proposed action could have a small impact.

(d) 
The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties.

· The board asked the applicant for clarification on the types of lighting that would be used.  

· Mike Damp and his representatives explained the “dock dots” that are proposed.

· All members agreed this would have no impact.

(e) 
The proposed action may result in lighting creating sky-glow brighter than 
existing area conditions.

· No impact, all members.

(f) 
Other impacts.

· The Planning Board feels there will be a small impact of increased noise from additional boat traffic.

For question number 15., the answer is YES, the proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting.

Michael Hill:
Question 16.
Impact on Human Health.  The proposed action may have an impact 





On human health from exposure to new or existing sources of





Contaminants.

(a) 
The proposed action is located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, licensed 
day care center, group home, nursing home, or retirement community.

· The project is not located within 1500 feet of any of the above, agreed no impact.

(b) 
The site of the proposed action is currently undergoing remediation

· The site is not currently undergoing remediation, agreed no impact.

(c) 
There is a completed emergency spill remediation, or a completed 
environmental site remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed 
action.

· Yes, a previous fuel tank leaked, and DEC came and supervised the cleanup.

(d) 
The site of the action is subject to an institutional control limiting the use of the 
property (e.g. easement or deed restriction).

· Board agreed no impact.

(e) 
The proposed action may affect institutional control measures that were put in 
place to ensure that the site remains protective of the environment and human 
health.

· The Planning Board agreed there would be no impact.

(f) 
The proposed action has adequate control measures in place to ensure that 
future generation, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be 
protective of the environment and human health.

· No impact, agreed by the Planning Board.

(g) 
The proposed action involves construction or modification of a solid waste 
management facility.

· All agreed, no impact.

(h) 
The proposed action may result in the unearthing of solid hazardous waste.

· There would no impact, per the Planning Board

(i) 
The proposed action may result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or 
processing of solid waste.

· All agreed this could result in a small impact.

(j) 
The proposed action may result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 
feet of a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste.

· Not true for this project, per the planning board – no impact.
(k) 
The proposed action may result in the migration of explosive gasses from a 
landfill site to adjacent off site structures.

· The board agreed it would not, no impact.

(l) 
The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate from 
the project site.

· The board agreed it would not, no impact.

(m) 
Other impacts.

· None.

For question number 16., the answer is YES, the proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure to new or existing sources of contaminants.
Michael Hill:
Question 17.
Consistency with Community Plans.  The proposed action is not 



consistent with adopted land use plans.
· The board discussed the question, sub questions, and overall idea of the proposed action in relation to the adopted land use plans.

· It was agreed by a majority that there would be no impact.

For question number 17. The answer is NO, the proposed action is not inconsistent with adopted land use plans.

Michael Hill:
Question 18.
Consistency with Community Character.
The proposed project is 



inconsistent with the existing community character.

(a) 
The proposed action may replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or 
areas of historic importance to the community.

· The board this would have no impact.

(b) 
The proposed action may create a demand for additional community services 
(e.g. schools, police and fire).

· All agreed this would have no impact.

(c) 
The proposed action may displace affordable or low-income housing in an area 
where there is a shortage of such housing.

· This project wouldn’t have an impact on such things.  The Planning Board agreed, no impact.

(d) 
The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially 
recognized or designated public resources.

· There would be no impact, Planning Board.



(e)
The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale 


and character.

· Ed Grant believes the covered docks do not fit in with “Adirondack Design”, or what you see on Lower Saranac Lake.  He said they are not pleasing aesthetically.  They do not fit in the natural scheme of things.

· William(Bill) Ross, and Ed Grant said that any covered boathouse structures on Saranac Lake, or Lake Placid are constructed of natural materials.

· Peter Wilson said, when you’re in the village, something like this wouldn’t look so inconsistent.  But outside, the aluminum and metal covered slips look foreign.

· Everyone agreed this could be a moderate to large impact.



(f)
Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural 



landscape.

· All members agreed, moderate impact.

(g) 
Other impacts.

· None.

For question number 18., the answer is YES, the proposed action may be inconsistent with the existing community character.

Attorney Michael Hill said;

· The Planning Board has now gone thru the 18 questions in Part II of the Full Environmental Assessment Form of SEQRA to determine potential impacts.  

· The numbers identified therein were, Questions: 3. (d), 7. (g), 9. (c), 9. (d), 9. (g), 18. (e), and 18. (f)

· Each item will need to be considered, as to whether or not the potential impact would be a significant, adverse environmental impact.  

· Part III of the Full Environmental Assessment Form, Evaluation of Magnitude and Importance of Project Impacts and Determination of Significance (SEQRA) is what we use to do that.

Question 3. (d) The proposed action may involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater or tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water body.
Dean Baker said the construction of new docks, by necessity, is in the water.
Peter Wilson said the same for demolition of rotted boathouses in the annex.

Peter said the construction and demolition is unavoidable, will not have severe impacts, is only temporary, and the outcome will be in improvement.  He feels this will only be a low impact.

The board agreed this will not result in a significant adverse environmental impact.

Question 7. (g)  The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or over-wintering habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the project site.
Dean Baker said there are 450 other acres of the lake that have not been studied, and for all he knows, any one of them could be as good for fish spawning as this one.

Ed Grant reiterated his confidence in Rich Preall.

Peter Wilson wasn’t clear about how much of an impact there would be on this area after reading Mr. Preall’s report.  He asked if it would wipe the fish population out, or just decrease spawning by a few percent?  Peter said there is no clarity.

Attorney Hill asked for the board’s attention.  He said this review has been going on more than 3 hours now.  Part II of SEQRA has been completed and Part III has begun.  He asked if the board members would like to adjourn, having time to review any items or reports with regards to the potential impacts then reconvene, because this looks to be another 2-3 hours of review to complete Part III.
All Planning Board Members agreed this would be a good idea.

Chairman Baker asked if everyone agreed that question 3. (d) Part III review is complete.

All said yes.

Michael Hill, The Planning Board, and Harrietstown Staff checked calendars for the next available date to hold a meeting.  

Everyone agreed on Thursday, November 20, 2014 at 7:00 PM at the Harrietstown Town Hall, Auditorium.

Michael Hill will confirm that date/time with the office tomorrow.  He asked to keep Tuesday, November 25th as an alternate.

The applicant’s attorney, Tom Ulascewicz said that under the Town’s Ordinance, a decision must be provided by November 16th, 2014.

Michael Hill agreed, but asked for a few days extension to provide time necessary to review documents.

Tom Ulascewitz agreed, provided a decision would be rendered by 11/25/14.

Attorney Hill said, if the board completes Part III of the SEQRA and issues a Negative Declaration, than the board can review the Site Plan decision for both to be adopted at a later meeting.  December, 2014 would be the earliest that could be prepared.  
Dean said that is his intension.  He didn’t want to hold anyone up, but needs to go thru the necessary steps and do what is right.

Tom Ulascewitz asked if we could extend until November 20, 2014.

Michael Hill agreed to that.  He will call the Planning Office to confirm tomorrow, and they will notice the meeting.
Planning Board Minutes of 10/8/14:

Ed Grant made a motion to approve the Planning Board Minutes of 10/8/14.

Bill Ross second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Dean Baker – yes




Peter Wilson – yes




Edward Grant – yes




William Ross - yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Peter Wilson made a motion to close.
Ed Grant second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Dean Baker – yes




Peter Wilson – yes




Edward Grant – yes




William Ross - yes

All in favor, meeting closed  10:16 PM.
