
Town of Harrietstown Planning Board                      

    
February 10, 2016
6:00 PM

Town Hall Board Room
Town Planning Board

Members Present:
Dean Baker, Chairman – Present


Peter Wilson – Present



William Ross – Excused

Barry Defuria – Present
Staff Present:
Edwin Randig – Code Enforcement Officer, Present

Angela Sirianni-Lucey – Secretary, Present

Justin Grassi, Special Counsel - Present
Public Present:                
As per sign in sheet
Chairman Dean Baker called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM.
Advisory Opinion – Christopher W. Clark, for the construction of a boathouse at 8 Deerpath Lane, Saranac Lake, NY 12983.  Presented by Jesse Schwartzberg, Black Mountain Design.

Jesse Schwartzberg said the owners plan to rebuild all the buildings on this property, and are beginning with the boathouse.  They are raising it up 2 feet, and the deck up 1 foot to prevent flooding.  The overall volume, with the proposed changes is comparable with that of the existing boathouse.

Dean asked what the total height would be.

Jesse said the proposed height would be 17 feet.  The existing boathouse is 16 feet, and the Park Agency will give them an additional 2 feet, so they are within their limits.

Peter asked about living space within the boathouse.

Jesse said it does have historic living space, and plumbing that will remain.

Peter asked if it will hook into the existing sewage treatment system.

Jesse said they will hook into a new Eljen System.

Dean asked if they plan to remove one of the existing structures to install the new Eljen System.

Ed Randig explained, this lot has an overabundance of Accessory Structures, so the owners plan to remove an existing garage when they install the proposed Eljen System.  This will bring them back into compliance, with 3 Accessory Structures.

Dean asked for any more questions.  Hearing none, he asked for a motion.
Peter Wilson made a motion to pass the Special Permit Application for Christopher W. Clark to the Zoning Board of Appeals without comment.

Barry Defuria second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:
Dean Baker – yes




Barry Defuria – yes




Peter Wilson – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Advisory Opinion – Jared C. Lusk, Esq., Nixon Peabody LLP, and NY RSA2 Cellular Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless for the proposed installation of a 94 foot tall monopole telecommunication tower at 598 County Route 18, Lake Clear, NY 12945 (Roy Warner, owner of record)
Jared Lusk set up an easel displaying charts that show existing coverage, compared to new coverage with the proposed tower.  
Jared said they are proposing one tower, 94 feet in height.  They have applied to the Adirondack Park Agency, and gone thru the visual analysis they require.  Today, the APA indicated by phone that if the tower is lowered by 5 feet, and a tree/cone top is added, they will be happy.  The total height would net result at about 89 feet.

Peter asked if that would affect the green patch.

Jared said it would not.  This parcel was chosen because it is already has an established road accessing the site, which is covered with trees, making the tower virtually invisible.

Dean asked for any more questions.  Hearing none, he asked for a motion.

Barry Defuria made a motion to pass the Special Permit Application for NY RSA2 Cellular Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless to the Zoning Board of Appeals without comment.

Peter Wilson second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:
Dean Baker – yes




Barry Defuria – yes




Peter Wilson – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Presentation of the project and begin review of Part 1 State Environmental Quality Review (SEQRA) – Adirondack Health d/b/a Adirondack Medical Center 2233 State Route 86, Saranac Lake 12983. Surgical addition and renovation.
Mark Yamrick, director of Facilities for AMC presented a power point for the expansion and additions to the Saranac Lake Hospital Campus.

Mark said there are 4 existing operating rooms that haven’t been upgraded since the 1960’s.  They need to be updated, modified, and enlarged.  We are also proposing the addition of 2 operating rooms and an MRI unit.  All of them being new, modern, surgical facilities.  This will enhance patient comfort and convenience, along with attracting high quality physicians for our area.

Mark showed a colored rendering of the proposed floorplan.  He said the new structure, itself would be 28,000 square feet.  He explained the flow of patients, from room location, to room location.  Mark also pointed out the new loading dock location, and the additional parking locations; which were created because the building expansion would cover the existing ones.
Mark asked for any questions from the Planning Board.

Dean said he doesn’t have any questions at this time, the presentation was quite descriptive.

Peter asked for a bit clearer description on the driving and turning route for delivery trucks accessing the new loading dock.

Mark explained using the proposed site plan.

Sheena Bartholomew stood from the audience.  She asked where the additional parking would be located?  Would it be near the new center?

Mark said it would not be near the Wound Center on Old Lake Colby, if that’s what she was referring to.

Peter Gibbs, engineer for the project, used the lighted pointer to show the parking would be next to the existing shop.  He said there is a gravel area there now, an existing storage area.  He also showed a location adjacent to the existing parking lot along Route 86 where oil and propane tanks will be buried near the hospital’s boiler room.

Sheena Bartholomew said, “So, you’re not going to take the trees down by the Center?”

Peter Gibbs – “No.”

Jean Murphy, an audience member wanted to know why she was notified about this and not about multiple other projects on her street.

Ed Randig said that all contiguous property owners are notified.

Peter Wilson asked if there would be any additional requirements with moving the oil and propane tanks closer to the lake.

Peter Gibbs said there would not be.

Chairman Baker said the next step would be to begin the State Environmental Quality Review

Ed Randig agreed.  He introduced Justin Grassi, Special Counsel with Miller, Mannix, Schachner, and Haffner.

Attorney Grassi said the Planning Board Members have had the chance to review Part I of the SEQR Long Form.

Dean Baker said that he has a few questions before moving on to Part II.  He said there are a number of questions that are not answered.                              

Question B (e) ? Answer – NO     
Question D.1. (c) ? Answer  Units – Square Feet   

Question D.2. (f) i. ? Answer – Heavy Equip.
Question E.3. (h) ?
Answer – YES, subsection i. Answer – In the Adirondack Park
Peter Wilson has some questions on SEQR Part I also.  Regarding Question D.2. (m) Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction, operation, or both?  He believes that the answer should be changed to YES, during construction, 8 am – 5 pm, no natural barriers.
Peter Wilson also mentioned question D.2. (a), Regarding excavating and removed material from the site.  

Peter Gibbs said there will be material removed off site, but believes it will not exceed 1,000 tons.

Attorney Grassi asked for additional questions on SEQR Part I.  Hearing none, he moves on to Part II Identification of Potential Project Impacts.  He read thru each question and/or subsection aloud and gave the board a chance to respond and provide an answer.

Question 1 – Impact on Land.  The proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of, the land surface of the proposed site.  – YES
a. The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water table is less than 3 feet – NO

b. The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater – YES, Small impact may occur in the emergency overflow for bio-retention area.

c. The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface - NO

d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons of natural material – YES, Small impact may occur during excavation for addition and installation of buried oil and propane tanks

e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year or in multiple phases – YES, Small impact may occur as the construction will last over 12 months
f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides). – NO

g. Other impacts – NO

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.).  – NO

Question 3 – Impacts on Surface Water.  The proposed action may affect on e or more wetlands or other surface water bodies (e.g. streams, rivers, ponds, or lakes).  – YES

a. The proposed action may create a new water body – NO

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 – NO

c. The proposed action may involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material from a wetland or water body – NO

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 – NO

e. The proposed action may create turbidity in a water body, either from upland erosion, runoff or by disturbing bottom sediments – NO

f. The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrawal of water from surface water – NO

g. The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfalls for discharge of wastewater to surface water(s) – YES, Small impact may occur.
h. The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of storm water discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving water bodies - NO

i. The proposed action may affect the water quality of any water bodies within or downstream of the site of the proposed action - NO 

j. The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or around any water body – NO

k. The proposed actin may require the construction of new, or expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities – YES, installation of bio-retention area, Small impact may occur.

l. Other Impacts – NO

Question 4 – Impact on Groundwater.  The proposed action may result in a new or additional use of ground water, or may have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer. – NO

Question 5 – Impact on Flooding.  The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to flooding. – NO
Question 6 – Impacts on Air.  The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source. – NO

Question 7 – Impact on Plants and Animals.  The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna. – NO

Question 8 – Impact on Agricultural Resources.  The proposed action may impact agricultural resources. – NO

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. – NO

Question 10 – Impact on Historic and Archaeological Resources.  The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological resource. – NO
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. – NO

Question 12 – Impact on Critical Environmental Areas.  The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical environmental area (CEA). – NO

Question 13 – Impact on Transportation.  The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation systems. – NO
Question 14 – Impact on Energy.  The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy. – YES

a. The proposed action will require new, or an upgrade to an existing substation – NO
b. The proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two family residences or to serve a commercial or industrial use – YES, small impact may occur

c. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity – NO

d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 100,000 square feet of building area when completed. – NO

e. Other impacts – NO

Question 15 – Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light.  The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting. – YES
a. The proposed action may produce sound above noise levels established by local regulation – YES, Small impact may occur during construction
b. The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any residence, hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home – NO

c. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per day – NO

d. The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties – NO

e. The proposed action may result in lighting creating sky-glow brighter than existing area conditions – NO

f. Other impacts – NO

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. – NO
Question 17 – Consistency with Community Plans.  The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans. – NO

Question 18 – Consistency with Community Character.  The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing community character. – NO

Part III – Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Project Impacts and Determination of Significance
Barry Defuria made a motion for a Negative Declaration on SEQR.

Peter Wilson second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:
Dean Baker – yes




Barry Defuria – yes




Peter Wilson – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Special Counsel, Justin Grassi will prepare a statement of Negative Declaration, based on the Planning Board’s answers to Part II of the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR Full Environmental Assessment Form).

Dean Baker asked if Peter Gibbs’ engineering qualifications are hospital specific.

Mr. Gibbs said they are not.  There is a whole team of engineers working together on the project, mechanical, structural, electrical, environmental.
Attorney Grassi said that as a matter of procedure, the Planning Board makes a recommendation to the Zoning Board of Appeals as an Advisory Opinion on the Special Permit Application submitted.  Then the ZBA acts on that Application.  Then the applicant comes back to the Planning Board for Site Plan Review.

Peter Wilson made a motion to pass the Special Permit Application to the Zoning Board of Appeals without comment.

Barry Defuria second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:
Dean Baker – yes




Barry Defuria – yes




Peter Wilson – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Approval of Meeting Minutes:

Barry Defuria made a motion to approve the Planning Board minutes from 1/20/16 as presented.
Peter Wilson second the motion.
Roll Call Vote:
Barry Defuria – yes




Peter Wilson – yes




Dean Baker – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Peter Wilson made a motion to close.
Barry Defuria second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:
Barry Defuria – yes




Dean Baker – yes




Peter Wiison – yes

All in favor, meeting closed 7:00 PM.


