Town of Harrietstown Planning Board                                                                                                                       

March 13, 2012

7:00 PM

Town Hall Board Room
Town Planning Board

Members Present:
Jack Drury, Chairman – Excused


Dean Baker – Present


Peter Wilson – Excused



Roger Buck – Present


Edward Grant - Present


Edwin Randig – Code Enforcement Officer, Present


Angela Lucey – Present

Public Present:
Per Sign in Sheet

Dean Baker, Acting Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:07 pm.  He introduced the board and briefly went over the agenda.

Applicaton:  Montgomery Court, Inc. – Rezone B-3 Resort Business to Planned Resort Development:

Dean said the first iteam on the agenda is Montgomery Court, Inc.  He asked the owner, Neil Hopkins and representative Jim Hotaling to present.

Neil said they have applied to rezone from B-3 Resort Business to Planned Resort Development.  He said at the last meeting, neighbors were concerned because they felt that B-3 shows what we are going to do and PRD is less predictable.  Neil disagrees with them, because their proposal is exactly the opposite.  With the PRD, they will explain exactly how they plan to do everything, and with the B-3, it leaves it much more liberal.

Dean asked if the applicants have anything additional to submit tonight.

Jim said they have nothing more to submit, only the plans they were given last time.  To address the Planning Board’s concern with numbers, they are planning more suite-like units, rather than single units.

Neil said this is all he plans to submit for the zoning change request.  He thinks this is all that is needed.  He doesn’t have the Building Permit plans or anything yet.

Ed said the next step would be the review of SEQR, which is a pretty lengthy process – and he would suggest waiting until there is a full board to do that.

Dean thinks that is a good idea

Neil and Jim have no issue with that.  

Neil asked what the date of the next regular meeting of the Planning Board is.

Dean said the next regular meeting of the Planning is scheduled for April 10th, 2012 at 7:00 PM.  

Dean made a motion to table Montgomery Court, Inc.’s application until April 10, 2012.

Roger second the motion

Roll Call Vote:

Dean – yes




Roger – yes




Edward – yes

All in favor, motion carried.

Applicaton:  Kevin Bartel – 2 Lot Subdivision:

Dean asked if anyone is here to present the Subdivision Application on behalf of Kevin Bartel.

Mary Bartel, Kevin’s wife stepped up to the table with the subdivision map.  She used the map to show where the property lines are, the leach field, driveway, and proposed new property line.

Ed said the driveway does not have to comply because it is not a physical structure, but the setbacks do.

Mary said that when they bought the property this was their intention, to be able to sell one lot without encroachment on the other, and both are buildable lots.  

Dean asked if there are any additional comments.

Chris Tissot identified himself as a neighboring property owner.  He feels that the Bartels have had an unfair advantage for a number of years over all the property owners in the subdivision, and everyone in town.  They originally purchased two lots, then combined them into one lot, which significantly reduces the taxes.  Now they want to reap the benefit of re-splitting the parcel back into two lots, and selling one.  He wants the board to be aware that there are deed restrictions in that area, even though they don’t directly effect this decision.  This also effects the neighboring property owners in that area based on views and closeness to the contiguous properties.  Chris feels that there were mistakes made when these lots were originally approved, and doesn’t want to reward people/make new decisions to further those original actions.  He clarified that his entire statement didn’t specifically pertain to the Bartels, but to this area/subdivision, protection, and future development in general.

Roger asked if the Planning Board made restrictions on the original subdivision, what is this board’s responsibility?

Ed said that if there were any applicable conditions in that original decision, they would uphold.  The Planning Board would be allowed to look up and review that information if they so choose.

Edward asked why the leach field was put where it is, rather than on the property where the house is located…is it a better location, best soil?

Mary said that it is.

Mary said that she has a letter from the original subdivider – Patnode, if they would like a copy.  The board said yes and Ed made copies for everyone and put one in the file.  The letter was dated 3/1/10 and stated that the Bartels may adjust the boundary line or subdivide the property.

Mary said that she didn’t realize that when she combined the two lots into one, she was giving up her rights.  Now the one lot can’t be split back into two again without the approval of a formal application.

Dean asked Angela if she can obtain the original subdivision file by next month.

Angela said yes, just not tonight because it’s in the vault under the stage and the auditorium cannot be accessed without keys from the maintenance staff.  She said she will have it by tomorrow at the earliest.

Roger made a motion to table it until 4/10/12, after the Planning Board gets a chance to review the original subdivision documents.

Chris Tissot said that he is not asking for the Bartel’s not to subdivide.  He is only suggesting that the Planning Board approve with a more restrictive building envelope as a condition to protect views and setbacks.

Edward second the motion

Roll Call Vote:

Roger – yes




Edward – yes




Dean – yes

All in favor, motion carried

The board discussed doing individual site visits to get a feel for the property, the lot size, view, etc.

Approval of Minutes:
Dean said the minutes from 9/14/1011 would be tabled because only he and Peter were present.

Roger made a motion to approve the minutes from 2/15/12 as presented.

Edward second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Roger – yes




Edward – yes




Dean – yes

All in favor, motion carried

Roger made a motion to close.

Edward second the motion.

Roll Call Vote:

Roger – yes




Edward – yes




Dean – yes

All in favor, motion carried

Meeting adjourned, 7:40 PM.

