








Ms. Doherty made a motion to close the public hearing. Mr. Meehan seconded the
motion. The vote was as|follows:

Anthony Merante - In favor
Kim Conner - In favor
Josephine Doherty - In favor
Michael Gibbons - In favor
Michael Leonard - In favor
Kerry Meehan - In favor
Pat Sexton - In favor

Ms. Sexton made a motion to adopt the Negative Declaration (copy attached). Mr.
Meehan seconded the mation. The vote was as follows:

Anthony Merante - In favor
Kim Conner - In favor
Josephine Doherty - In favor
Michael Gibbons - In favor
Michael Leonard - In favor
Kerry Meehan - In favor
Pat Sexton - In favor

Mr. Merante asked that Mr. Gaba explain how the recreation fees work.

Mr. Gaba said that the way the Code is set up with regard to recreation fees for
subdivisions is for every new building lot, you have to pay five thousand dollars.
Building lots are defined las either lots regardless of zoning which are intended to be used
for a residential home, or|any lot in a residential district, which could be used for a
dwelling. He said that this is kind of an unusual situation in that you have this
conservation easement, which on the subdivision plat in big letters it says, “NOT A
BUILDING LOT” and because the conservation (inaudible) the foreseeable future, this
will not be a building lot.| He said, so technically, you could impose the five thousand
dollar fee for one new building lot. The Board does not have to do that. One, because
right now it’s not a building lot and it’s unlikely ever to be one and two, in order to
require recreation fees in the first place, the fee is really paid in lieu of dedication as a
park land and it’s only if jyou find that this is a suitable case for having the park in the
subdivision, but they’re not going to require one be put there because it’s a two-lot
subdivision in a residential area. So in lieu of having a park built there, they’re going to
require a fee. Mr. Gaba said here, you not only have a conservation easement, you have a
conservation easement essentially for open space. He said he thought if the Board were
to find that this wouldn’t|be an appropriate case to require dedication of park land, it
could avoid the issue all together. So the way the Resolution of Approval has been
drafted right now is it has (inaudible) in it requiring a five thousand dollar fee. The
Board might want to strike that from it and approve the two-lot subdivision without
requiring the payment of recreation fees.

future it became a buildable lot, it would be possible to
impose recreation fees then.
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Winter Hill — Special Us
Revised Plans
Ms. Conner recused herse

Mr. Watson said that the

House, which is listed on
application is to convert t
use is very similar to that
disturbance is about fiftee

ther done now or not at all.
paragraph D and make paragraph E the new paragraph D.

on to adopt the Resolution as amended (copy attached). Ms.
ion. The vote was as follows:

Anthony Merante - In favor
Kim Conner - In favor
Josephine Doherty - In favor
Michael Gibbons - In favor
Michael Leonard - In favor
Kerry Meehan - In favor
Pat Sexton - In favor

mended Site Plan, Lady Blue Devils Lane, Cold Spring:
te Plan for Lot #5, Lady Blue Devils Lane, Cold Spring:

he Board’s decision to either wait or not for the corrected plans
ndscaping, etc.

vther lot, Mr. Paggi would bring in an architectural and samples.

egard to the prints if the applicant could not be required to make

ull print would be available at the Town Hall.

rint in PDF.

ales — seven copies.

Or an electronic version.

ould receive the PDF and forward to the Board members.

¢ Permit — Snake Hill Road, Garrison: Referral from ZBA:
:1f from this application.

applicant’s partnership had purchased the Walter Thompson

the National Register of Historic Places. He said that the

he building into an office space for local non-profit groups. The

which was approved. Mr. Watson said that their total
n thousand square feet. The building will have very little
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change, except toward the rear of the building. There will be some modifications to add
handicap access (elevator| and room to allow access to those facilities). The outbuildings
will stay. Mr. Watson pojnted out a small outbuilding, which he said has a caretaker’s
apartment and will continue to be used as that purpose. There’s a well pump house for
the water. Mr. Watson said that they intend to use basically the same road system. At
the entrance on Snake Hill Road, they show a blow up to show the Board the sign at the
entrance and some landscaping at the beginning. He said that there is no intent to do
anything with the road until they get up right near the property, at which point there will
be some construction. They’re going to put in three spaces and screen them from the
road. Mr. Watson said the biggest single unit of construction will be a parking lot to the
northeast of the driveway, He said that they’re going in with a curved driveway. They’re
following the curve for a couple of different reasons. First of all, they selected the area
particularly because there are very few trees in the area. Mr. Watson said that he
believed that the parking area is somewhat reminiscent of the parking area that Boscobel
built on the north side of the parking lot. He said that throughout the parking area they
had planned for bulldozers to come out and separate the spaces into small groups and it
will be landscaped. He said that he had a report from the CAC. They recommended a
couple of things with regard to runoff. Mr. Watson said that they agree with some of the
observations and disagree with others. Essentially they talked about creating rain gardens
or infiltration trenches, which will probably increase the disturbance by about three
thousand square feet. Mr, Watson said that they think it’s unnecessary. There’s plenty of
lawn and area for the runoff to the sheet flow the way it’s doing today. He said that they
can understand the comment and they think an infiltration trench along the edge of the
parking, or perhaps a rain garden for the three spaces and maybe another rain garden.

Mr. Watson said that the other suggestion was the use of pervious pavement as opposed
to impervious pavement. |He said that they have a couple of problems with that — not the
least of which is cost, because it about doubles the cost of the construction. It also
requires more construction to put a bed underneath for absorption. And there’s an issue
of freezing, where there are places not too far from here where they’re actually
recommending putting heating systems underneath. There are three problems. One is that
the water runs though and if it freezes in there, it expands and there’s a question of the
pavement being able to withstand the freezing. One of the ways to treat that is to make it
so that it doesn’t freeze as nearly as high and that’s why you use salt, but then the
giveback of that is that salt leeches into the ground and that’s not particularly good. The
third thing with pervious pavement is that eventually it fills up with sand and the purpose
of it is defeated. So while they understand the notion, they don’t think it’s a really good
idea for this particular use and they don’t think that the extent of what’s happening here is
so great that it merits that. Mr. Watson said that he was hoping the Board would
schedule a site visit. He said that gives him enough lead time so he can stake the parking
lot out. Mr. Watson said that he was thinking he’d like to get some of the large balloons
and place them in the parking stalls.

The Board agreed to schedule its site visit for Saturday, March 27, 2010 at 9:30 a.m.

Mr. Gainer said that the Board would prepare a formal recommendation back to the ZBA
by the next meeting.
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ar the walk was from the parking lot on the right where the

as a twenty scale map and he would say it’s about seven inches
hat they really anticipate that the basic staff is going to be pretty
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versus directly in front of where the house (did not finish sentence).

Mr. Watson said that they actually did several options for the owner. He pointed out the

location where they want
goes up a little steeply an|

cd the parking. Mr. Watson said to be perfectly frank, the grade
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Mr. Watson said that it is

Mr. Gibbons asked if the;

spot now, for the most part, was covered with trees.
all second growth. He said that they will mark it up.

v were going to have it staked.
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Mr. Watson said yes, they are going to have it staked so they can see exactly where the
parking is.

The Board agreed to hold visit on Saturday, March 27, 2010 at 9:30 a.m.

Juan Montoya — Approval of two-lot subdivision — 236 Old Albany Post Road,
Garrison: Submission of revised plans

Mr. Watson said that this|was the same basic piece of property the Board looked at a
couple of months ago. It|was a two-lot subdivision. Mr. Watson said that he represented
to the Board that they wanted to keep the existing small cottage near the road as a
caretaker’s cottage for the main lot. He said that he just had his wires crossed and
apologized for the confusion, but it was he who asked that the public hearing on the
matter be postponed pending submission of revised plans and they did that. Mr. Watson
said that the Board made its site visit and the CAC has made its site visit and
recommendations. He said that basically the revision was to make it a three-lot
subdivision and create the third lot around the cottage that the caretaker lives in now. Mr.
Watson said that despite his discussion to the contrary, it’s the owner’s wish to actually
have that flexibility of being able to sell that off in the future. So they did revise the
shape of lot two slightly and create a lot three. Mr. Watson said that it is strictly around
an existing house (the third lot), so they don’t anticipate any additional disturbance or
anything as a result of that change in the plan. He presented a plan of the front of the
property and pointed out the existing cottage and garage, behind which he stated was the
pond and a wetland that separates the front from rear area. Mr. Watson said that Mr,
Montoya’s house is set well into the property. He said that they anticipate a new house.
He said that one of Mr. Gainer’s recommendations was that they use one of the two open
(inaudible) for access and they’ve revised the plan to do that. Mr. Watson said that one
of the reasons they move the lot line was in planning for a potential septic system, plus
the required (inaudible) and all the geometric requirements. He said that they needed to
reserve some of the land north of the existing land for the house should a septic system
ever have to be put in. Mr. Watson said that the CAC noted several minor infractions of
the wetlands ordinance and recommended that the Planning Board not approve it until the
wetlands permit for those infractions gets obtained. He said that toward that end, he’s
spoken with Mr. Klotzle and they plan to meet next Monday at 3:00 p.m. They’re going
to walk the site, take pictures and decide what they need a wetlands permit for. Mr.
Watson said that there is firewood that was harvested and piled up, which was not
supposed to be. There is a walkway through the swamp, which may or may not be a
permit — they’re not sure about that. Mr. Watson said that there is some metal debris near
the southwest corner of the pond. He said that CAC also made a recommendation with
regard to the location of the driveway and suggested that it would be better to come out
on the southerly route — mostly before the screening from the road. He said that they’re
going to look at that. Mr| Watson said that they’re a little reluctant to do it because Mr.
Montoya’s plans for this part of the area (pointed out) don’t include a driveway and so
they will be looking at that and discussing that.

Mr. Merante said that ong of the questions that always comes up also is sight lines.
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Mr. Watson said that the sight lines are not great in either place. He said other than the
addition of a couple of the lines to make the third lot...this is really no different and is no
different physically than what they’ve talked about. Mr. Watson said that he was hoping
the Board would see fit ta re-schedule the public hearing.

The Board agreed to schedule the public hearing on this application for April 15, 2010.

Frederick H. Osborn 11}
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5 across from the property that affects the entire frontage of the
’s doable, but steep to come up from West Point Road into the
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5. Mr. Watson said that there were several intra-Osborn family
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the easement. They have an easement right to do that. They,
roval of access. Mr. Watson said that they are seeking approval
ng Mr. Berger, or the third lot to rely exclusively on the right-
vidence of that right-of-way, he had copies of the deeds that
rent deed for the property that mentions them. Mr. Watson said
in the highlighted sections that that reservation was made so

or sole access until it was approved by the Planning Board. He
¢ system and a septic permit in place, it’s been in place for

as just renewed a couple of days ago.

Board had any questions.

ly they could not come in the front. He said that it was much
in off the easement. Mr. Gainer said that the Board may want

as steep driveway.

v have a proposed driveway there and it says fourteen percent.
ow what driveway they were talking about.

Mr. Watson pointed out the driveway to Mr. Meehan. He said that it is the maximum

grade of the code.

Mr. Meehan said that it i5 a pretty steep driveway.
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be changed or should othg
Mr. Gaba said that if the |
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The Board agreed to hold

Old Business

Santucci site visit

Mr. Merante said

nd here (pointed out). He said that’s the code.
ue is safe and suitable access — just the same as if it was a new

zrwise prevent access off this...it’s already been approved once.
Board looks and is satisfied, there’s not even a requirement to

a site visit on Saturday, March 27, 2010 at 10:00 a.m.

that the Board attempted twice now to have the site visit. He

asked which dates Mrs. Santucci said she would be available.

Ms. Gallagher sai
except April 4™

Mr. Merante said

d that Ms. Santucci said they could meet with the Board anytime

that it has to be after April 10™. He said that they would not be

on the agenda next month.

Several Board me
weekend.

The Board agreed

Mr. Gibbons said
postponed at the a

Mr. Merante said
that he thought thg

Adjourn
Ms. Doherty made a1
motion. The meeting

mbers said they would not be available on the April 10™ /11"

to hold a site visit on Sunday, April 18, 2010 at 9:30 a.m.

that he wanted to make note that the last site visit was
pplicant’s request.

that he thought the last one was because of the weather. He said

> one prior to that was canceled by the applicants.

notion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Gibbons seconded the
ended at 9:25 p.m. The vote was as follows:

Anthony Merante - In favor
Kim Conner - In favor
Josephine Doherty - In favor
Michael Gibbons - In favor
Michael Leonard - In favor
Kerry Meehan - In favor
Pat Sexton - In favor
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Healy Subdivision
Final Subdivision Approval
March 18, 2010

PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOLRD
TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN, NEW YORK

RESOLUTION PPB # i Healy two lot subdivision.  79.407 +/- Acres of Land located on Lane Gate
Road. Tax Map # 38.00-03-88.1.

WHEREAS, Elizabeth Healey owns a parcel of some 79.407 +/- of acres located on Lane
Gate Road in the R-40 and R-80 Zoning Districts; and

WHEREAS, an application was made to the Planning Board of the Town of Philipstown by
Elizabeth Healey for approval ofl a subdivision to divide the said parcel into two (2) lots; and

WHEREAS, the PlannintBoard has completed SEQRA review for this project; and

WHEREAS, a duly advertised public hearing on the application has been held; and
|
WHEREAS, referral of tr-ta application pursuant to GML §239-n has been duly made to the

County Planning Department, which has responded with approval of the project; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has carefully considered all of the comments raised by the
public, the Board’s consultants, and other interested agencies, organizations and officials; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted the following materials for consideration:
Author Title Last Revision Date

Badey & Watson, Surveying & Subdivision Plat prepared for

Engineering, P.C. Elizabeth Todd Healey January 6, 2010

WHEREAS, the Town Planning Board has been duly authorized to approve plat applications
and to grant subdivision approval for property located within the Town and approve local wetiands

permits; and

WHEREAS, appropriate|application fees have been received by the Town.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that:

|. Subdivision Approval:

1) The Planning Board finds that the applicant has met the requirements of Town of
Philipstown Article 112 for grant of subdivision approval; and




2) The Planning Board grants Final approval of the subdivision plat as depicted on the

plans listed above and final approval subject to the following conditions:

A. Presentati

on of a tracing and print of the final plat in accordance with Section

112-14C(1) of the Philipstown Code; and

B. Signature

of the Plat by the Putnam County Health Department; and

C. Resolution of previously raised technical concerns, including:
e The adequacy of the SSDS “reserve” area shown adjacent to the residence
should be confirmed

e Asthe
the pa

Lot 1 SSDS lies on an adjacent parcel across Lane Gate Road from
rcel, and the residence’s wastewater line traverses Town R.O.W. to

enter upon other lands of Healy where the disposal fields are located, the
applicant shall obtain any required agreements and/or approvals from the
Town to authorize the provision of this waste line as the Planning Board's
Attorney may deem necessary.

¢ The design engineer should confirm that roadway drainage which enters
private lands in the vicinity of the SSDS is sufficiently separated from the

limits of the SSDS so as not to adversely impact it.
D. Payment of all outstanding fees for review and approval of this application.
3) The Chairman is authorized as officer of the Planning Board to endorse the final plat

when Conditions A through D have been met.

4) Pursuant to Section 112-47D(5)(e) of the Philipstown Code, conditional approval

expires 180 days
have been certifie
extend the time in
signature for two

Adopted at a meeting of the Phil

after the date of this resolution unless the conditions or requirements
d as completed. Provided, however, that the Planning Board may
which the conditionally approved plat must be submitted for

2) additional periods of ninety (90) days each.

pstown Planning Board on March 18, 2010.

PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BO

RD

Anthony Merante, Chairman.

[oN Richard Shea, Town Supervisor
Bob Emerick, Building Inspector
David Klotzle, Wetlands Inspector
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|
RESOLUTION ADOA’TING A NEGATIVE DECLARATION UNDER SEQRA
WHEREAS, Elizabeth TodF Healy has applied to the Town of Philipstown Planning Board for
subdivision approval pursuant to Town Code Chapter 112, Article Ii, for a two lot subdivision on certain
real property located on Lane Gate Road, Philipstown, New York within both an “R-40" and “R-80"
Zoning Districts and identified as Town of Philipstown Tax Map Nos. 38.00-03-88.1; and

WHEREAS, in regard to proposed development of the property a Short Environmental

Assessment Form ("EAF") has been submitted pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality
Review Act ("SEQRA"), and
WHEREAS, the Planning Board is deemed the responsible agency for review under SEQRA: and
WHEREAS, the Planning Board has duly reviewed the latest EAF, the public record and latest
plans;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE [T RESOLVED as follows:

That the Planning Board does hereby adopt the Negative Declaration attached hereto.

f%{[ \ !Zﬁﬁg presented the foregoing resolution which was seconded
by Z{MM Gnceder

Adopted at a meeting of the PhiliqStown Planning Board on March 18, 2010

PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD

Anthony Merante, Chairman
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Town of Ph

This Notice is issued pursuant to Part
Environmental Quality Review Act) of

The Town of Philipstown Planni
action described below will not |
and a Draft Environmental Impa

Name of Project:
Action Type

Site Location
Location

Healy Two
Unlisted
Lane Gate

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

zabeth Todd Healy Subdivision
ilipstown Planning Board, County of Putnam

Date: March 18, 2010

617 of the implementing regulations pertaining to Article 8 (the State

the Environmental Conservation Law.

ng Board as Lead Agency has determined that the proposed
nave potential significant harmful effects on the environment,
ct Statement will not be prepared.

Lot Subdivision

Road, Town of Philipstown, NY

Town of Ph

ilipstown

Summary of Action: The action s granting of subdivision approval for a two lot residential
subdivision, with the new lot to be created already containing an existing, occupied residence.

Reasons Supporting This Determination: No significant environmental effects are associated

with the proposed subdivision o

adopted herein.

Agency Address:

Contact Person:

fthe project site as per review of the EAF prepared and duly

Town of Philipstown Planning Board

Tow
Cold
Tel.

Plan

n Hall - 238 Main Street

Spring, New York 10516
No. (845) 265-5200

ning Board Chairman, Anthony Merante



