Minutes January 19, 2010

Town of Corinth Planning Board Meeting
Meeting called to Order 7:05pm

Eric Butler, Chairman

Althea Rivette, Vice Chairperson
Louise Reed

Joan Beckwith

Philip Giordano

Mark Montanye, Alternate
Attorney Pozefsky

Fred Mann, Building Inspector
Cheri Sullivan, Secretary

Public Present:
Warren Longacker, Sigrid Koch, Matthew Kyarsgaard

*MOTION TO APPROVE MINUTES FROM December 17, 2009
Motion~ Beckwith

Seconded™ Giordano

Polled as follows:

Butler-Yes, Rivette-Yes, Reed-Yes, Beckwith-Yes, Giordano-Yes

There was no new a business or public hearing scheduled for this meeting.

Old Business:

Kyarsgaard- Mr. Longacker spoke on behalf of the applicant and reviewed the following recommended
changes by the Towns Engineer:

The following comments from our October 9, 2009 letter remain to be addressed (additiornal
comments provided in italics):

o]

We are concerned with the close proximity of the proposed residences to the wetland
adjacent area and the potential for incremental impacts of the wetlands over time since many
of the lots do not appear to have suitable back yards. (The applicant has recommended in
their response restriction be placed on each of these lots. We agree with applicant that such
language be included as restrictions in the deeds.)

The ingress/cgress casements over the proposed driveways should be clearly indicated on the
plan. Additionally, a note should be added to the plan that clearly describes the proposed
driveway as a common drive under private ownership and that the Town will not be
responsible for maintenance and will not take ownership of the driveway in the future. Draft
language for the easement which will be included on the plan and in the deed should be
submitted for review. (The applicant has included language for lots 1, 2, 3 and 4. This same
language should also be included for lots 5 and 6)

The proposed curb cuts will require NYSDOT approval. The sight distance at the curb cut
locations should be verified. (The applicant has indicared in the response letter that
mitigation is required for the sight distance left ar the southerly drive. As such the clearing
and grading limits required for the mitigation should be represented on the plans.).

The finished floor elevations should be depicted on the plans. Additionally any walk-out
basements should be depicted on the plans. We are particularly concerned with the proposed
grading of Lot #3. (The response letter indicates that this has been revised, however the
information has not been included on the plans.)



5. There is a 55 foot section of culvert proposed along the southern boundary which appears to
be a part of a previous layout and is not needed. This should be removed from the plans and
drainage swale should be regraded.

6. It should be confirmed that the proposed drive section can support a 75,000 lb load per the
Fire Code of NYS.

Sincerely,

Vice President

Mr. Longacker stated the there will be deed restrictions and the language for the easements of the
driveways will also be added to the maps and the deeds. Mr. Longacker said that with item #3 the
comment has been addressed and will be added to the plans. Mr. Longacker said that items #4 & #5
were simply drafting errors and will be reflected on the next set of maps presented. Mr. Longacker said
with item #6 he still needs to correct on the maps. Mr. Longacker said at this point he would like to
request that the board move forward and begin the SEQR review process. Code Enforcement Officer
Mann requested that with the Emergency Hammer heads the radius needs to be changed from 12
degrees to 28 degrees. Mr. Mann said that Fire Chief Kelly had requested that the width be 30feet;
however that was with a 12 degree radius, if it was changed to a 28 degree radius he would speak with
Mr. Kelly and leaving the width at 20ft would probably be okay.

The board moved forward to proceed with the SEQR review. Chairman Butler asked Attorney Pozefsky
to review the SEQR process since it had been a while since the board had went through the Long form
SEQR. Attorney Pozefsky said there were three parts to SEQR review. Part | is completed by the
applicant, Part Il is a series of twenty questions which should be answered by the planning board and
Part Il is where the planning board writes their ideas on how to mitigate any possible impacts. Attorney
Pozefsky said that the applicant actually answered the questions in Part Il of this application but he
would review these questions with the planning board. Attorney Pozefsky stated that the applicant has
indicated on two questions that there could be a small to moderate impact and when they get to these
two questions he suggests that the board ask the applicant to explain how they intend to mitigate those.
Attorney Pozefsky said the first question on the full EAF was answered “YES” by the applicant.
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Attorney Pozefsky asked the applicant to explain to the board how they intend to mitigate the potential
impact on the land. Mr. Longacker said they would mitigate the potential impact by doing the project in
phases to help with the storm water runoff by not clearing the area all at once. Mr. Longacker said they
would grade the road area first, and then upon selling individual lots they would have the builders clear
the lots as they are sold. So to minimize the impact the development would be done in stages.

Chairman Butler said in regards to question #3 he had concerns with the Kayderuosus, in the big picture
of the whole process, with possible runoff into the creek both before and after construction. Code
Enforcement Officer Mann said he would make sure that it is stabilized during construction to ensure
that there will be no debris entering the creek.
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Attorney Pozefsky said on question number 5 the applicant checked no, however there were two bullets
in which the applicant noted there would be a small to moderate impact. Attorney Pozefsky asked the
applicant for further explanation. In response to Bullet number one in question five Mr. Longacker
explained what a notice of intent was. Mr. Longacker said that because they are disturbing at least at
least one acre of land they are required to file a notice of intent with the DEC, this process notifies DEC
of all construction activities to take place after the form is submitted they will stop by to ensure that all
erosion sediment control measures that they have proposed are in place. Mr. Longacker said that once
the construction is done the applicant has to file for a notice of determination and DEC has the right to
go back to the construction site to ensure that it is at least 80 % stabilized at the end of the construction.
In response to bullet number ten in question five Mr. Longacker said that it would be mitigated with
wells and septic.

Chairman Butler said that he felt the answer to question number six is yes. Attorney Pozefsky said that
essentially the applicant has already stated how he intends to mitigate this issue as previously states in
terms of the runoff. Board member Giordano felt that it should be changed to yes and require the
applicants to use swales. There was further discussion of the board and it was decided the issue had
already been addressed by the applicant.
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7 IMPACT ON DPEN SPACE AND RECREATION
After some discussion all board members felt the correct answer to question six was ”n.o” and further
agreed that the answer to answer to questions 7-11 were also no. In regards to question twelve.Mr.
Longacker said at the time the EAF was submitted the applicant had not yet chgckgd the NY§ Shipos
website to see if there were any historical structures on this site. Mr. Longacker said since that time the
applicant has checked the site and there are no historical features or structures present. The Board was

in agreement that the answer to questions twelve be changed to a “NO” answer.
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Part 3 - EVALUATION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF IMPACTS

The Town of Corinth Planning Board and the Engineer Warren Longacker representing the applicant

discussed the following pertaining the questions on the LONG EAF Form that was being reviewed for

the proposed six lot subdivision.
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Mr. Longacker said they would grade the road area first, and then upon selling individual lots they would

have the builders clear the lots as they are sold. So to minimize the impact of the development
construction would be done in stages.
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In response to Bullet number one in question five Mr. Longacker explained what a notice of intent was
and how the process would mitigate the impact.

In response to bullet number ten in question five Mr. Longacker said that it would be mitigated with

wells and septic.
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Mr. Longacker said since that time the applicant has checked the site and there are no historical features
or structures present. The Board was in agreement that the answer to questions twelve be changed to a
“NO” answer.

*MOTION FOR A NEGATIVE ENVIRONMNETAL IMPACT.
Motion™ Rivette

Seconded™ Giordano

Polled as follows:

Butler-Yes, Rivette-Yes, Reed-Yes, Beckwith- Yes, Giordano-Yes

Parkland fees were discussed by the board. Attorney Pozefsky said that typically if an applicant wants to
donate land then they go before the Town Board. The applicant said they were not interested in
donating land but would rather pay the fee required. Attorney Pozefsky said that if the public hearing is
held and if the planning board was to discover an adverse environmental impact or environmental
concern then the board would be able to rescind the negative declaration that was made and evaluate it
further. Board member Beckwith said that she wanted to clarify again with the applicant the stages of
development that he had planned. The applicant explained that the road ways and drainage would be
first and the second step would be to put the lots up for sale, construction would only take place after
the lots are sold and they probably won’t be sold all at the same time. Board member Beckwith wanted
to know if it would be this applicant that was building the homes or if it would be another builder and if
it was a different builder what does the planning board have in place to ensure that the new builder
adheres to the guidelines that the planning board has established for this applicant? Attorney Pozefsky
said that the buyers would be under the same obligations as this applicant. Attorney Pozefsky said any
restrictions or requirements necessary would also be on the final map so that future purchasers would
also be aware of the conditions and restrictions. Board member Reed asked if the Board had heard back
from the County yet with their recommendations on this subdivision. Secretary Sullivan said that the
planning board had received comment from Saratoga County Planning on the first submission of
preliminary plans but had not yet received comment on the revised plans. Secretary Sullivan said that
the County’s previous recommendations from the County were very similar to the recommendations
from the Towns Engineers.

*MOTION TO SCHEDULE PUBLIC HEARING FOR FEBRUARY 18, 2010.
Motion~ Beckwith

Seconded™ Giordano

Polled as follows:

Butler-Yes, Rivette-Yes, Reed-Yes, Beckwith- Yes, Giordano-Yes

Secretary Sullivan asked for clarification on how it was to be worded for the public hearing in the paper
if it should the public hearing should go in the paper as a preliminary public hearing or just as a public
hearing. Secretary Sullivan was told to place the ad in the paper as a public hearing.

The Planning Board discussed the fact that the chairman would not be present for next month’s meeting
and Chairman Butler asked Board member Rivette if she would be good with that since this is the first
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major subdivision that the board has done in a while. Board member Rivette said that she would be
comfortable because as far as she is concerned Attorney Pozefsky is all the board has ever needed.

Chairman Butler also said that the board had received notification of approval from APA on the
DeMarsh subdivision. Board member Beckwith asked about the old barn that was supposed to be
removed because she has noticed that it is still there. Code Enforcement Officer Mann said that was one
of the conditions that were applied to the approval of this subdivision and before the applicant can
begin to build the structure will have to be removed or he will not issue a building permit.

Chairman Butler asked Sigrid Koch if she or anyone else present had heard any updates on Jeff Fedor or
his daughter Sherrane. Sigrid updated the board with some information and Mark Montanye also
updated the board information that he knew of.

*Motion to adjourn meeting @ 7:47pm.
Motion™~ Beckwith

Seconded™ Reed

Polled as follows:

Butler-Yes, Reed-Yes, Beckwith-Yes, Giordano-Yes

Respectfully Submitted

Cheri Sullivan
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