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 TOWN OF GREENFIELD 
Planning Board 

July 27, 2021 

 

REGULAR MEETING 

 

A regular meeting of the Town of Greenfield Planning Board is called to order by Robert Roeckle, Vice 
Chair, at 7:01 p.m.  On roll call the following members are present:  Charlie Dake, Robert Roeckle, Joe 
Sabanos, Mike Gyarmathy and Tonya Yasenchak are present.  Karla Conway, Butch Duffney, and Nick 
Querques are absent.  Charlie Baker Town Engineer is present.   M. Waldron, Zoning 
Administrator/Code Enforcement Officer is present.   
 

________________________ 
  
Minutes 
 
MOTION: J. Sabanos 
SECOD:  M. Gyarmathy 
RESOLVED, The Planning Board waives the reading of, and accepts the June 29, 2021 Minutes with 
minor corrections.   
 
VOTE: Ayes: K. Conway, B. Duffney, M. Gyarmathy, R. Roeckle, and J. Sabanos. 
 Abstain: None 
 Absent:  C. Dake and N. Querques 
 
 ------------------------------------------ 
 
Kodiak Construction Case #654        15 King Road 
TM# 150.-2-36.12               Minor Subdivision 
 
 Jesse Boucher is present.  T. Yasenchak states this is Kodiak Construction. This is for a Minor 
Subdivision on King Road. She states that before the Board had a conceptual and preliminary sketch 
plan review of the application, the Board asked the applicant to provide a few more details, which they 
did. And at that point, they scheduled a public hearing. Before they have the public hearing, is there 
anyone on the Board who has any additional questions for the applicant.  J. Boucher states he is 
representing the Straus family this evening. Mark Straus has just under 24 acre parcel at the 
intersection or Middle Grove and King Road and what they're looking to create an 8 acre lot for his 
daughter Lucy and a 7.9 acre parcel for his son Alex in terms of the division of the land, it is keeping it 
almost equal in terms of acres with slight variations. There was a small parcel he guesses the best way 
to put it that was part of the property along King Road that the Board's request the surveyor will be 
eliminated that parcel as part of the subdivision is divided into the lot number 2 and lot number 3 
creating a straight line for the two parcels where they connect to take route.  The driveway placement is 
dictated by the road and the sight distances.  T. Yasenchak states the driveway locations are set by the 
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Board is looking at having a total of 3 residences across the 24 acres.  This project is located in MDR-1 
Zoning District, the minimum lot size in this district is 1.5 acres, and the applicant has approximately 8 
acres for both of the new ones that are created. She opens the public hearing at 7:05 p.m.  Chris Knight 
King Road, states that they are concerned about keeping preserve the rural character of our area.  He 
states that it might be a good idea if they can maintain as much natural screening along the property 
lines.  If they could put some kind of curve in the driveway so that the road doesn’t wash out.  King 
Road is another high accident road coming from the east.  Ginger Knight, King Road she suggests that 
there's at least some sort of curvature involved in driveway so it doesn’t come straight across the road 
and get washed out. She is also concerned about the increased traffic along King Road, with the 
additional housing. They intersection of King Road and County Route 21 to another high accident 
intersection. Especially if you're coming south, there's limited sight distance. There's a little dip in the 
road there and stuff.   Frank Slade, King Road, states that they had an accident a few weeks back on 
the corner of King Road and Middle Grove Road and when that happens everyone has stop using King 
Road which causes traffic. It could be dangerous for people that are not familiar with the road.  
It's an MDR-1 and asks if this district is only .5 acre requirement. T. Yasenchak states that MDR-1 

District is 1.5 acres minimum lots.  Technically someone could develop any property on King Road to 

1.5 acre density. So when the Board is looking at 16 acres that are being subdivided into two, pretty 

much could what 16 divided by one and a half. All of King Road is in MDR-1 and what does limit 

development of not only on King Road but also in anywhere in Greenfield is site distance at the 

driveways. And so we hold our applicants to a higher standard for driveway locations and sites and 

stopping distance from the road.  Instead of the Board looking at driveway intersections, they actually 

make it at the standard of intersection. A long driveway requires a little bit longer stopping distance. If 

the applicant was not able to meet those site distances, which are also NYS requirements, the Board 

would be looking at something different. More importantly, there was a project a project that was down 

the street from the neighbors. It was more to the south King Road, large project, and they had limited 

sight distance on their driveway. And this Board had discussions about that. That's how the Board looks 

at things. If there was 1 lot that was 45 acres and they to make it into 3 lots and there is sight distance 

and stopping distance and it was very limited, the Board felt that it was not a safe situation. If we can't 

point to something in a State Code that says this makes it safe, then the Board doesn't proceed with it 

with the applicants.  F. Slade asks when did that Zoning District change to 1.5 acres.  M. Waldron 

states March 22, 2007.  B. Duffney states before March 22, 2007 they would have needed 5 acres to 

subdivide that property.  R. Roeckle asks what are the limits of clearing. J. Boucher states that both 

homeowners want to maintain the rural character and are only clearing 50’ wide accesses into the 

property. It's just the access to the driveway until you get to the home site. Then really it's for the 

driveway, the septic system, and the house and they will be clearing 40’.  The Board has been 

requesting applicants to put limits of clearing for their projects on their site so that we know someone's 

not going to clear cut a parcel. It also helps when the Board does their environmental review. It helps 

the Board to know that they're not clear cutting. We have a certain percentage of land that will be open 

and forested.  B. Duffney states the driveways downhill and the rain he believes a Swail would deflect 

the run offs.  J. Boucher states that he will meet with J. Burwell, The Highway Superintendent regarding 

that.  He states that that's a conversation that we will have with customer to make sure that they 

meeting all requirements. He asks if there’s a requirement about the slope where the driveway meets 

the road.  M. Waldron states that the first part of the driveway should be at 3% and no more than 12% 

total.  T. Yasenchak states that this parcel is within 500 feet of a County road so this project needs to 

be referred to Saratoga County Planning Department. The Board didn't realize that they can't go 

through and do SEQRA and they will have to send the County.  
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 _____________________ 

 

ZBA RERRAL 

 

 353 Grange Road, LLC Case #658      Area Variance 

 TM# 151.—58.1             353 Grange Road 

 

  Gerry McKenna is present.  T. Yasenchak states that the ZBA has asked the Planning Board to 

review SEQRA.  R. Roeckle asks is this for an advisory opinion or just for SEQRA.  T. Yasenchak 

states both.  The ZBA received Legal Counsel regarding this case.  M. Gyarmathy asks if the Planning 

Board has to comply with this referral.  T. Yasenchak states she is not sure why the ZBA can’t answer 

their own criteria.  R. Roeckle states this is an unlisted action if the ZBA grants this it will be segmented.  

T. Yasenchak states that from her understanding part 2 of SEQRA the Planning Board will be tasked 

with.  M. Gyarmathy states typically they are tasked with more information.  T. Yasenchak states that 

when they do SEQRA for this they can adjourn it and re-open SEQRA.  M. Gyarmathy states that the 

Board needs more engineering information to move forward.  T. Yasenchak states that the Board can 

have a discussion on this.  M Waldron states that the Board needs more information to do SEQRA; 

there are wetlands and rock there.  T. Yasenchak states that the Board can have a discussion 

regarding SEQRA. M. Gyarmathy asks if there is a letter from Town Council?  T. Yasenchak states no.  

C. Baker states the only action that the Board can make is a Positive Declaration he does not know 

how that can be done without a septic plan.  T. Yasenchak states that the Board can discuss that.  R. 

Roeckle states the Board can make a determination.  M. Gyarmathy states they have limited materials.  

R. Roeckle states that this project is 8 times against zoning the ZBA can’t grant this.  M. Gyarmathy 

states that the ZBA didn’t accept the application this Board is not at that point yet.  G. McKenna states 

that I agree with all of the Planning Board and he is defending myself by saying the Board does not 

have enough information to move forward and do SEQRA.  The Board reviews part 1 and part 2 of 

SEQRA.    T. Yasenchak states that this is a 6.2 acre parcel and 2.45 acres disturbance.  K. Conway 

asks how many parking spots will there be.  It could be anywhere from 32-64 cars.  T. Yasenchak 

states that G. McKenna is proposing a multifamily dwelling with up to 64 vehicles.  K. Conway asks if 

each apartment will have its own well. G. McKenna states no.  B. Duffney asks how many mobile 

homes are in the park (next to this property).  M. Gyarmathy states he believes 30 mobile homes are in 

the park.  B. Duffney asks if the parking lot will be paved.  G. McKenna states no.  C. Baker states this 

is extremely difficult on 2 acres.  R. Roeckle asks if the mobile home park has a water supply. T. 

Yasenchak states a well and it has to be 200’ away.  M. Gyarmathy states that the Board does not have 

enough information to complete SEQRA.  B. Duffney states that if it is close to the mobile home that 

could be a big problem.  M. Gyarmathy states that most of the mobile home park is on ledge rock.  T. 

Yasenchak states she it will be granted or not.  The Board has changed 5 answers to part 1 of SEQRA 

she suggests that the Board adjourn and not review part 3 of SEQRA.  M. Gyaramthy states that he 

does not want the applicant and to spend more money and the Board has changed 5 questions from no 

impact to small impact to moderate to large impacts.     T. Yasenchak asks G. McKenna how he would 

like the Board to proceed.  G, McKenna states he would like the Board to table this discussion.  C. 

Baker states that he does not know why the applicant is in front of the Planning Board.  T. Yasenchak 

states that this needs to go the County for referral.  The Board decides to table the discussion and not 

review part 3 of SEQRA and send referrals to ACOE, DOH, DEC, and the County. 
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 ___________________ 

 

 Meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m.  All member in favor. 

 

 ____________________ 

 

 

       Respectfully submitted by, 

 

 

       Kimberley McMahon 

       Planning Board 

       Administrative Assisitant 

 

 

  

 


