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TOWN OF GREENFIELD 
PLANNING BOARD 

 
January 14, 2020 

 
 

REGULAR MEETING 
 

A regular meeting of the Town of Greenfield Planning Board is called to order by Tonya 
Yasenchak at 7:00 p.m.  On roll call, the following members are present: Tonya Yasenchak, 
Charlie Dake, Butch Duffney, Mike Gyarmathy, Robert Roeckle, Nick Querques, and Joe 
Sabanos, alternate. Karla Conway is absent.  Mike Waldron, Code Enforcement Officer, and 
Charlie Baker, Town Engineer, are present.   

 
MINUTES 
 
Minutes- November 26, 2019 
 
 Minutes November 26, 2019 
  
MOTION: Roeckle 
SECOND: Duffney 
 
 RESOLVED that the Planning Board waives the reading of and approves the minutes of 

the November 26, 2019 meeting with minor corrections.   

VOTE: Ayes: Dake, Duffney, Gyarmathy, Roeckle, Sabanos, Querques, and Yasenchak 

          Noes: None 
          Absent: Conway  
          Abstain:   None 
 
 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
Stewart’s Shop’s Case #636                       461 Rt. 9N 
TM# 164.1-44                                    Site Plan Review 
 
 C. Dake and B. Duffney recuse themselves.  Chuck Marshal, Jim Norton (Director of 
Plant Operations) and Jamie Easton (MJ Design) are present for the applicant.  C. Marshall 
states that he submitted new plans on December 23, 2019 in modified from the November 23, 
2019 meeting.  The plan changes include the scale, modifications to the SWPPP, some dates 
need to line up with previous submissions.  They also changed the red cedar to white cedar 
around the storm water retention area because of C. Baker’s comments at the last meeting.  
The last thing they did is add the roof top enclosure and put the deadening material are actually 
going to be placed inside the compressor so the note on the next submission will be removed.   
It will be on the housing for each unit.  They were left with a little bit of uncertainty regarding 
when the public hearing would be scheduled.   They revised the SWPPP to include to roughly 
6,000 square feet.  That cut will act as a temporary staging area as they work in the center  
(they call it building 2) and there existing facility.   The construction there is not a lot of area  for 
them to put their building material or people, and to shuffle them back and forth while are fixing 
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the grading and paving there.  The revised SWPPP that was submitted today includes that area, 
however they received correspondence this morning from C. Baker regarding some technical 
elements of the previously submitted SWPPP, most of which are date changes, and section 
amendments which J. Easton can answer those questions.  He thinks primarily tonight they are 
looking for some guidance from the Board regarding the public hearing, the process for 
submission for that.  He knows there is a 2 week deadline. He is not sure how the Board wants 
to handle it.   It’s their belief with the previous submission and approval that there is a benefit to 
starting some of the earth work now.  That benefit can be seen at a lower ground water table, 
less trucks on the road, less likelihood for tracking.  They feel that there is a benefit to starting 
now, however they want to make sure that is brought to the Board and formally acknowledged.  
They don’t want the perception of being presumptuous.  C. Baker states that the SWPPP was 
provided and there are a lot of references from 2017 that need to be changed.  It is just a matter 
of going through and changing some numbers and dates.   It does not change the scope, it is 
just a matter of changing some dates.  They just need to clarify numbers.  T. Yasenchak states, 
as they discussed before, and even in looking at this plan, looking at the project they are 
actually reducing the excavation that was originally approved.  She asks how they are showing 
the disturbance.  C. Marshall states that he is going to defer to J. Easton regarding this. He 
knows the square footage, but not the volume because J. Easton has already modified and he’s 
definitely better to speak regarding this.  J. Easton states that in regards to storm water that they 
did back in 2017 and then Stewart’s decided to shrink the building, they will have to go through 
that report and update dates.  In regards the 2017 plan, that original the grading, what is 
proposed now is less than originally anticipated.  Is it quantitatively a huge reduction, probably 
not a ton (the reason why they make some staging area for the building of this building it’s 
certainly going with the contours on this building on 2017 versus the proposed for this plan are 
certainly brought in but it maybe 10’-15).  It’s not 50’, we are not talking 1,000’s upon 1,000’s of 
reduced material.  He just wants to be clear about that.  He does not have the number in front of 
him.  If he looked at the 2017 plan compared to this plan in front of the Board it would be a 
reduction but he can’t tell the Board exactly what that number is.  He would expect it to be a 
large number on the reduction.  T. Yasenchak states that when J. Easton recreates that in order 
for the staging, originally they were doing something was there going to be a retaining wall?  
What’s the difference between what was originally proposed?  C. Marshall explains where the 
retaining wall is.  There is no retaining wall proposed there.  It is just graded on slope.  J. Easton 
states it’s a 3 on 1 slope coming up after the side of the building.  There is a vegetative grass 
swail.  That will take all the asphalt apron around the building and allow it to go into the swail 
which comes down and eventually goes into the storm water pond down below.  The swail has 
to be a certain size to meet DEC standards and for treatment capacity.  There was never any 
retaining wall in this location.  T. Yasenchak asks if it is the same finished look.  J. Easton states 
that it is going to be less steep.  There are sections of that hill that is right now almost a 2 on 1, 
most of it is a 3 on 1.  The proposed grading plan is 3 on 1 which is very traditional.  It can be 
maintained just as it currently is right now.  T. Yasenchak states that when they did a site visit, 
which was a long time ago and there was only a few of them that were there, it were steep to 
get up the bank to walk the property.  Hearing that that will be reduced is a relief.  J. Easton 
states there were certain sections that were steep but the majority of it was steeper.  They are 
making a 3 on 1 slope.  C. Baker states that he is a little confused.  In 2017 the Board approved 
the plan for what he believes was 65,000 square feet.  C. Marshall states 61,250 square feet.  
When C. Marshall came back in front of the Board in November they were talking about doing 
smaller.  C. Baker’s question is what changed and what is the area J. Easton is talking about 
because in his mind it was already addressed when the Board looked at it in the 65,000 square 
foot building. That whole area was graded.  C. Marshall states that there was no proposed 
asphalt in the area where they are making a parking lot.  There is no driving around that area.  
Its 6,000 square feet.  J. Easton states the object of the original 61,250 square foot building in 
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2017 got reduced down.   He explains (using made up numbers) the building was 100’ in length 
going up and at that time in 2017 clearly showed asphalt surface circulating around the whole 
building.  Stewart’s just recently reduced down the size of its building, they still have the asphalt 
apron going around the building and took 6,000 square feet or whatever the freezer space is.  
The building size still stays the same but under the SWPPP that C. Baker just reviewed.  If the 
Board looks at the 2017 SWPPP, it actually went down.  What Stewart’s is proposing is 
basically using the foot print area as in the original 2017 impervious area that because they 
need more staging area on the north side of the building.  After they are done with it, instead of 
them making it grass they are proposing to make that into a parking field. (The revised plan has 
6 shows the parking a cut further north.)  C. Baker states that it clarified it for him in that 
perspective but he always thought between those buildings it was going to be all open and 
pavement.  C. Marshall states the red lines on the plans are what are already previously 
approved.  The black lines are what Stewart’s is requesting.  J. Easton states in the original 
2017 plan it was always to have the trucks to circulate around the building.  The way it was 
designed he believes the intent was to provide fire circulation around the building, but a large 
truck for distribution purposes was not circulating around the north side of the building.  C. 
Marshall states it is just parking.  An additional 6,000 square feet northward and eastward to 
accommodate parking.  C. Baker states that what he is struggling with is what is different from 
2017?  In 2017 there was a little more impervious area, but this looks like it is a little bit less 
impervious, but it’s all impervious.  J. Easton states yes, that is the easiest way to put it.  He is 
going to make up a number.  In 2017 the Board approved 100 square feet of impervious area 
and in December of 2019 Stewart’s came in and reduced that impervious area down to 80 
square feet now its 90 square feet.  It’s still less than the original 2017 plan, but it is an increase 
over what previously presented to this Board back in November.  C. Baker sates in November 
not 2017.   J. Easton states that it correct.   C. Baker states the only thing that is confusing on 
the new addition on the north end of their building in the back to the right, what is happening 
there.  C. Marshall states that it is just pavement.  In the plans that were submitted today there 
is the additional area letting the Board know that is what is new.  C. Baker states just the cut 
and the embankment on the north side.  C. Marshall states correct the circulation around the 
building stayed the same.  After they use the area they have proposed for staging they will use it 
for parking.  R. Roeckle asks if the parking spaces that are on the plan were not on the 
December 2019 plans, correct?  C. Marshall states correct.  R. Roeckle states those are 
additions on the plans that were submitted today.  C. Marshall states that in November 2019 
when they appeared there was some discussion about setting the public hearing tonight, they 
just want to make sure if the Board sets the public hearing, that they are aware of the changes.  
R. Roeckle states there is no change of square feet to the building.  C. Marshall states correct.  
C. Baker states the overall net impervious area is still slightly less from what was approved in 
2019.  C. Marshall states that is correct.  J. Easton states that assuming that Stewart’s sends in 
a revised SWPPP based upon this additional parking upon receiving C. Baker’s comment letter, 
come if C. Baker’s comment were naturally justified and some of them haven’t been, he will 
certainly compile all C. Baker’s comments.  What he is saying is that C. Baker can review it but 
he wouldn’t spend too much time on it.  C. Baker states ok.  T. Yasenchak asks what the 
additional parking spaces are for.  Originally it was only going to be truck traffic.  C. Marshall 
states that the initial areaof disturbance was going to be for staging.  They will be keeping 
building materials and shuttling people as they work.  Stewart’s will still be open while they are 
doing construction, as they move trailers or vehicles around to that area.  Then after they have 
completed their construction their intention was to use it just for parking.  Those parking spaces 
would be dedicated for the employees that work in the warehouse.  T. Yasenchak asks about 
the lighting.   C. Marshall states that it would be below the cut.  J. Easton states that he 
assumes that they would be putting wall packs on the building to light up that parking area.  C. 
Marshall states yes, there would be wall packs along the side and he believes they are shown.  
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However, there will be 1 or 2 pole lights.  C. Baker states that the photometric plan is in the 
2019 submittal.  C. Marshall states the plans that were submitted will reflect the lighting that is 
proposed.  He will make sure that it is reflected and all the changes will be carried through.  Any 
additional lights would be carried through.  T. Yasenchak asks if a wall pack is different than the 
lighting facing down on the building.  T. Yasenchak states that there is a really bright light on the 
building.  C. Marshall states they can’t find that light, so if someone could let them know where it 
is.  T. Yasenchak explains.  J. Norton states that he believes that T. Yasenchak is referring to is 
the light on the freezer.  N. Querques asks what is the new parking for after construction.  C. 
Marshall states warehouse employees in the new 54,000 square feet warehouse.  They are 
trying to keep employees from walking through the lawn and other buildings on that side.  C. 
Baker asks how wide that was around the back of the building previously.  It doesn’t look like it 
has changed a lot.  J. Easton states the original pavement around it is not going to change, 9’ 
wide by 18’ long parking stalls.  C. Baker states then they would be in addition to what was 
there.  C. Marshall and J. Easton state that is correct.  T. Yasenchak states that some 
municipalities have required green space and limited parking, she is not sure if Greenfield does.  
They request a green buffer.   It limits the number of parking spaces allowed.  R. Roeckle states 
it is 15 parking spaces.  T. Yasenchak states that has nothing to do with impervious space, it 
has to do with the Zoning Law.   T. Yasenchak asks the Board how they feel about setting a 
public hearing for the next meeting.  M. Gyarmathy states that he does not feel they have a 
complete plan to present it to the public.  The Board talked about some issues with the parking 
spaces and the lighting.  R. Roeckle states he agrees.  C. Marshall questions that Board 
submissions have to be in 2 weeks prior to the next meeting, which would be today..  T. 
Yasenchak states it is actually January 17, 2020.  C. Marshall will drop them off by January 17, 
2020.  R. Roeckle asks if the Board can get a number of total parking spaces on the site.    

______________________ 
  
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Prestwick Chase Case #637      100 Saratoga Blvd. 
TM# 152.-1-109 &111           Site Plan Review 
 
 Luigi Pallechi and David Pentkowski are present for the applicant.  T. Yasenchak states 
this is for Site Plan Review and she wanted to mention that the Board does not have a formal 
application yet.  They do allow the applicant to have one sketch plan review before the Board 
before the applicant makes a formal application so that the Board has a direction of what the 
applicant is proposing.   The Board can treat it that way because no formal application.  L. 
Pallechi states that he does believe they submitted an application awhile back.  He was under 
the impression it was a continuation, but they can certainly fill one out.   T. Yasenchak states 
that she believes it was a few years ago and the applicant was trying to change the PUD 
language but that never happened.  L. Pallechi states that they are present to kick off from 
where they left off in 2015.  They had amended the PUD in 2015 to allow for 284 additional 
apartment units and the 2 story and the 3 story buildings.  What they have done is made a 
submission to the Board as well as the Town Engineer, C. Baker with details on the concept 
plan.  L. Pallechi states they have detailed storm water, grading and utilities.  That is all before 
the Board to review as part of the site plan.  He feels that they took a long time to agree on this 
concept.  The Town Board had adopted the PUD language back in 2015.  They will work with 
the Planning Board and Town Engineer on the details that are needed so they can pull a 
building permit.  T. Yasenchak asks if they have made any changes to the overall plan that is 
different than the site plan that was reviewed for that 2015 PUD.  They have not revised 
anything that will be earth shattering.  They may have repositioned the building slightly due to 
the grading, parking lots, and the catch basin locations have changed.  When they were looking 
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at the details they aligned the intersection where the cottages were going to go as they felt that 
was better.  As far as the number of units and the locations of where the 3-story units are; the 2- 
story units are; and the storm water units are, they have all remained as they proposed in 2015.  
The entrance to Daniels Road is for emergency only and will be gated access.   Clearing and 
grading limits all remain the same as they proposed during the concept level.  They have 
provided the erosion and sediment plan that shows the phasing of disturbances during 
construction.  Some of the storm water regulations from 2015 and regulations are updated.  The 
SWPPP and the Storm Water Management report are all in conformance with today’s 
standards.  They are proposing not only ponds, but dry basins and bio retention for the run off 
reduction and the green infrastructure practices that are required for DEC.  T. Yasenchak states 
that they are proposing 284 new units and that is in compliance and consistent with the PUD 
language that has been approved.  B. Duffney states that they started with this originally then 
went to the single family homes and now what they are proposing is going back to the original 
plans.  L. Pallechi states correct.  B. Duffney states that this is pretty much the same lay out as 
last time and the Board did approve that.  T. Yasenchak states that in the 2015 case, the PUD 
language was reviewed and approved by the Town Board in 2015 and she believes the 
Planning Board approval was in 2014.  The PUD language and was reviewed and approved by 
the Town Board in 2015 and she believes the Planning Board approved it in 2014.  That’s the 
legislation that is approved and in place, and this is the plan the Board looked at for conceptual 
purposes during that review.  B. Duffney asks if they will need a new traffic study done being 
there has been so much time that has passed.  T. Yasenchak states the Board should discuss, 
but they shouldn’t need one.  B. Duffney states all the traffic is on Denton Road and he 
remembers trying to find a way to cut down traffic for the residents.  T. Yasenchak states it 
could be something that the Board asks the applicant to consult with a traffic engineer, who 
would be a licensed P.E., to verify whether it would need another site distance done, or a letter 
stating that the situation is the same.  B. Duffney states that was one of the concerns from the 
residents last time.  L. Pallechi states the water line locations, the sewer, as far as them getting 
the water tower reading will be DOH approved.   The sewer is pump station that is run by 
Saratoga County District and is where all that flow goes to.  They are working with Saratoga 
County sewer district.  There is plenty of capacity and they are following their criteria.  Even 
though they knew this was in the works, but because there has been such a delay, they had to 
resubmit a new application to them as well and are in the process of doing that.  J. Sabanos 
asks how the power is coming in, is it overhead.  L. Pallechi states that it is underground from 
the existing facility that is there now.  There are transformers on site and they are working with 
National Grid to expand that power into the site.  J. Sabanos asks if there will be back up.   L. 
Pallechi states yes, there is a back-up generator already existing on the existing facility.  He is 
not sure for back-ups for each individual building.   He states this proposal is 8 units.  It is a 
possibility that the State’s regulations state that it has to be.  J. Sabanos asks if L. Pallechi is 
saying that they may require individual units per each one of the 8 units.   L. Pallechi states 
there is a possibility that it will be a requirement to install per unit.  Obviously if it’s not required 
then it would be up to the applicant whether or not they put them in.  T. Yasenchak asks if L. 
Pallechi will look that up for the Board.  R. Roeckle asks if all the buildings will be sprinkled.  L. 
Pallechi states yes, that is a NYS requirement.  R. Roeckle states having been involved in a 
Federal Law Suite on handicapped accessibility to apartment buildings, how are these going to 
meet the adaptable requirements in addition to parking spaces?   L. Pallechi states that a 
certain percentage of the units need to be handycapped accessible.  R. Roeckle states that they 
all should be.  L. Pallechi states that they should all be adaptable and states that some of the 
buildings will have attached garages so they can build ramps in the garages.  R. Roeckle states 
that L. Pallechi mentioned garages and he is not sure if they will be handycapped accessible.   
L. Pallechi states they will be.  R. Roeckle states they are single car garages he doubts they will 
be 16’ wide.  L. Pallechi states that they will have to look into it.  M. Gyarmathy states R. 
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Roeckle’s question was how many of the units have to be handycapped accessible.   R. 
Roeckle states this was a law suit he was involved with several years ago that apartment 
buildings have to adaptable.  Adaptable basically means accessible.  M. Gyarmathy asks on a 
single floor unit, is that what R. Roeckle is referring to.  R. Roeckle states the first floor unit.  T. 
Yasenchak asks would they need to change any of the foot prints going forward.  The blue 
prints that they have now for each of the units, can they meet those standards or will both of 
them have to change in size as they go through the building permit process.  L. Pallechi states 
just like going through any other, they pull a building permit per building.  When the building plan 
gets developed, stamped by the architect and submitted for a building permit, they would do a 
plot plan for that particular building.   T. Yasenchak states with the size of the building showing.   
L. Pallechi states yes, if it does go bigger they would have to come back in front of the Board.  If 
anything, he thinks it might be a little less.  They always try to stay in the building envelope.  T. 
Yasenchak states correct, but that is what they do during site plan review as far as looking at 
the size of the buildings, how they relate to each other, and the space between the buildings. 
They are specifics that the Board looks at during site plan review.  She  knows that when they 
were going through the PUD process they were asking for specifics and size of buildings, and a 
lot of the discussion was that’s going to happen specifically at site plan review and we are at 
that point now.  In order to help the process go forward it may be good to give the Board a 
general idea of the size of the buildings.  L. Pallechi states that he is pretty sure that it is spelled 
out in the PUD language.  T. Yasenchak states that it is not.  She says that because the Board 
asked for that then and L. Pallechi said no, it can be done at site plan review.  L. Pallechi states 
as far as how far a building can be to another one there are codes for it.  T. Yasenchak states 
there are State codes but this is site plan review so the Board wants to know the specifics to 
these questions.  The Board wants to know the size of the buildings, the dimensions, as well as 
the space between the buildings.  R. Roeckle states that the PUD language from 2015 is very 
specific on the construction phases.  Could the Board get something that shows the existing 
structures for phase 1 or phase 2, he is not sure where they fit on that and how the remaining 
phases will meet those requirements in the phasing that is outlined in the PUD legislation.  He 
just wants to make sure whatever the applicant is proposing meets the requirements in the law.  
T. Yasenchak states that if he looks back into when the Board did SEQRA review, a lot of what 
the Board was concerned with was disturbance of construction to the neighbors as well as 
sound.  The Board was specific about asking for the phases.   The phasing was actually 
mitigating for SEQRA.  R. Roeckle states that since that was a mitigating element for SEQRA, 
they need to make sure the construction phases that they are proposing on the new site plan 
meet the PUD Legislation.  C. Baker states there is a reason for that from a review stand point 
as well.  Devil is in the details and the Board is there now for detailed site plan review.  In order 
to make this manageable for the Planning Board’s perspective, from a review perspective, the 
Board is going to look at this as individual phases.   That was one of his comments to L. 
Pallechi.  The applicant has submitted an overall storm water plan for their whole entire 
development.  He is going to want to look at something specific for each phase that is described 
in the local law.  He states that was a good point that R. Roeckle brought up.  L.  Pallechi states 
that they will provide that and add additional sheets to their site plan that show the different 
phases of construction.  C. Baker states that is what he is saying, their approvals are based on 
these phases and if the applicant reads the local law it says phases are subsequent to each 
other.  They can’t proceed to phase 3 until phase 2 is complete.  That is what he is trying to 
make L. Pallechi understand.  Before the Board approves phase 3 and phase 4 the Board is 
going to have to have detailed site plans and everything for phase 2 as it stands alone.   L. 
Pallechi states that they will detail everything and break it down based on the PUD and that 
phasing.  He wanted to get the Board everything because sometimes it’s better to look at the 
overall picture.  C. Dake states he thinks that the facility is gated and asks if he were to show up 
could he go on site and look at it.  L. Pallechi states he believes if he goes to the front 
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desk/office and asks he would probably be able to.  He states that he knows a couple of the 
Planning Board members did walk the site at one point.  If needed he thinks that they certainly 
could do a site visit.  T. Yasenchak asks if the Board would like to have another site visit.  The 
majority of the Board members have not been on the site.  L. Pallechi states that if he can have 
an email he can coordinate some dates with the applicant.  T. Yasenchak states that she would 
like to see the dimensions on the plans, the square footage of the area, or a foot print.  Some of 
the notes need to be updated.  The proposed zoning and the proposed PUD amendment would 
include 169 acres, the PUD is 89.7.  That needs to be changed.  She asks C. Baker about the 
wetlands and the delineation that was done 2012.  She asks how often NYS DEC typically 
wants them updated and if anything has changed in the last 7 years.  C. Baker states that was 
one of his comments as well.  The Board will need an updated GID.  L. Pallechi states that he 
agrees and they are proposing to disturb wetlands.  In order to disturb wetlands they need to get 
an ACOE permit.  During that time is when he will check on that.  T. Yasenchak states they 
would want to see that.  C. Baker states that is something that should be done as soon as 
possible because that could change.  T. Yasenchak states that the assessor has 167 units so 
they should verify that.  The parking garages that are shown on the south west corner, those 
were not on the map from 2014 and 2015.  L. Pallechi  thinks they would like them but if it is 
going to cause a headache they will just remove them.  The Board did discuss them not being 
there but that was during the PUD amendment.  There was discussion if they would provide 
more of a buffer.  Does the PUD include those garages?  It states that its use would be for 
maintenance.  The phasing is very important, it was part of the SEQRA.  The Board will need to 
see a landscaping plan.  There were areas where trees would be spaded in. L. Pallechi states 
that he remembers something but thought it was when they were proposing units.  T. 
Yasenchak states no it wasn’t.  There was a map that actually goes with legislation.  She asks if 
they plan on any blasting.  L. Pallechi states yes, and shows the Board where on the map.  T. 
Yasenchak states that they talked about sidewalks back in June of 2014 and the Board felt that 
was important for safety.  It’s in section 10 and reads the section of the PUD.  B. Duffney asks 
when they provide the lay out of the homes, will it be maximum size that they show the Board.  
T. Yasenchak states yes.  L. Pallechi asks if they can agree on what is the minimum distance 
between the buildings.  He would like to be tied to that condition so he can make sure all the 
grading and utilities will work within that.  T. Yasenchak states that is not really the Board’s job.  
This is very close to what they showed the Board in the past.  B. Duffney asks if there is a state 
code for distances between buildings like this.  L. Pallechi states yes, they can have 0’ between 
buildings as long as they have a fire wall.  T. Yasenchak states that is what the Board is saying, 
that they want a distance.  L. Pallechi states that they have plenty of distance between the 
buildings.  T. Yasenchak states because this isn’t a normal development that the Board usually 
looks at with setbacks, what they are looking for is specifics to the phasing.  As far as distance 
apart from each other.  M. Gyaramthy states this type of development has more detail in it than 
a standard housing development.  T. Yasenchak states however they want to provide it, 
whether it be a table or whatever format they would like.  C. Baker states he would like to 
suggest (the Board is on detailed site plan review) he does not feel tables are the way to go.  He 
thinks the buildings need to be shown the way they are proposed, where they are going, 
emergency access roads, fire protection, all that stuff.  Like he said the devil is in the details and 
that is what we need to see.  Tables are fine and the concepts are fine for conceptual approval, 
which is what the Board did for SEQRA review, but now they are into detailed site plan review, 
the Board needs to see the actual building, architects plan for their building layouts that is where 
the Board is at now.  M. Waldron states that it makes it very difficult for our office administrative 
process looking through tables to try and decide the distance between the buildings.  He feels 
the details will go a long way to verify and agrees with C. Baker.  T. Yasenchak states that the 
PUD says that those things will be decided in site plan review.  C. Baker states that the PUD 
also says that it allows for a number of units up to a maximum and there is no guarantee that 
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they will get that maximum.  That is why now in detailed site plan review the Board needs to see 
all those units laid out, if they fit and if they can actually achieve those numbers.  T. Yasenchak 
asks the PUD is actually made up of a couple different tax map parcels.  If a building falls half 
on one parcel and half on another parcel how does get settled.  M. Gyarmathy asks if they can 
do that during phasing.  T. Yasenchak states she does not know how those lot lines in the area 
in those lots fall with the phases.  R. Roeckle states that is something they need to determine.  
That will need to be determined because the building code specifically addresses that buildings 
can’t cross over lot lines unless there is a firewall.  So there would have to be a fire wall on both 
sides.  That is an issue they will need to deal with.   L. Pallechi states he knows that they have 
lot lines, it is for financing purposes.  T. Yasenchak states there are 2 specific tax map parcels if 
they need to do a lot line amendment as part of the site plan review.  L. Pallechi asks what is 
the procedure in Town with a lot line adjustment.  He believes that some towns do it 
administratively.  T. Yasenchak states that the Town does not have a procedure for that.  
Typically if it is a minor lot line adjustment, it is done administratively.  If there are several 
different lot lines that are changing, it goes in front of the Board.  L. Pallechi states that the lot 
lines don’t mean anything.  M. Gyaramthy states it will mean something when they try to finance 
phase 1.  L. Pallechi states that if they need that lot for financing purposes to complete phase 2, 
they may have to add another lot to complete phase 2.  T. Yasenchak states that it needs to be 
varified sooner than later.  R. Roeckle asks if the Board is looking at approving all phasing at the 
same time.  M. Gyarmathy states that he thought the Board was reviewing between phases.  T. 
Yasenchak states  yes, to both questions.  They will look at it as a whole, but then the PUD 
states as proceed, the Board they can review again to see how the phases are going.  M. 
Gyarmathy states that he thought they would.  T. Yasenchak states she thinks it says “shall”.  T. 
Yasenchak states that due to the blasting and a couple of concerns the Board wanted to review 
between each phase.  B. Duffney states that he remembers they discussed blasting one section 
and it could possibly be all done at once.  M. Gyarmathy agrees.  When the Board walked the 
site, he believes that they have 2 sections to blast.  L. Pallechi states that with the phasing, the 
market is going to dictate a 2 story or a 3 story.  If the market turns to 3 stories and the phasing 
is out of sequence he hopes that the Board will not tie the applicants hand and say oh no they 
have to complete this even though they don’t have anyone ready to rent those units.  Is that 
flexible or not?.  T. Yasenchak states that the PUD states that the applicant would just have to 
come back in front of the Board for review of the phasing.  C. Baker states moving forward, to 
try to give the applicant direction, he will be looking at this as individual phases.  First of all, he 
will be looking at detailed plans for phase 2 and he will be looking for a specific storm water 
management report and SWPPP for that phase.  If the Board is going to be approving this 
according to the way it’s spelled out in the local law then they will be looking at it by phase.  His 
comments are going to be related to that phase.  The applicants storm water management 
report and their SWPPP should be related to that.  That report should encompass the entire 
holding and water shield within that phase.  The applicant can’t just look at the isolated pond.  
He has to look at where that water goes after it is discharged from the water retention area.  
Whether it is going through the existing ponds.  He will want to see impact at the property lines 
where the water leaves that site.  He briefly reviewed the storm water management report and 
did not see it.  He saw that it addressed the water retention area and the ponds, but he did not 
see the overall picture of comparing pre and post at the discharge points of the property.  L. 
Pallechi states that is how they designed their storm water sizing.  C. Baker states that they 
have a lot of neighbor’s concerned with flooding and draining in this area of the Town.  It will be 
looked at very closely as far as storm water management aspect.  They will also need to see 
updated reports for the water system; how they are handling fire protection; do they have 
enough storage on the site for the fire sprinkler systems.  As he said the devil is in the details 
and that is where the Board is with this project.  They need to see all those reports and updated 
input from NYS DOH that they are satisfied that the existing water system can supply all these 
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units, they have enough water and their wells are good.  All that stuff needs to be proven and 
documented.  Same thing with sanitary sewer.  L. Pallechi said they were dealing with Saratoga 
County Sewer District, but the Town is also going to be concerned with how the number of units 
is going to affect the pump station.  There are a lot of details that are going to be coming down 
the pipe in order to make this flow.  They have a concept plan and there was a lot of work put 
into that.  They have a PUD local law that is in accordance with that concept plan, now they 
have to figure out how to make the plan work.  C. Baker wanted to try to give L. Pallechi an idea 
what he will be looking for.  B. Duffney asks C. Baker in between phase 2 and phase 3 if the 
applicant gets it all set for his water runoff and is getting ready to start phase 3 and the State 
regulation tightens up phase 3, what happens if phase 2 does not work with phase 3.  L. 
Pallechi states that he thinks what B. Duffney is asking is during construction if the regulation 
changes what happens to that later phase.  Once they have a permit they would be 
grandfathered in with the design.   C. Baker agrees and states once they file the N.O.I with the 
state they get general current coverage under the storm water and ifthe regulations change they 
are under construction and grandfathered in.  With the wetlands issue, as he pointed out, if the 
wetlands have changed, the Board needs to know that now and it may affect the way the 
applicant is going to be laying things out.  That is something that has to come rather soon.    
Certainly if L. Pallechi has any questions feel free to C. Baker.  He is just trying to give the 
applicant an idea what the Board is looking for and what C. Baker is going to be looking for.  L. 
Pallechi states he understands.  T. Yasenchak asks K. McMahon for a copy of the PUD 
language.  The Town Clerk should have it and it should be something that is posted online just 
like every other zoning law.  They should talk to whomever they need to see about that being 
done.   It was dated June 2014.   
 _______________________ 
 
 

Meeting adjourned at 8:37 p.m.  All members in favor. 
 
 ______________________ 
 
 
       Respectfully submitted by, 
 
 
       Kimberley McMahon 
       Planning Board Secretary 
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