
 

 

TOWN OF GREENFIELD 

PLANNING BOARD 

 

January 26, 2016 

 

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, Nathan Duffney, Michael 

Gyarmathy, Thomas Siragusa, Stan Weeks and Robert Roeckle, Alternate.  John Bokus and John Streit are 

absent. Charlie Baker, Town Engineer is present.   

         

 

MINUTES – December 29, 2015 

MOTION:   B. Duffney 

SECOND:   M. Gyarmathy 

 RESOLVED, that the Planning Board waives the reading of and approves the minutes of December 

29, 2015, with the following correction: 

 

 UMH – “B. Duffney states that the biggest double wide you can get is a 32 x 80 and the size of the 

homes would be restricted by the lot size.” 

 

VOTE:  Ayes:       Duffney, Gyarmathy, Roeckle, Siragusa, Weeks, Yasenchak   

              Noes:       None        

Absent:     Bokus, Streit        

     

 

PLANNING BOARD CASES 

 

JOHN & REBECCA KEYZER – Minor Subdivision 

North Creek Road 

 

 John Keyzer and his son, James, are present.  T. Yasenchak explains that since this application was 

on the previous agenda and we cancelled the meeting, she reviewed the information submitted and provided 

the applicant with some notes based on the requirements from the code. J. Keyzer states that T. Yasenchak 

had responded as if this was a sketch plan and he states that this was not intended to be a sketch plan.  After 

the initial meeting with the Board at which they reviewed his proposal, he decided to reconfigure his plan.  

This was meant only to be a preliminary sketch to see what problems might be foreseen.  This was not meant 

to be a final sketch.  He realizes there are a lot of things to do.  He states that T. Yasenchak’s response 

indicates to him that she believes this to be a major subdivision.  T. Yasenchak states that in speaking with G. 

McKenna, he stated that one of the lots would be considered existing and the applicant is only creating 4 lots.  

He has determined that this is a minor subdivision.  J. Keyzer asks what other problems the Board would see 

with the site as laid out.  They are all 3 acres with the corner lot being larger to make sure that there is 

enough distance for the driveway.  T. Yasenchak states that with any subdivision plan the Board does require 

that the sight distance is met for any driveways so we typically ask that the driveways be shown to show that 

it could work and then the sight distance would have to be shown to meet the regulations.  That is a State 

code.  J. Keyzer asks if this is something that he can review with the County Highway Department since this 

is a county road.  T. Yasenchak states that it is typically something that is done be a traffic engineer or 

perhaps a surveyor.  It is something that needs to be documented and then certified that it does meet the sight 

distance.  Some surveyors can do it, but it is typically a traffic engineer who would look at the State 

requirements and certify that it meets those codes.  The Board cannot approve a subdivision that is not in 

compliance or has a dangerous driveway.  This being an inside corner on a fast road, the applicant will have 

to prove that all of these lots can have driveways that meet the sight distance.  B. Duffney states that if there 

is no problem with the sight distance on lots 3 & 4, these are up away from the stream and the way it is laid  
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out, he does not have issues.  R. Roeckle states that if there are no sight distance issues and they meet zoning 

he is fine.  C. Baker states that he will need to see topos, some kind of sign off on wetlands, the sight distance 

which a surveyor can measure but not necessarily give the certification.  J. Keyzer states he understands.  J. 

Keyzer states that he will meet with the building inspector again tomorrow for some names.   

     

 

7337 MIDDLE GROVE ROAD – Special Use Permit/Site Plan Review 

Middle Grove Road 

 

 Mike Ballestero is present for the application and explains that they have removed the recycling from 

their application for a contractor storage yard.  T. Yasenchak asks if he has any other revised information.  

M. Ballestero states that only the application was changed.  T. Yasenchak asks about the number of vehicle 

trips per day.  M. Ballestero states that will stay the same, roughly 6 trips on average per day.  T. Yasenchak 

asks if they are still expecting to go out in the morning and come back at the end of the day.  M. Ballestero 

states that is correct.  T. Yasenchak states that the hours of operation were previously discussed and the days 

per week.  M. Ballestero states that their typical working hours are 7:00 to 3:30, Monday thru Friday.  

Occasionally there are days when they might go out earlier or come back a little later, but for the most part 

their normal business hours are 7:00 to 3:30.  Sometimes he does have to work on the trucks himself on 

Saturday or Sunday.  T. Yasenchak states that she believes that we have adjourned the public hearing 

because we had asked the Code Enforcement Official to give us a determination on the recycling vs. 

processing so we had never actually closed the public hearing.  We will need to reopen that because the 

applicant has submitted a revised application.  B. Duffney asks if with the 7:00 to 3:30 hours they would be 

leaving around 6:00 a.m.  M. Ballestero states no, they are usually in the shop at 7:00/7:30 and then leave 

and come back around 3:00/3:30 on average.  He reiterates that this is not 15 trucks rolling in and out, it is 

one or two trucks.  He states that he might have to leave at 2:00 a.m. if he got a call to be somewhere, but 

that is not normal practice.  B. Duffney questions that some nights they might come in 9:00/10:00 p.m. if 

something happens.  M. Ballestero states that they would be driving a vehicle into a driveway and not 

working at that hour.  S. Weeks states that doing away with the sorting helps him a lot and states that the 

outside pad is still shown and will they still have that.  M. Ballestero states that they will have the pad 

because as we all know, this is and has been a junkyard for about 36 years, and they have some 900 cars that 

they are going to get rid of, which is a whole different operation, so they will have a pad and use it.  T. 

Siragusa questions that they will still be storing the dumpsters and will they come in empty.  M. Ballestero 

concurs.  He states that the materials they pick up are brought to Hiram Hollow or County Waste, and that 

has always been the plan.  M. Gyarmathy asks if the applicant wants to leave his hours of operation at 7:00 – 

3:30.  M. Ballestero states that they work dusk to dawn so these hours are the average with their hours being 

7:00 – 3:30.  He states that he is not saying that he would not be going out with a truck on a Saturday 

afternoon or coming in later.  R. Roeckle questions that there was an application to the ZBA on the 

contractor’s storage yard.  T. Yasenchak states that we did not send one to them.  She states that without the 

processing, then this falls under contractor’s storage yard.  R. Rowland states that a neighbor had applied to 

the ZBA but they have asked to hold that application since the applicant was revising his application.  C. 

Baker has no engineering issues.  B. Duffney discusses, as with other contractor’s storage yards, that he 

would not like to see the applicant held to certain standards since he has stated that his normal hours are 7:00 

to 3:30, but there are instances when things happen in a construction/contractor’s business such as 

breakdowns, etc.  M. Ballestero states that they could come in loaded if they get back late and then they go 

right out in the morning.  T. Yasenchak states that she does not know what tools the Town has to enforce 

something to that detail.  B. Duffney questions that this is construction debris and not garbage that would be 

sitting there.  M. Ballestero concurs.  T. Yasenchak questions that there would be sorting bins and dumpsters 

on the pad.  M. Ballestero states that that does not pertain to the contractor storage yard, it is part of the 

junkyard license.  T. Yasenchak asks that the applicant update the summary to make sure that it matches the 

hours of operation and the revised application.  Public hearing is discussed and will be reopened at the next 

meeting.  R. Rowland will check to see if this needs to be re-noticed.   
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INTEGRATED STAFFING CORP. – Site Plan Review 

Maple Avenue/NYS Route 9 

 

 Peter and Dhianna Yezzi and Kevin Hastings, engineer, are present.  K. Hastings explains that they 

are proposing to convert this from a residential use into an office on Maple Avenue.  The plot plan they 

provided shows the existing and the proposed plans and the applicants are under contract to purchase this.  D. 

Yezzi explains that they are a temporary staffing agency, they interview 4 people per day so there will be 

minimal traffic, their hours are 9:00 to 5:00, they have proposed parking, there will be no exterior lights as 

they close at 5:00 and they will have no job fairs at the property.  T. Yasenchak states that this is an 

interesting arrangement because there is a shared driveway.  She asks if there is an easement or will there be 

an easement of some sort to allow them to access their property from the existing driveway.  P. Yezzi states 

that there is an easement.  T. Yasenchak asks if the easement allows for commercial use of this property or is 

it for residents.  D. Yezzi states that from what they understand of the easement language, it could be either 

for office use or residential.  T. Yasenchak suggests that that is something very important and the applicant 

should check as the Planning Board has seen cases where someone is granted an easement for their property 

for only residential use.  She suggests that the applicant check that as the Board would need to see that they 

have that legal right to do that for a commercial property.  She states that typically parking is required to be 

in the rear.  They have proposed parking in the front and she is not sure how much grass is proposed between 

the parking and where the pavement actually starts.  K. Hastings states that it is currently existing and about 

5’ off the lot line.  T. Yasenchak states that there is a requirement of a landscaping strip of at least 10’ 

between parking and a street.  D. Yezzi states that they currently have 3 to 4 internal staff and that parking is 

in the rear along with the handicap spot for herself.  She states that they don’t necessarily need 3 spots in the 

front.  T. Yasenchak states that they should look at the regulations a little closer.  She asks which of the 

nearby properties are residential vs. commercial.  K. Hastings explains.  T. Yasenchak asks about signage.  

D. Yezzi states that they would do something similar to others on Maple Avenue.   P. Yezzi states that it 

would be two sided with nothing on the building.  K. Hastings explains that the applicants are also going 

before the ZBA for an area variance.  T. Yasenchak states that the Planning Board won’t be able to make a 

determination until after the ZBA takes action.  R. Roeckle asks how the shared driveway will affect a buffer 

because the driveway is technically part of a residential lot and may need to be part of the variance for the 

buffer.  T. Yasenchak states that the applicant will need to look into that and talk it over with the Code 

Enforcement Official.  She states that she does not know if the Planning Board has the right to waive the 

buffer seeing as the house is not actually on that little strip.  The buffer is intended to shield from the 

residence.  K. Hastings explains that along the southern most line there is a stockade fence.  T. Yasenchak 

suggests showing that on the plans.  R. Roeckle states that he would like to see the parking to the rear, if at 

all possible because of the traffic on Route 9.  D. Yezzi states that typically their interviews last about 20 to 

30 minutes, with 4 per day.  They were looking to have at least a couple of spots in the front where they 

could pull in, especially given the fact that they have the shared driveway.  She is unsure how much space 

they have in the back for other spaces.  She asks what the buffer is for the back.  T. Yasenchak states that 

these are things that they will have to balance since that is so close.  If someone is pulling in and someone is 

trying to back out at the same time, how much time do they have to know that there is a car pulling in.  R. 

Roeckle questions that the driveway is on both properties.  K. Hastings states that it is.  R. Roeckle asks if 

there is a reciprocal easement since the driveway is on both properties.  Technically the other owner does not 

have a right to go on the applicant’s unless there is an easement.  He points out that the parking spaces are 

right on the property line.  T. Yasenchak suggests that the engineer look at the code for the parking and 

driveway width standards.  For two-way traffic there is a specific width for the driveway.  M. Gyarmathy 

states that his two main issues were the width of the driveway and maybe the applicant can take away a 

parking space in the front to make it look more attractive.  T. Siragusa asks if the drive will stay gravel.  P. 

Yezzi states that the parking spaces will be paved but the driveway, being shared, they really don’t know if 

that is something that the other owner would be interested in doing.  T. Siragusa states that things to consider 

there are winter and access on an unpaved driveway, who is doing the plowing, etc.  B. Duffney states that 

the easement is a legal matter that should be looked into, also the driveway width, which we have had before 

us previously.  Otherwise, it looks good.  This area has a mix of businesses and homes.  He questions  
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changes to the exterior or will it continue to look like a home, handicap ramps.  P. Yezzi states that they 

would be painting, cleaning it up, etc.  K. Hastings states that they would keep any handicap ramps to the 

rear.  They will also be demolishing a shed and there would be improvement to the property.  B. Duffney 

states that if they could eliminate a parking space or shift the parking, but that is up to the applicant to bring 

to the Board.  T. Yasenchak reiterates checking the code for the requirements and trying to make it meet 

those.  She states that these things may need to be added to the zoning variance request.  T. Yasenchak states 

that we should ask G. McKenna about the buffer to the south because of the driveway.  C. Baker states that 

the only questions he has are related to the septic system and he is going to want to see the locations of the 

wells and septics on the adjoining lots.  He would like to see some drainage arrows on the plans.  K. Hastings 

states that he was going to eventually show that, they are under the 1 acre threshold and they will provide 

some infiltration in the rear.  T. Yasenchak asks how tall the picket fence is in the front in case it is impeding 

any view.  K. Hastings states that he thinks it might be about 3 or 4’ high.  T. Siragusa questions the 

condition of the far rear of the property and suggests that the applicant might want to check that out – just in 

case there are things back there that might be issues or violations.  K. Hastings states that he will look further 

into these issues. 

     

 

MILLARD HOFMANN – Special Use Permit 

Young Road 

 

 No one is present for the application. 

     

 

UMH  - Special Use Permit/Site Plan Review 

NYS Route 9N 

 

 D. Engel, Mark Millspaugh and Marty Mancini are present.  T. Yasenchak reviews that the Planning 

Board had sent this back to the ZBA for clarification on the ZBA’s approval and we asked them for a 

determination of the 100’ width question.  We also asked the Zoning Administrator for a determination of the 

same.  Since then the ZBA came back and gave us kind of a perplexing, not really specific answer. The 

Zoning Administrator has determined that although our code is a little bit vague on the definition of width, he 

has found that the way it has been presented is in compliance with the intent of the code.  She asks the Board 

if they have additional questions or feel they have enough information to continue.  Board feels they can 

continue.  D. Engel provides copies of his January 4, 2016 letter.  Board reviews the letter. S. Weeks states 

that he is comfortable with the conclusion, Board concurs.  Public hearing was closed on this case and T. 

Yasenchak states that the only outstanding item was the width question.  The Planning Board did commend 

the applicant’s work regarding the additional plantings and how detailed these were on the plan.  SEQRA is 

discussed.  C. Baker states that he recalls the minutes from when this was before the Town Board that 

SEQRA would not be required.  T. Yasenchak states that typically, unless there has been a major change, we 

do not have to redo it, however when we continue and take action on an application, we have been advised to 

acknowledge that we understand that we don’t have to reopen and re-review it because of the minor revisions 

that have been made or something to that effect.  The Board reviews items A – Q stating that each item has 

been reviewed, discussed, addressed, etc., as applicable:  A- has been discussed and the additional 

landscaping further lessens nuisance from sound and light; B – discussed, letter from the school district, 

entrances are being modified into the park that will be safer for the community, sewer facilities have been 

shown to be adequate; C – applicant has shown on plans wetlands and that they have enough water and septic 

services; D – meets provisions and the applicant received an area variance; E – the applicant has done a good 

job in addressing this and they have a separated drive into the expansion area in case of emergency, there is 

off street parking in addition to the parking on each home lot; F – that was determined; G – this was 

discussed and especially with the extra buffer; H – these are lesser in size, being one story they have less of 

an impact on the community character than if these were all two-stories; I – screening has been discussed and  

 



 

 

January 26, 2016 

 

additional buffers have been added, and we have discussed lighting; J – the applicant has certainly done this; 

K – addressed; L – this is not the typical open space that would be given over to the town, this does not 

apply, but the applicant has included recreational areas within the application for the inhabitants of the park 

including a basketball court; M – yes, this has been addressed; N – N/a; O – addressed; P – storm water 

management has been addressed; Q – this has been met.  T. Yasenchak states that the proposed use complies 

with the requirements. 

 

RESOLUTION – UMH Properties, Inc/BrookviewVillage Mobile Home Park 

MOTION:  S. Weeks 

SECOND:  T. Siragusa 

 RESOLVED, that the Planning Board grants a Special Use Permit/Site Plan Review to UMH 

Properties, Inc./Brookview Village Mobile Home Park, NYS Route 9N, TM#151.-2-7 as presented and 

waives reopening the SEQRA as it feels any revisions made do not change the original SEQRA 

determination. 

 

VOTE:  Ayes:       Duffney, Gyarmathy, Roeckle, Siragusa, Weeks, Yasenchak   

              Noes:       None        

Absent:     Bokus, Streit   

    

 

ZBA Referral 

 

Jeff & Tina Zakrzewski – The applicants are seeking an area variance to keep their horses on their property 

at night.  They are attempting to make arrangements for day boarding.  R. Roeckle states that this is basically 

a small private stable.  No Planning Board issues. 

     

 

DISCUSSION     
     

 Scott Iseman, Daniels Road, is present and states that he bought his house and moved in about a year 

ago.  He is seeking guidance from the Planning Board regarding his neighbor, Rocky Daniels.  He states that 

he bought the property with ‘eyes open’ to what is there, you can’t miss it, and they looked into it 

understanding that there is a special use permit, spoke to the owners about the operation that takes place 

there.  Since they have come to living there, he has a copy of the special use permit, and the applicant is not 

abiding by the terms.  The owner was recently shut down by DEC for having storm water drainage 

violations, which is concerning to him as he has a well and there is a swamp between them.  He does not 

know if this Board has the authority to discuss the special use permit that was granted and the violations from 

it.  Code Enforcement does probably play the primary role in that.  He is looking for guidance, he has 

contacted G. McKenna letting him know about some of the violations that he has observed.  His greatest 

concern is the possible water contamination.  T. Yasenchak states that not everyone on this Board was here 

when that was granted.  She states that there was also a residence on the property when this was granted and 

this was not to supposed to be an on-going daily occurrence as they are doing now.  She states that S. Iseman 

does need to speak to G. McKenna and she belives that he has cited R. Daniels in the past.  The Planning 

Board granted the special use permit but is not the enforcement agent.  She states that at some point G. 

McKenna’s hands were tied because of the Town and legal actions.  C. Baker states that the Town has taken 

R. Daniels to court and G. McKenna is the person S. Iseman should speak to.   T. Yasenchak states that the 

Town is aware and G. McKenna is the person to talk to about what has been done and what can be done.  S. 

Iseman asks if this Board has the authority to revoke a special use permit.  T. Yasenchak states no, that is a 

code enforcement issue.   When someone is not operating within what was granted, it is all about what tools 

that the Town has to actually stop them.  S. Iseman states that he does not want to be the one complaining, it 

is not the role he wants to play.  He states that the amount of activity is not what was expected.  T. 

Yasenchak states that it was not what the Board expected either.  S. Iseman states that he has a copy of what  
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was granted.  He appreciates the Board’s advice and will pursue it, he is an attorney and does not mind 

helping the Town.  C. Baker states that the Town Attorney is familiar with this as they represented in the 

court cases.  S. Iseman states that he had discussed that with G. McKenna and that the Town was successful 

in getting legal fees, there was improvement, it was shut down from the end of July until just recently by 

DEC and he believes that the owner must have remediated the storm drainage issue.  If not, he is just doing 

his own thing again.   

     

 

 T. Yasenchak states that R. Roeckle has provided some additional continuing education 

opportunities from the State so if anyone is not able to make tomorrow’s conference and you are looking for 

additional hours, check out the website.  R. Roeckle states that there are webinars that they are doing more 

of, there are on-line courses, etc.    

     

   

 Meeting adjourned 8:21 p.m., all members in favor. 

     

 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

       Rosamaria Rowland 

       Secretary 


