DRAFT

TOWN BOARD MEETING 
JANUARY 14, 2015
7:00 PM

Supervisor Jamieson opened the meeting 7:05 PM followed by a salute to the flag.  Members present: Supervisor Jamieson, Councilman Murray, Councilwoman Ranni, Councilwoman Smith, Councilman Valentine

Also present: Engineer Al Fusco

AUDIT OF CLAIMS

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Ranni and seconded by Councilwoman Smith and passed 5-0 to approve payment of the bills in the following accounts:

		GENERAL FUND			  $265,469.20 
GENERAL – PART TOWN		    101,296.46	
HIGHWAY – TOWN WIDE                   36,786.81
HIGHWAY – OUTSIDED		        4,059.10  	   	
FIELDCREST WATER		         1,387.53
		LAKE HILL FARMS WATER                     3,926.79
     		SUGAR LOAF HILLS WATER                   1,771.53
      		SURREY MEADOWS WATER	         3,752.26
		GARBAGE DISTRICT	                      47,151.00
		TRUST & AGENCY	                        9,398.75
		WALTON LAKE WATER		         3,761.36
						   $478,760.79



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUATION

Supervisor Jamieson opened the floor for additional comments on the Comprehensive Plan Update: 2014.

Lenny Silver

Mr. Silver read from his written comments to the Board.  Their entirety follows:
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Tracy Shuh of the Preservation Collective, Inc. summarized their comments with regard to the Comprehensive Plan.  She stated the letter is a follow up to their comments submitted at the Committee’s public hearing held in March 2014. She noted that the comments did not include what was good about the Plan.  The updated Plan added the concern of transferring lots from another Town and making sure the Planning Board uses realistic lot counts. She made note that the Plan recognizes problems but solutions are vague and changes from “required” to “encourage” gives the public the impression it is less effective.  She said she understood, however, that the zoning regulation changes would make the difference and she stressed follow-through on the Town’s Board part to oversee what comes through the Planning Board, ZBA and Building Department.  In closing she asked the Town to keep things moving in a positive direction and inform the public and be open to their input.  The letter follows in its entirety:[image: C:\Users\lzappala\Pictures\2015-02-09 Tracy Shuh comp plan comments\Tracy Shuh comp plan comments 001.jpg][image: C:\Users\lzappala\Pictures\2015-02-09 Tracy Shuh comp plan comments\Tracy Shuh comp plan comments 002.jpg]Emily Boardman

Ms. Boardman acknowledged the good and responsible work done on the Plan. She expressed concerns with regard to the gun club.  She noted that the gun club has not had any representatives in attendance. For the record, she stated it is hard for her to understand why for over 30 years there hasn’t been an opportunity to hear from the Board their position with regard to the gun club and no statement brought by the gun club. She said her experience with three bullets was more than one should have to address.  She wanted a public statement to be put on the record that it is time for this entity to join with the public and look at the concerns.  She commented that last Thursday, there was a volley of bullets in her home. She asked the Board  to remember how it was.

Supervisor Jamieson asked for the letter submitted on behalf of Stanley Felsinger be read into the minutes.  It follows in its entirety:
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For the record, additional written comments received previously follow in their entirety:
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Supervisor Jamieson said the Town is not in a rush to move forward. He said, for one, the Town wants to make sure that the ridgeline is protected.  Other issues of concern are projects including private sewer plants. He said the Comprehensive Plan will address pocket plants. He said the County will be increasing the sewer capacity in Harriman for the Camp LaGuardia project.  This will require tweaking of the Plan.  He said this is all about our town and it is to make the town better, as in the recent purchase by the Open Space Institute.  The Town will keep the discussion open and not finalize it until it is complete. Upon any edits to the Plan, another hearing will be held.  A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilwoman Smith at 7:25 p.m. to close the Public Hearing on the Comprehensive Plan.  Motion carried 5-0. Discussion:  A continuing discussion concerning the Comprehensive Plan edits will be held on February 25, 2014.

Continuation of the Public Hearing concerning the Proposed Local Law on Digital Signs and Billboards

Supervisor Jamieson opened the floor to further comments regarding the Proposed Local Law on Digital Signs and Billboards.  There were no comments to the floor.  The following are written comments, in their entirety, received during and previously, regarding the proposed law.
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A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilwoman Ranni to close the Public Hearing with regard to the Proposed Local Law regarding Digital Signs and Billboards. Motion carried 
5-0.

ORANGE AND ROCKLAND STORM WATER SUB STATION

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Smith and seconded by Councilman Murray to approve and allow the Supervisor to sign the Storm Water Facility Maintenance Agreement with O&R. Motion carried 5-0.

	ENCUMBRENCE OF HIGHWAY FUNDS

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilman Valentine to encumber $8,953.01 of the DA5130.4 to the 2015 budget for the anticipated repair of highway truck #18 as it awaits parts from the manufacturer.  Motion carried 5-0.

CLOTHING BID FOR HIGHWAY AND WATER

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilman Valentine to accept the low clothing bid at the estimated cost of $460 p/person from Wood’s Menswear of Brentwood, L.I.  Motion carried 5-0.

ELIMINATE PART TIME CLERK

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Smith and seconded by Councilman Valentine to eliminate a part-time clerk position from the Town of Chester.  Motion carried 5-0.

ASSOCIATION OF TOWNS DELEGATE

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Ranni and seconded by Councilman Valentine to appoint Councilman Murray as Delegate and Supervisor Jamieson as alternate delegate to the Association’s Annual Business Meeting held on February 18, 2015.

WARWICK VALLEY HUMANE SOCIETY AGREEMENT

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Valentine and seconded by Councilwoman Smith to approve and allow Supervisor Jamieson to sign the agreement with the Warwick Valley Humane Society approved for in the 2015 budget. Motion carried 5-0.

PARK RENAMING

Supervisor Jamieson continued the discussion regarding the renaming of the Town parks. A previous motion was made to rename the Commons Park to the Charles Shaughnessy Park.  A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Ranni and seconded by Councilman Murray to rescind the renaming of the Chester Commons Park.  Motion carried 4-1. Robert Valentine - Nay. Discussion:  Supervisor Jamieson will contact the Shaughnessy family.


TOWN HALL HOURS

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Smith and seconded by Councilman Valentine to change the Town Hall business hours to Monday-Thursday, 9a.m.-6p.m. and Friday 9a.m.-1p.m., effective
February 2, 2015. Motion carried 5-0.

EDUCATION REQUESTS

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilman Valentine to approve PO D’Agnese to attend the Standardized Field Sobriety Testing course to be held at the Orange County Police Chiefs’ Academy from January 28 to January 30, 2015 at no cost.  Motion carried 5-0.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilman Valentine to approve the attendance of Sgt. Slowik to the TASER Conducted Electrical Weapon (CEW) Instructor recertification course to be held on March 17, 2015 at Cherryville, PA for a cost of $175.00  Motion carried 5-0.

TAX RECEIVER SURETY BOND

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilman Smith to approve, sign and file with the County of Orange the Western Surety Bond #70644089 beginning January 7, 2015 and ending January 7, 2016.  Motion carried 5-0.

[bookmark: _GoBack]PARKLAND FEES TRANSFER

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilwoman Smith to approve the transfer of $9,668.13 from Park land fees to A-7140.2 to pay for basketball poles, nets, various electric work, ice rink netting and hockey goals, and sign posts. Motion carried 5-0.

APPOINTMENTS

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Smith and seconded by Councilman Murray to make the following re-appointments as per the 2015 Reorganization.

Joanne Janik, Library Board, term ending December 31, 2019
Michael Mallon, Ethics Board, term ending December 31, 2016
Lori Smith, Board of Assessment Review, term ending September 30, 2019
Vincent Finizia, Zoning Board of Appeals, term ending December 31, 2020

Motion carried 5-0.

REORGANIZATION CHANGES

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Smith and seconded by Councilwoman Ranni to accept the changes from the Reorganization meeting.  Motion carried 5-0.

WEBSITE

Mr. Guzman of A&E Advertising addressed the Board. He stated they have 400 clients, including the Monroe Chamber of Commerce as well as school districts. He said they have been residents of Chester for 18 years, and have worked with the Town previously under Brian Jarvis’ supervision.  He said they will design the website and train the person responsible for maintaining the website. He said they will host and maintain the Town’s website.  Cost for maintenance runs $39.95 p/month for hosting and maintenance. He said to refer to aeadvertising.com to see their portfolio.

ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Smith and seconded by Councilman Murray to give written authorization to Fusco Engineering, by Rahul Verma, P.E. to represent the Town at the Council Executive session on January 20, 2015 and Alfred E. Fusco, P.E. in subsequent sessions, and said authorization to be signed by Supervisor Jamieson.  Motion carried 5-0.                                     

STANDARD WORK DAY

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilwoman Smith and seconded by Councilman Murray and passed unanimously 5-0 to approve the following resolution:

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Town of Chester, Location code 30466 hereby establishes the standard work day of 6 hours per day for elected and appointed official and will report the following days worked to the New York State and Local Employees’ Retirement System based on the time keeping system records or the records of activities maintained and submitted by these officials to the clerk of this body by
 April 15, 2015. Motion carried 5-0. 

RESIGNATION

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilwoman Ranni to accept the resignation of Gabriel Wasserman as Librarian I at the Chester Library, effective Thursday, 
January 15, 2015.  Motion carried 5-0.

BOARD COMMENTS

Councilwoman Smith noted that the procedure for making public comments should be posted on the website.  She said the speaker should come to the podium, limit their comments to three minutes and have proper dress attire.  Supervisor Jamieson added that the Rules of Conduct and Decorum at Town Meetings would be posted on the website.

Councilwoman Smith asked about the new doors to be installed at the storage side of the Senior Center.  Supervisor Jamieson said he would follow up with Joe Mlcoch.

Councilwoman Smith asked the status of the heating system in the library.  Supervisor Jamieson stated that repairs would be made as needed as a full replacement system would need to be budgeted for.

Councilwoman Smith asked about the new building versus the addition on the existing ambulance corp. building.  Supervisor Jamieson stated that the new building has been put on hold.  He said there have been upgrades done to the senior center including carpets and bathrooms and work will be done on the kitchen and a new ventilating system to remove the moisture. The carpet cleaner said the carpet is an excellent one with rubber matting and that the wave system would remove the odor and would preserve the carpet.  Supervisor Jamieson said he is speaking with the Town engineer about moving the Police Department into the Ambulance building. Their also has been discussion about possibly moving the Court there, requiring a small addition to the building.  Councilwoman Smith asked if the discussion about the expansion was going to move forward.  Supervisor Jamieson said the Police Department would be moved in 2015. As far as the addition, Supervisor Jamieson said he is looking at the expense of an addition. Supervisor Jamieson said he would like to move the employees from the lower level up to the main level.  He said talks will be had this year concerning a possible building expansion.

Councilwoman Smith asked about the ambulance vehicles.  Attorney Bonacic noted that it is ongoing litigation.

Councilwoman Smith said she spoke with Joe Mlcoch about the Steve Rowe property on Meadow Ave. that may require a lien on the property to get it cleaned up, as it is spilling over onto the neighbors.  Councilwoman Smith said they have been taken to Court and ordered to clean up the property, but it remains as a dump area.  Councilwoman Smith said a lien should be put in place to pay for the property to be cleaned up.  Supervisor Jamieson said he would follow up with the Building Inspector.

Councilwoman Smith commented about the ice skating rink.  She said she was there with her granddaughter recently and it was great.   

Councilwoman Smith also asked about the painting of the senior center.  Supervisor Jamieson said he contacted two companies and is waiting for quotes. Councilwoman asked about the wave system.  The Board had motioned to purchase a system.   Supervisor Jamieson said he has been advised that two systems would be required. Walter Popailo added that the room may require three to adequately do the job.  He said that he expects it to be approximately $1,095 each for three. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Walter Popailo mentioned that the ice skating rink will have hockey nets added. He said under the rink is a brand new basketball court and hockey court.  There will be nets purchased for the summertime.

Walter also mentioned that every Town around has a special day each year.  He suggested that the fireworks night be turned into a day block party event starting at 2pm through the fireworks show.  He suggested bouncy houses, bands and vendors to make the event more of a draw to others outside of Town to support the Town businesses.  He has spoken with Chief Doellinger and Chief Graziano, John Vero and the school and all are on board. Supervisor Jamieson said he spoke with Mayor Valastro and he thought it was a great idea. Walter said we would hold it on Saturday, July 11, 2015.  

John Vero spoke to the Board about his meeting with Ken Haverlan, Field Representative from HCC Public Risk.  He mentioned that they met with Linda Zappala, Town Clerk, Sharon Conklin, Bookkeeper, Darlene DeMarmels, Maureen Jagos, Library Director, Bill Keller, Water Operator, Anthony LaSpina, Highway Superintendent and Police Chief Doellinger.  He made site visits to various locations around the Town.  He liked the skate park signage and construction, as it was not over open water.  He had a few recommendations which he would be forwarding to the Town in writing.  Mr. Vero stated that overall Mr. Haverlan found everything looked good.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilwoman Smith to enter into Executive Session at 8:25p.m. Motion carried 5-0.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilwoman Ranni to adjourn the Executive Session at 8:35p.m. Motion carried 5-0.




RESOLUTION CONCERNING ORANGE & ROCKLAND RATE INCREASE


Whereas, Orange & Rockland Utilities, Inc., (hereinafter “O & R”) as a subsidiary of an investor-owned company, must demonstrate profitability to its shareholders; and
Whereas, O&R  must very occasionally request from the Public Service Commission (hereinafter “PSC”) a rate increase in order to sustain said profitability in light of increasing government fees, increasing property taxes, expanding services, inflation, and other variables; and
Whereas, the Town of Chester Town Board believes that a 6% increase to electric delivery and an 18% increase in natural gas delivery is excessive given the financial hardship that many of Chester’s taxpayers presently face; and
Whereas, the Town of Chester Town Board believes that O&R can meets its financial responsibility to its shareholders with a far lower rate increase.
Now, Therefore, Be it Resolved by the Town of Chester Town Board to oppose the O&R rate increase as it presently stands and urges the PSC to limit any increase to a more reasonable and sensitive level; and 
Be It Further Resolved, that a copy of the resolution will be sent to the Secretary of the NYS Public Service Commission, Assemblyman James Skoufis, Senator William J. Larkin, Jr.  And the President of Orange County Association of Towns/Cities/Villages.

Date: January 14, 2015
Moved by:  Jerry Murray   2nd by Robert Valentine
Vote: 5-0        Councilman Murray, Councilwoman Ranni, Councilwoman Smith, 
                        Councilman Valentine, Supervisor: Alex Jamieson

MOTION CARRIED

There being no further business brought before the Board, A MOTION WAS MADE BY Councilman Murray and seconded by Councilwoman Smith to adjourn the meeting at 8:40p.m.  Motion carried 5-0.  

Respectfully submitted,



Linda A. Zappala
Town Clerk
2015-01-14
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Page 91: The last paragraph in this Housing section introduces a new concept for the Town to
consider, which is “incentive zoning”. In years past, the Town had bonus density in their code to
encourage cluster development until it was determined it was not necessary; however density bonus
is mentioned in second paragraph on page 101. We were unclear if it’s the town’s intention to
replace the words bonus density throughout the document with incentive zoning? Incentive zoning
is described in the Plan as a tool to encourage different types of housing to be included in
development but not clear on what type of “inducements” it could include besides a bonus in
density; for instance could it be reduced lot sizes and mixed uses? Also, the Town should consider
what the planning board could require under their review in SEQR since the board does have some
authority in mitigating significant impacts and requiring alternatives to be considered.

Page 101: The section on Suburban Development indicates that there could be re-zoning for
additional high density districts in the Town with the last sentence stating “Future designation of
additional SR--6 lands should only be considered when 20% of the housing units are set -aside for
affordable senior or workforce housing.” s this describing “incentive zoning? Does the Plan
recommend the need to update definitions of affordable and workforce housing? There was also talk
about veteran housing at Town work sessions but that didn’t make it into the Plan specifically.

It is worth mentioning that several years ago the Town Board may have violated SEQR when it
approved the 90 foot height of a building before the SEQR review was done by the Planning Board
as lead agency. The Plan might want to recommend reviewing the footnotes on the bulk tables as
this appears to be the only place this authorization is still noted (allowed in IP and I districts).

More recently, news of over 300 acres of land to be added to Goosepond Mountain State Parkland
was announced. The Town might want to update maps (pages 18, 42, 45, 96, 103) labeling lots in
“private conservation” since it’s has not been added to parkland officially at this time.

Lastly, we are sure you recognize that in order for the Comprehensive Plan to be effective, certain
policy changes will be necessary and some recommendations will be more pressing to address than
others. The Board might want to reconsider their decision to remove the Priority Column of
timeframes for implementation or discuss a new strategy as to how the Board plans to prioritize the
recommendations after adopting the new Plan.

As always, we hope your comments prove useful. If you have any questions, please contact us.

Respectfully,

L S
Tracy Schuh

President
TPC, Inc.

Cc: Town Clerk

The Preservation Collective, Inc. is a non-profit 501c(3) tax-exempt corporation whose mission is to educate the
community by bringing attention to and defending against the environmental impacts of
new development and advocating for improved controls for sustainable growth
to protect the scenic, historic and cultural landscapes in Orange County.
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anel
Town of Chester, Town Board JAN 14 2015
Mr. Alex Jamieson
Supervisor TOWN CLERK
1786 Kings Highway, Town Hall CHESTER, NEW YORK

Chester, New York 10918

Re: OMAC Realty/Camp Monroe, Comprehensive Plan Update, Incentives for
Open Space and Provision of Trails

Dear Mr. Jamieson and Members of the Town Board of Chester:

Tim Miller Associates, Inc., (TMA) is a multidisciplinary planning and environmental consulting
firm established in 1986. We have been representing Stanley Felsinger, the owner and operator
of Camp Monroe and principal of OMAC realty, for more than 20 years. Our background and
experience can be seen in the public review section of our website:
www.timmillerassociates.com.

WWW. L e S S

Stanley Felsinger has owned the Camp Monroe property for more than 35 years. During this
time, multiple changes in the Town's Comprehensive Plan and Zoning have eroded the
development potential of the Camp Monroe property.

Stanley Felsinger has filed a number of applications with the Town over that term and as a
result of partner decisions, the changing nature of the real estate economy and the
requirements of the Camp operations, no application has ultimately come to fruition. However,
the development potential of the Camp Monroe site has gone from approximately 300 units
when Stanley originally purchased the land, to about 100 units today, a result of the town
modifying its comprehensive plan and zoning code over the past 25 years. Obviously, this has
had a huge impact on land values and development choices available to Mr. Felsinger and his
family.

It has been a great challenge to process applications in the Town of Chester in the face of an
ever-changing set of rules and policies. Now a new comprehensive plan is being considered
that has the potential again to adversely affect the Camp Monroe property.

Stanley and | met with the Planning Board Chairman, your consulting planner and the prior
Town Supervisor regarding the Comprehensive Plan revisions, specifically as they relate to
Camp Monroe. All of our discussions were positive. Most importantly, we understood that the
pending Comprehensive Plan revisions would allow attached cluster housing in exchange for
amenities such as open space and trails for public use.

Regrettably, it appears that the pending revised Comprehensive Plan will not support this.
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The Camp Monroe Request

We urgently request that the Comprehensive Plan include language that expressly permits
clustered, attached housing in the SR-2 zone when the provision of open space and the
potential connection of the Appalachian and Highland Trails would be of benefit to the Town and
general public. The Camp Monroe property has excellent open space and trail potential,
particularly in light of the recent acquisition of the Sherman parcel by the Open Space Institute
nearby.

Supporting Considerations

There is very little undeveloped SR-2 land remaining in the Town, and there are lands in the
area of Camp Monroe that have already been developed with attached housing. Incentive
zoning provisions added to the revised Comprehensive Plan would have a substantial benefit to
the public’s access to open space and the Appalachian and Highland Trails without creating an
onerous unpredictable effect on development choices in the Town. In addition, attached
housing on the Camp property would represent a land use that is compatible with surrounding
lands.

The OMAC holdings consist of 171.0 acres in the Town of Chester which is zoned Agricultural
Residential (AR-.3) and Suburban Residential (SR-2). Roughly half of the site on the west side
is zoned AR-.3 and the eastern half is zoned SR-2.

The property includes some constraints to development, primarily wetlands, a manmade lake,
steep slopes, and access. Road frontage exists in the northeast portion of the property on Camp
Monroe Road, a Town road, for direct access from Lakes Road (County Route 5).

Pursuant to current Town of Chester zoning, the only permitted residential use in the AR-.3
district is single family dwellings on individual lots. In the SR-2 district, permitted residential uses
are single family dwellings on individual lots, two-family dwellings on individual lots, planned
(age-restricted) adult community, senior housing, senior assisted-care facilities, and market-rate
senior housing. (The adult and senior housing types are not discussed further here.)

The current zoning code lists the bulk requirements for conventional one- and two-family
subdivision lots with central water and sewer service within the applicable zoning districts. The
OMAG site could be served by central water and sewer service.

In addition to being zoned AR-.3 and SR-2, portions of the project site fall within overlay districts
with additional requirements.

The higher elevations of the site in the AR-.3 zoning district are also mapped within the Ridge
Preservation Overlay District (RPOD). §98-26 of the Town zoning law requires that any new
structure in this overlay shall be sited so as not to be visible from any point on Pine Hill Road,
Bull Mill Road, Black Meadow Road or a state, county or interstate highway. If not completely
obscured it shall avoid breaking the view of the natural ridgeline. Potential visibility would need
to be determined by a visual impact assessment.

The low portion of the site in the SR-2 zoning district is mapped within the Floodplain and
Ponding Overlay District (FPOD). §98-27 of the Town zoning law generally prohibits
development of any structure in this overlay area. "Trout Brook Lake" makes up a large portion
of the area included in the FPOD, with regulated wetland areas as well.
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Cluster Regulations

The Town's cluster regulation §98-25 allows the Planning Board to modify provisions of Chapter
98, Zoning, to "promote the most appropriate use of land, and to further the goals of the Town of
Chester Comprehensive Plan, including preserving the scenic and open quality of the Town's
rural landscape and protecting historical and agricultural resources."

Section 98-25 of the zoning grants the Planning Board authority to approve a cluster
subdivision, subject to a conventional yield plan with lots and roads that conform to the minimum
lot size and other requirements of the applicable district. Clustered developments must include
at least 50 percent of the property as open space. [For applications made prior to May 2006,
bonus density may be allowed under the former §98-25C as adopted 3/2007.]

Some of the particular provisions of the cluster regulation are as follows:

Allows a cluster density based on the "cumulative" density of the two existing zoning
districts. [§98-25.A.(2)]

Town may require provision of community facilities to support the use such as parks and
recreation facilities, school sites, or firehouses. [§98-25.B.(4)]

If the Planning Board determines that clustering may be appropriate, the applicant shall
prepare a yield plan that complies with the Subdivision Regulations (Chapter 83), although
the Planning Board may waive specific requirements thereof. [§98-25.C.(3)]

The following benefits and goals of open space, as identified in the Comprehensive Plan,
guide the layout in a clustered development to preserve the following features. Open space
shall preserve at least 50% of the site. [§98-25.C.(8)] All of the items listed would need to be
presented/discussed with the Planning Board during its review of a cluster plan.

[1] steep slopes.

[2] ridgelines.

[3] habitat for threatened, endangered or special concern species.
[4] cemeteries, historic areas and historic buildings.

[5] scenic vistas, specimen trees, tree lines and wooded groves, stone walls, etc.,
setbacks from existing roads and developed properties.

[6] creation of recreation areas, trails or other open space, either public or private.
[7] wetlands, drainage areas and floodplains.

[8] separation of development from active farmland.

[9] cultural resources.

[10] significant agricultural lands and resources.

[11] cultural landmarks and resources and their surrounding visual context.

[12] rural appearance of Chester.

[13] natural assets such as streams, ponds, fields, trees and critical habitat areas.
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The Planning Board may reduce minimum lot area requirements to achieve increased open
space benefits. For lots reduced more than 25% below the required minimum lot area, the
Planning Board may impose floor area ratios to prevent excessively large residences on
smaller lots. [§98-25.C.(8)]

Open space areas include primary conservation areas (regulated areas including
waterbodies, streams, floodplains, wetlands and their adjacent areas, slopes of 25% or

more) and/or secondary conservation areas (other area “"worthy of protection by the Planning
Board"). [§98-25.D]

Planning Board has primary authority to grant cluster approval but Town Board would
typically also be involved in decision making. [§98-25.F]

Section 98-25.E of the code outlines town requirements relative to a cluster development
with an HOA.

The existing provisions of the zoning code do not permit attached townhouses as of right in
the SR-2 zone.

Given the above circumstance and conditions, we would greatly appreciate the Town’s
consideration of our request to include incentive zoning in the Comprehensive Plan
update that would permit attached cluster townhouse projects in the SR-2 zone.

Thank you, and kindly advise if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Tim Miller, AICP

President
TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES, INC.

c. Alan Sorensen
Don Serotta
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Scott Bonacic
From: Michael Blustein <mblustein@mid-hudsonlaw.com> E [E : Spredgond
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 4:15 PM ¢ E&mz é‘"zmzﬁs

To: Scott Bonacic

Cc: garytetz@etetz-sons.com; Rosemary Stack TOWN CLERK
Subject: RE: Chester CHESTER, NEW YORK
Thanks Scott.

It looks like the Town is setting up water and sewer districts as part of their 2014 comprehensive plan that
encompass only a portion of the Industrial zoning.

Tetz is involved with several large contiguous pieces that have been developed or will be developed but not all
of the pieces are in the proposed water and/or sewer districts

It will be easy to show you on a map but basically from the plan for some reason the proposed water and sewer
districts lines don't match.

6-1-28.21 Hudson Transit (Coach USA) 66 Tetz Road In sewer, not water Property Sold
6-1-28.22 Unilock 26 Tetz Road In water & sewer Property Sold
6-1-28.6 Fresenius Building 69 Tetz Road In sewer, not water Owned by Tetz affiliate

12-1-10.52 Utter parcel being mined 53 Glenmere Road No water or sewer leased by Tetz
12-1-12.22 Concrete Properties being mined No water or sewer Owned by Tetz affiliate

Page 77 of the 2014 comprehensive plan states: The areas indicated as "potential" water service areas are
projected to need central water services due to planned potential densities. Water services in future potential
service areas would need to be provided by the developers and supported by the users by way of a district.
However, once developed, they should be owned and operated by the Town.

The Fresenius building owned by Tetz affiliate and the parcels being mined which will become level sites for
future development are most attractive to end users and for maximum ratables to the Town and for future
projects like those built should have access to municipal water when available.

Page 78 of the 2014 comprehensive plan states: The policy of this 2014 Plan is not to promote or encourage
construction of small individual wastewater treatment facilities in the Town. Again to promote proper growth in
this Industrial zone, it makes bets planning sense to put the parcels in the sewer.

You may feel free to forward this to the Planner. It would be easiest if I can grab you for a couple of minutes
before to show you on a map. I could come by your office tomorrow morning prior to 10:30 or after 3:00.

Let me know.
Michael

From: Scott Bonacic [mailto:sbonacic@hvattorneys.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 2:34 PM
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TOWN CLERK
CHESTER, NEW YORK

Sugar Loaf Community Foundation
P.O. Box 330
Sugar Loaf, NY 10981
December 2, 2014

Hon. Alex Jamieson, Supervisor
and Town Board

Town of Chester

1786 Kings Highway

Chester, NY 10918

Subject: Town of Chester Comprehensive Plan
Dear Supervisor Jamieson and Town Board,

After reviewing the Town of Chester Comprehensive Plan, on behalf of the Sugar Loaf
Community Foundation, I would like to thank you and the Town Board for including
Sugar Loaf’s revitalization in the plan. We look forward to seeing all of the
recommended actions becoming a reality.

There is one section in the Plan that is not very clear. Could you please provide a
detailed explanation on the section pertaining to Knapp’s View, page 47 of the Plan,
section KV2, where it states: “Develop design and locational criteria for any
community facilities to be situated on this Town-owned land.”

What types of community facilities would be allowed? If this is referring to such
amenities as public restrooms or a picnic area, for instance, it should be specified as
such to ensure that whatever is built on Knapp’s View is consistent with the purpose
of the land, which is open space.

We appreciate your support for the hamlet of Sugar Loaf and look forward to working
with you on future projects.

Thank you for all your efforts.
Yours truly,
ek (radypds
Lydia Cuadros,
President

Cc: Linda Zappala, Town Clerk
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11 Sanford Ave, v/ cC 15 rfP AHZ/E n; '
JAN T3 201
Chester, NY 10918
TOWN CLERK
(845) 469-4333 CHESTER, NEW YORK
January 13, 2015
To the Town of Chester,

I'am writing to you in regard to the sign law. The way it is written could eliminate some existing
billboards. This would adversely affect income generated by these billboards which | use to cover
éxpenses associated with my farm located at 163 Lehigh Avenue. T his property is open space,
agricultural.

Please consider this viewpoint when finalizing this law.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Becker
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To: The Village of Chester Town Board TOWN CLERK
CHESTER, NEW YORK

We would like to make a comment in regards to the public hearing on Wednesday, December 10, 2014
regarding the digital billboard. | had hoped to be there but a family emergency came up that prevented
me from attending. | have not seen the proposed change in law that was presented however, | hope
that it follows the guidelines and regulations that the State of New York sets forth in the “Criteria for
Regulating Off-Premises Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS) in New York State”,
dated October 28, 2008.

By not matching their regulations for highway signage regarding duration of message, transition time,
spacing, brightness and location, it will be difficult, if not impossible, to satisfy both the Town of Chester
and the State of New York’s requirements.

Thank you,
Gleme ﬂ%ﬁ
Brian Leentjes, Owner

The Castle Fun Center
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RIDER TO OUTDOOR ADVERTISING PERMIT NO._149%

THIS RIDER ADDRESSING COMMERICAL ELECTRONIC VARIABLE MESSAGE SIGNS ]&‘EVMS)
IS TO BE ATTACHED TO AND PART OF THE ABOVE PERMIT ISSUED TO
(Company Name)

For Static CEVMS once per 24 hours

Additional condition 1: The sign owner agrees to operate the sign in a manner where the messagefdisplayed
on the sign changes no more than once (1) per day at 12:00 am eastern time. Changing the sign affa more

frequent interval will constitute a violation of the terms of this permit and will be grounds for revdration of
this permit.

For CEVMS changing every 6 seconds

Additional condition 1a: The sign owner agrees to operate the sign in a manner where the messagie
displayed on the sign has a minimum duration of six (6) seconds. Changing the sign at a more frefjuent
interval will constitute a violation of the terms of this permit and will be grounds for revocation ofthis

permit.

Additional condition 2: The sign owner agrees that NYSDOT may. in its sole discretion, revoke fhis permit,
where NYSDOT has a reasonable engineering basis that the sign changing every six (6) seconds dpntributes
to increased accident rates.

Forall CEVMS

Additional condition 3:  The sign owner agrees to operate the sign in a manner where the actual d hange
process for the message displayed on the sign changes instantaneously whenever there is a changd|in the sign
message. The failure of the sign owner to utilize an instantaneous actual change process will consfitute a
violation of the terms of this permit and will be grounds for revocation of this permit.

Additional condition 4: The sign owner agrees to operate the sign in a manner where the messagff displayed
on the sign has a maximum brightness of 5,000 cd m* (daytime) and 280 cd/m* (nighttime). The $ign owner
certifies that this sign is operating within these maximum brightness levels. Operating the sign aljpve these
maximum brightness levels will constitute a violation of the terms of this permit and will be grounjds for
revocation of this permit.

Additional condition 5:  The sign owner agrees to maintain the sign in proper condition at all timgls and to
conduct regular inspections of the sign to ensure optimum sign performance. The sign owner furtfer agrees
to take immediate steps to either fix or discontinue the use of the sign where the sign owner becorfles aware
of a sign malfunction or other sign condition inadequacies. either via its inspections or upon noticff from
NYSDOT. The failure of the sign owner to undertake proper maintenance and/or repair of the sigh will
constitute a violation of the terms of this permit and will be grounds for revocation of this permit.

Date: 14/i9)]2

Company Name:

.//'

Please type/print name of individual signing 3£ £/ _EELTIES
Page 1 of 1

Signed by: - 37-a¥¢

Februaty 11, 2009
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Criteria for Regulating Off-Premises
Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS)
In New York State

October 28, 2008

Unlike conventional static billboards, Commercial Electronic Variable
Message Signs (CEVMS) have the ability to constantly convey different
information to motorists, thereby increasing driver curiosity. They also have the
potential to attract increased attention through their brightness and temporal
changes of light.

The following are statewide minimum criteria for regulating off-premises
CEVMS in New York State; local ordinances will govern if they are more stringent.

CEVMS that change advertising copy once in a 24-hour period, or less
frequently, will be considered static signs and will be treated like conventional
billboards with the exception that the brightness criterion contained in this
document will be applied to all CEVMS.

In addition to the criteria contained in this document, CEVMS are subject to
the provisions contained in 17 NYCRR Part 150 and all other applicable
Federal and State regulations and agreements regarding advertising signs
adjacent to highways. The purpose of these criteria is to supplement existing
requirements for conventional billboards to consider the unique attributes of
CEVMS.

Duration of Message

Studies have shown that it takes at least six seconds to read and
comprehend a billboard. Many states that allow the use of CEVMS have
specified a minimum message duration of six seconds. There is no empirical
evidence at this time to indicate a CEVMS message changing every six
seconds results in an increased risk of accidents. This six second duration
is consistent with existing NYS Highway Law.

Minimum Duration of Message = 6 seconds*

*If accident rates increase at a CEVMS location and NYSDOT has a reasonab
engineering basis that the CEVMS was a contributing factor, NYSDOT will
revoke existing CEVMS permits for that location and all comparable locations
and issue new permits with a longer minimum message duration.

o
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Transition Time

Unlike tri-vision type billboards, which require time for the components
comprising the sign face to physically change, CEVMS have the capability to
change instantaneously. Given that the change of faces is one of the
elements which can lead to motorist distraction, especially among older
drivers, we want to minimize this distraction as much as possible.

Transition Time = Instantaneously

Spacing

Any distraction to a driver is inherently problematic and allowing a motorist to
see face changes on two different CEVMS simultaneously, or sequentially,
may be even more distracting than a face change on a single sign. As such, a
motorist should not be able to clearly view more than one CEVMS at the same time.

Minimum Spacing = Spacing such that if more than one CEVMS sign face
is visible to the driver at the same time on either side of the
highway, the signs must be spaced at least 5,000 feet apart from each other.

Brightness

The brightness of CEVMS s not only potentially distracting due to its ability
to attract increased attention, but may also create problems with dark
adaptation among older drivers. In order to minimize these dangers, the
brightness of this technology should be constrained such that CEVMS do not
appear brighter to drivers than existing static billboards.

To this end, NYSDOT engaged the services of the RPI Lighting Research
Center (LRC) to perform measurements of existing static billboards and two
existing CEVMS located in the city of Albany. The LRC's field work, combined
with computer simulations, found that the luminance of a conventional billboard
is not likely to exceed about 280 candelas per square meter (cd/m?)
during the nighttime (assuming typical lighting practice as represented by the
llluminating Engineering Society of North America and billboard industry
recommendations). The nighttime luminances of the existing CEVMS in Albany
fall below this level, with the exception of the off-highway reading for the
eastbound sign. (The on-highway reading fell below the level.)

The daytime Iuminance§ measured by the LRC ranged from 540 cd/m?
(purple) to 23,100 cd/m? (white), with seven of the nine readings falling
below 4,200 cd/m?. The two readings taken of the existing CEVMS in
Albany were 3,810 cd/m? (yellow) and 4.170 cd/m? (light green).

Page 2 of 4
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A review of billboard industry information on the Internet found the
following information:

In general, 1,500 NITS provides readable text in outdoor daylight, while
grayscale and outdoor video require up to 5,000 NITs for acceptable
color depth.

[Optec Digital Billboards]

Watchfire's second-generation LED billboards allow outdoor operators
to choose between a super-bright, super-vivid 7,500 NIT daytime
setting for maximum impact or a setting as low as 5,000 NITS, which is
appropriate in many situations and can save outdoor operators up to 40
percent on energy bills.

[Watchfire Digital Outdoor]

(Note: 1 NIT = 1 cd/m2)

Given the readings taken by the LRC, and the billboard industry's own
literature, limiting the maximum nighttime brightness to 280 cd/m?, and the
maximum daytime brightness to 5,000 cd/m®, best meets the Department's
goal. Our Internet search indicated that numerous municipalities around the
country have codified 5,000 cd/m? as the maximum daytime brightness for CEVMS.

Maximum Brightness = 5,000 cd/m’ (daytime), 280 cd/m” (nighttime)

Location

Much research has shown that it is important to not overburden drivers with
too much additional information while they are engaged in the driving task.

A 2006 report released by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) concluded that nearly 80 percent of crashes and 65 percent of
near-crashes involved some form of driver inattention within three seconds
before the event. A 2001 study by the University of North Carolina Highway
Safety Research Center found different age groups appear to be distracted
by different things, with drivers over age 65 more distracted by objects or
events happening outside the vehicle.

While it is impossible to completely insulate drivers from potential
distractions, the distracting characteristics of CEVMS can be minimized by
prohibiting their placement at locations that already place high demands

upon driver attention and could interfere with the safe operation of their motor
vehicles.

Page 3 of 4
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Prohibited Locations

In villages and cities on interstate highways and controlled access
highways on the primary highway system, CEVMS may not be located
- Within an interchange. An interchange is defined as "a system of

interconnecting roadways providing for traffic movement between
or more highways that do not intersect at grade.
Acceleration/deceleration lanes are considered part of th

interchange measured along a highway from the beginning or endipg

of pavement widening at the exit from or entrance to the
main-traveled way." If auxiliary lanes are present between two

consecutive interchanges, CEVMS may not be located within 800 fept

of the gore areas between the two interchanges as measured fro
the physical nose of each gore area.
- Within an intersection at grade. Turning lanes are considered part
the intersection measured along a highway from the beginning of
pavement widening at the exit from or entrance to the main-travele,
way.
Outside villages and cities on interstate highways and controlled access
highways on the primary highway system, CEVMS may not be located
within 800 feet of an interchange or intersection at grade.
CEVMS may not be located within 800 feet of a toll plaza, safety rest
area, or information center.
CEVMS may not be located within 800 feet of a signed curve as
measured from the curve warning sign.

CEVMS may not be located in such a manner as to obstruct, obscurd

otherwise physically interfere with the effectiveness of an official trahﬁc
n

sign, signal or device, or with the driver's view of approaching, merg

or intersecting traffic, or interfere with the driver's operation of a mq
vehicle.
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PLANNING BOARD 0CT 15 2014
TOWN OF CHESTER SUPERVISOR
COUNTY OF ORANGE TOWN OF CHESTER

1786 KINGS HIGHWAY
CHESTER, NY 10918

Donald L. Serotta Robert Conklin
Chairman Frank Gilbert
Barry Sloan
David Donovan Carl D’ Antonio
Counsel Steve Denes
Al Fusco

RECEIVED

October 16, 2014

0CT 212014
Alex Jamieson
Town of Chester Supervisor TOWN CLER$ORK
1786 Kings Highway CHESTER, NEW

Chester, NY 10918

Dear Alex,

The Planning Board has reviewed the proposed Digital Sign and Billboard local law and
offers the following comments as per Town of Chester Code 98-39:

The prosed law is consistent with the aims and principles embodied in the chapter
as to the particular districts concerned.

The Planning Board agrees with the proposal to limit the number of billboards by
identifying and grandfathering only the current billboards along the Route 17
corridor.

The Planning Board has a concern with the overall sizes of the billboards allowed.

The Planning Board agrees with the proposed language for digital signs but has a
concern with the potential numbers of signs that could be erected throughout the
proposed districts in the town and especially in Sugar Loaf LB-SL zone if allowed
but seems to have been omitted. In addition, the RO,LB and I districts have been
omitted but should be included.

The Planning Board finds no indirect implications of such change in its effect on
other regulations.

The Planning Board finds that the proposed amendment is consistent with the
aims of the Comprehensive Development Plan of the Town.
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Donald L. Serotta
Chairman

David Donovan
Counsel

Al Fusco
Engincering

PLANNING BOARD

TOWN OF CHESTER
COUNTY OF ORANGE

1786 KINGS HIGHWAY
CHESTER, NY 10918

Robert Conklin
Frank Gilbert
Barry Sloan
Carl D’ Antonio
Steve Denes

The Planning Board offers the following advisory comments:

The proposed law mentions digital signs and billboards with prior permits.
It is the Planning Boards understanding that permits have never been
issued for these types of signs because they were not allowed in the Town
of Chester.

The Planning Board asks who will maintain the grandfathered list of the
current billboards and where will that be published for future reference.

What fees will be required for site plan approval when billboards are
upgraded to digital?

The proposed law states that all billboards must be 1000” apart. Since the
Town is grandfathering existing billboards, this may not be the case and
recommends that all references to 1000’ be removed.

The proposed law should state who is responsible to follow up on the
enforcement and annual inspection and recalibration of the digital signs
and billboards.

Sincerely Yours;

Ll Ao

Donald L. Serotta
Planning Board Chairman

CC: Town Board Members
Scott Bonacic
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Orange County Department of Planning

124 Main Street David E. Church, Aicp
Goshen, NY 10924-2124 Commissioner

Tel: (845) 615-3840
Fax: (845) 291-2533

Wwww.orangecountygov.com/planning
Steven M. Neuhaus planning@orangecopgtygov.

Counly Executive

County Reply — Mandatory Review of Local Planning Action Sic Pej;
as per NYS General Municipal Law §239-, m, &n CHEngWN e
R,

Local Referring Board: Town of Chester Board Referral ID #: CHT 04-14M i
Applicant: Town of Chester Board Tax Map #: townwide
Project Name: Regulation of Digital Signs and Billboards Local File #: none provided

Proposed Action: Local Law to amend zoning code regulations for digital signs and billboards
Reason for County Review: Local Law amending zoning code
Date of Full Statement: October 16, 2014

Comments:

The Department has received the above referenced local law and has found no evidence that significant
intermunicipal or countywide impacts would result from its approval. We have no advisory comments
regarding this application.

County Recommendation: Local Determination
Date: October 16, 2014 @&Q

Prepared by: Megan Tennermann, AICP, Planner David Church, AICP
Commissioner of Planning

As per NYS General Municipal Law 239-m & n, within 30 days of municipal final action on the above
referred project, the referring board must file a report of the final action taken with the County Planning
Department. For such filing, please use the final action report form attached to this review or available on-
line at Wwww.orangecountygov.com/planning.
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January 14, 2015
To: Town Board/ Comprehensive Plan

From: Leonard Silver
116 Brimstone Mt. Rd.
Chester, NY 10918

The comprehensive plan is flawed.

First, the composition of the advisory group excluded
many parts of our town. To be successful, such a comprehensive plan must
specifically encourage many voices, representing our entire community.

This has NOT been an objective of the Town Supervisor or others instrumental
in forming the citizens group. And, so, any plan that starts from this premise of
non-inclusion will be highly imperfect and not comprehensive of community
needs. And, this plan is no exception: let me illustrate by making a few
important points:

1. Chester has wonderful vistas and visuals, but these are threatened by the
development of our ridgelines. Protecting ridgelines has been a longstanding
objective, a primary objective that goes back to Supervisor Tim Diltz, first
elected in 1989, twenty five years ago.

The current proposal does a poor job at achieving this objective. And, while it
was on the drawing board, the Planning Board, long controlled by development
interests, approved a ten-lot sub-division, which will continue to spoil our
ridgeline.

This is shortsighted and a new approach should be internalized in our
comprehensive plan.

2. We need strong efforts to protect our waterways, infrastructure, houses,
business’ that are adjacent to these waterways, need to be protected from
flooding. The comprehensive plan should make clear that existing residents will
be protected by an aggressive town-wide campaign to maintain free-flowing
waterways, which are not blocked by human debris. The Town needs to make a
plain objective clearing of waterways which are a major safeguard against
flooding. The comprehensive plan does not address this issue in a meaningful
way.

3. Likewise, allowing the illegal expansion of the gun club destroys critical
natural resources; allowing more lead into our waterways, aquifers and recharge
fields, negatively affecting public health.
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Again the comprehensive plan should, but does not, affirmatively address this
concern, seeking to limit active recreation that has such negative impact on our
resourses. It is one thing to encourage active recreation which is consistent
with good stewardship of our resources, but quite another to support
environmentally destructive activities, especially when its sponsors take no
ownership for spoiling our natural resources and quality of life. (Article)

4. Finally, business activities like mining and trucking which pollute our
environment need special attention in a comprehensive plan. One of our town
objectives should be the re-use of large parcels adjacent to our town in a
manner that does not increase traffic and pollution in our town. Our
comprehensive plan should attempt to limit such developments in neighboring
communities by imposing substantial limits on the expansion of our own
infrastructure. We cannot become a pass-through town, facilitating the
economic development of Warwick at the expense of substantially increasing
truck traffic through our neighborhoods and retail shopping areas like Sugar
Loaf. ( News Atrticle )

| am very disappointed that the comprehensive plan does not address increased
community reliance on solar and wind energy, and fails to reflect growing
nation-wide support for alternative energy.

In short, | recommend moving this plan back to the drawing board and forming a
more diverse and representative core group, which can better, represent our
entire town and not just the special interests that have been catered to for much
too long here in Chester.
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The Preservation Collective, Inc.
PO Box 721 | Chester NY 10918 |

| www.thepreservationcollective.com

January 14, 2015

Chester Town Supervisor
and Town Board

1786 Kings Highway
Chester NY 10918

Dear Supervisor and Town Board:
Re: Comprehensive Plan 2014 Update — Final Draft

The Town’s Comprehensive Plan Committee held a public hearing on their draft last March, and
our organization did submit a letter at that time, which the Town Board had an opportunity to
review. The Committee discussed our comments and considered some recommendations. We have
now looked over the Town Board’s final draft Plan dated 11-22-14 and would like to provide you
with some additional thoughts as follows:

Page 22: Top paragraph discusses the Open Area Development policy. We would suggest that the
Plan recommend that the OAD policy is reviewed for revisions in procedures due to past issues
resulting in the timing of the SEQR review, Planning Board determination and then Town Board
approval.

Page 22: First paragraph under Wetlands mentions that the Plan supports the DEC and Army Corps
regulations as well as the Town’s Flooding regulations. We would suggest including the Town’s
support of their regulations on Natural Features as well. This section has buffer requirements and
septic locations near wetlands not necessarily covered by other agencies. (Note, we mistakenly
referenced the regulations for wetlands in March 2014 letter as code 98-24 C.6 when it is included
in 83-24 C.6).

Page 79: There are discrepancies in the Town Sewer District map with lots included in the new map
that were not on the existing map and vice versa. This could imply that you are expanding the
district with this new Plan or lots were added to the sewer district since 2003 or there could just be
errors in which lots are highlighted on each map. If the Town is contemplating increasing the sewer
district, then how does that impact the SEQR review of the Plan in regards to whether or not those
changes could have the potential of significant adverse and cumulative environmental impacts?





