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Planning Board Minutes
__October 22nd, 2019__


Those present at the October 22nd, 2019 Planning Board meeting were:

Planning Board: 	R. Ferraro, Chairman, E. Andarawis, D. Bagramian, J. Jones, A. Neubauer, E. Ophardt, G. Szczesny
			T. LaSalle – Alternate Member  

Those absent were:    

Those also present were:	J. Scavo, Director of Planning
				J. Bianchi, M J Engineering and Land Surveying, P.C.
A. Morelli, Counsel
				P.  Cooper, Secretary

	Mr. Ferraro, Chairman, called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  All in attendance stood for recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance.  

	
Minutes Approval:

Mr. Ophardt moved, seconded by Ms. Bagramian, approval of the minutes of the October 8th, 2019 Planning Board meeting as written.  The motion was unanimously carried.  

Public Hearings: 
	None

Old Business:
2019-039   Capital District Advanced Dental Arts Parking Lot Expansion – Site Plan 
Applicant proposes expanding the existing parking lot from 21 spaces to 35 space, 601 Bruno Rd, Zoned: R-1, Status: PB Prelim Review - Poss. Determination                                                                  SBL: 271.-2-23
To be reviewed by: MJE Consultant: Lamont Eng.   Applicant:  STB Builders  
Last Seen on: 8-13-19

Consultant/Applicant Presentation:
Milan Jackson – Lamont Engineering – applicant stated he is back with updated plans per the Boards request. Mr. Jackson stated he staked out the area of proposed paving on Saturday, stating that the third marker is behind a tree and may present some confusion if not seen at first when visiting the site. Mr. Ferraro stated he could not find the marker due to this. Mr. Jackson stated that infiltration testing was completed and was found to be 2 feet per hour. Mr. Jackson also stated there will be new lighting on the parking lot. He also indicated on his map where the nearest fire hydrants are as requested at the last meeting. Mr. Jackson stated that the fire access road is only required for driveways more than 150 feet and his is less so it should not be required.

Staff Comments:

Steve Myers, Director of Building and Development issued a memo dated 10/10/19 stating:
· Lippmann comment #7- apparatus access roads are required to be a minimum of 26’ wide. I also do not believe the parking lot will meet the minimum required apparatus turning radius (58’). I also disagree with the assessment that apparatus would always be no more than 125’ from any point on the building.

At the meeting, in response to this comment offered by Mr. Meyers, Mr. Scavo stated the applicant should try to eliminate a parking spot to allow for the required turning radius. Applicant asked for a town template to complete this.

Sheryl Reed, Chief of the Bureau of Fire Prevention:
	No comments.

Scott Reese, Stormwater Management Technician issued a memo dated 10/15/19 with the following comments:
1. The response letter dated September 13, 2019 states that the diversion ditch has been removed, sheet C100 labels for a proposed diversion ditch, please clarify

The Environmental Conservation Commission held a meeting on 10/15/19 and issued a memo recommending:
1. The ECC recommends to the applicant to ensure that the abandoned well has been propertly closed.  Property owner shall provide documentation of the NYSDEC  “Water Well Abandonment and Decommissioning Report”.
2. The driveway culvert…

Roy Casper of the Trails Subcommittee submitted the following comments for the Planning Board to consider in its decision making:
· The Trails Subcommittee previously recommended at the Planning Board meeting on 8-13-2019 that a sidewalk should be constructed from the building front entrance walkway to the NYSDOT ROW along Route 146 for pedestrian access to and from NYS Route 146.  The proposed sidewalk has been added to the site plan with sidewalk detail (Sheet C100, 3 & 4).  A sidewalk note is included: Within one (1) year of the completion of a sidewalk along the North side of State Route 146, the proposed sidewalk will be built to the limits of the property at the State Route 146 Right-of -Way as shown on the plan. 
· A bicycle parking rack should also be included on the site plan and located in a convenient and visible location for employee and patient bicycle users.


Jennifer Viggiani, Open Space Coordinator commented on 10/10/19:
1. Sidewalk Note 1 on the C100 Site Plan sheet depicts the requested pedestrian route from the front door to public frontage along NYS Route 146, and states that within one year of the completion of a sidewalk along the north side of NYS Route 146, the proposed sidewalk will be built. Great news! 
2. A bike parking rack should be included on the site plan, located in a convenient, visible location for bicycle users, which could be employees or patients.

John Scavo, Director of Planning issued a letter dated 10/10/19 with recommendations he made:
1. [bookmark: _Hlk508699664]My comments offered at the August 13, 2019, Planning Board Meeting have been satisfied by the applicant’s current plan submittal. 

1. The Saratoga County Planning Board issued a letter dated August 16, 2019, in which it was noted the project would have, “No Significant County-Wide or Inter-Community Impact.”

Professional Comments:
Walter Lippmann, P.E. of MJ Engineering in a letter dated 10/18/19 had the following comments:
State Environmental Quality Review

1. No further comments.

Site Plan

2. The proposed fire apparatus access road shall be reviewed by the responding emergency services to ensure it is adequate and meets their needs to response to an event at the site. Specific attention is called to the width of the access road in order to be within 150 feet of all portions of the building and the parking lot turnaround.

3. Provide for the turning template of an emergency vehicle around the parking lot.

4. Indicate the location and distance to nearest fire hydrant.

5. The site plan identifies that the existing well has been abandoned, such documentation should be provided to the Town.

Stormwater Management 

6. The stormwater model applies an infiltration rate of 24-inches per hour. Provide the in-situ soil testing performed. 

7. The HydroCAD model indicates that the infiltration basin will reach a maximum of height of 301.83 at the 100-year, 24-hour storm event. This is effectively the top of the perimeter berm and would provide little freeboard above the crest height of the basin berm. May consider adjusting elevations.


Public Comments:  
Donald McCune – 605 Bruno Road – Mr. McCune asked if the 3 trees buffering the dental office to their property would remain. Mr. Jackson stated that there will be a spruce planted, the spruce will remain, and the driveway trees will remain. Mr. McCune also asked if something will be done with the old fence that is broken and in disrepair. Mr. Ferraro stated that a condition be added to the plan approval that it can be removed, replaced or repaired. Mr. Jackson agreed to the condition.
Jonathan Schopf – 611 Bruno Road – Mr. Schopf asked if the walkway to the building from 146 will be put in now. Mr. Scavo said it would go in soon after a walkway along Route 146 will go in. Mr. Scavo went on to explain the plan for the walkway. Mr. Schopf then asked if the town would consider a walkway across 146. Mr. Scavo said it would be hard to get approval from NYS DOT as Rt. 146 is a busy state highway at an uncontrolled intersection with Bruno Road.

Planning Board Review:
No comments were made at this time.
Mr. Ophardt moved, second by Mr. Neubauer, to establish the Planning Board as Lead Agency for this application, site plan action, and to issue a negative declaration pursuant to SEQRA. The motion was unanimously carried.
Mr. Jones moved, second by Mr. Andarawis, to waive the final hearing for this application for the site plan review of Capital District Advanced Dental Arts Parking Lot Expansion and to grant preliminary and final site plan approval conditioned upon satisfaction of all comments provided by the Planning Department, Town Designated Engineer, and all items listened in the final comment latter issued by the Planning Department.
Conditions:
The applicant is required to replace, repair or remove the existing fence adjacent to 605 Bruno Road that is in disrepair.  Obtain a Sign-off from Steve Myers that his comment regarding the turning radius for fire apparatus has been satisfied.

New Business:
2019-050   15 Synergy Park Drive - Site Plan
Applicant proposes to construct a 40,000 sf office/warehouse that will house 2 tenants. Tenant 1 will have 15,000 sf of garage space and 10,000 sf of office space. The garage space will house service vehicles. Tenant 2 will occupy the remaining office/warehouse space. There will be 91 parking spaces that will be shared by the 2 tenants. Stormwater management will be  on site. The site will have public sewer by SCSD#1 and Water serviced by CPWA, 15 Synergy Park Dr, Zoned: B-5, Status: PB Concept Review  SBL: 265.-5-8 
To be reviewed by: MJE      Consultant: ABD          Applicant:   Synergy Park, LLC 

Consultant/Applicant Presentation:
John Hitchcock – ABD – applicant stated he is proposing a 40,000 total square foot, single story building with room for two tenant spaces. The building has one possible tenant (1) which is a national chain. Mr. Hitchcock stated there will be 91 parking spaces with the minimum requirement being 68. The applicant may be willing to bank some of the spaces.  However, the possible tenant would like to keep a few above the minimum required in case extra business vehicle space is needed. Mr. Hitchcock stated there will be 10,000 square feet of office space for the tenant 1, and an additional garage in the rear for vehicle parking and 12 outside parking for other vehicles; 4 for pick-up trucks and 8 for flatbed trucks. Applicant stated storm water is proposed to be located to the rear of the building and there will be a subsurface storm water plan in the front of the building. The applicant stated the building area is clear of all surrounding wetlands and given a buffer.

Staff Comments:

Steve Myers, Director of Building and Development issued a memo dated 10/10/10 stating:
· The proposed garage/storage/office use appears to be allowed. Once more detail is provided on the tenants, the occupancy class will be determined.
· It is expected more handicapped spaces will be required for Tenant #2
· The close proximity of the building and parking to wetland buffers and deed restricted areas is concerning. A full SWPPP with details specific to these concerns will be required.
· 8’ deep stormwater area directly adjacent to road and in front of the building appears poorly planned. Fencing and guardrail at a minimum will be required.
· More comments are expected with more detailed plans. 

Sheryl Reed, Chief of the Bureau of Fire Prevention:
· Provide locations of fire hydrants

Scott Reese, Stormwater Management Technician issued a memo dated 10/15/19 with the following comments:
1. Most stormwater management areas (SMA) require a pond buffer that extends 25 feet outward from the maximum water surface elevation of the pond.  The conceptual layout of the SMA located to the east of the proposed structure may not meet that requirement. 
2. Deep test holes to determine soils and seasonal high-water elevations and percolation tests shall be conducted to determine what SMA practices are feasible. 
3. Per the Amended “Overall Site Plan – Synergy Technology park – Phase 1, by ABD Engineers, LLP dated February 11, 2019 – shows a Stormwater Management Area to handle site runoff as well as runoff from Synergy Drive on 15 Synergy Park Drive.  Future plans shall show how the SMA will handle the proposed runoff from onsite and offsite conditions as originally intended.

The Environmental Conservation Commission held a meeting on 10/15/19 and issued a memo recommending:
1. The ECC recommends the applicant clearly delineate the wetlands and cite the date it was delineated.  If five years has passed since the last determination, applicant shall contact ACOE to determine if an update is required.
2. The ECC requests the applicant to discuss a permanent conservation easement on the wetland areas to the Town of Clifton Park.
3. Any trails shown on the General Development Plan should be shown on the proposed project.

Roy Casper of the Trails Subcommittee submitted the following comments for the Planning Board to consider in its decision making:
· There should be a sidewalk/pedestrian connection from the building front entrance sidewalk shown on the concept plan to the multi-use path along Synergy Park Drive that is currently under construction.  
· The conceptual site plan shows a good pedestrian circulation route/loop from the building sidewalk to the parking lots on the South side of the building. 

Note: The concept plan should clearly indicate the building main entrances and how the sidewalks shown on the plan connect to the building entrances.

Jennifer Viggiani, Open Space Coordinator commented on 10/10/19:
1. Pedestrian circulation should also include direct access from the front doors at apparently two sides of the building – to reach the multi-use path along Synergy Park Drive. 
2. The conceptual site plan shows a generous amount of pedestrian circulation for the far reaching parking areas to access the building.  Where are the main entrances on each side of the building that pedestrians are being directed to?

John Scavo, Director of Planning issued a letter dated 10/10/19 with recommendations he made:
1. It is recommended that the Planning Board declare lead agency status for the project and conduct a coordinated review of what appears to be an unlisted action.

2. As noted with the original Synergy Subdivision Project #2011-011 stamped November 18, 2016, the seven (7) parcels subdivided would be developed on an individual basis with site plan review of each parcel occurring at a later date. For purposes of evaluating potential future actions, a conceptual full development plan for six of the buildable parcels was included for consideration of the subdivision and SEQRA review. 

3. Attached, please find a copy of the Negative Declaration – Notice of Determination of Non-Significance issued by the Planning Board for the original Synergy Subdivision Project. This document references relevant studies (i.e. traffic and archeological) already conducted for the site.  The findings of these studies are still relevant when the Planning Board is evaluating the potential of negative environmental impacts for this site plan.

4. The applicant should confirm the size of the existing 12” HDPE Culvert shown on the site plan, traversing Synergy Park Drive and connecting two ACOE water bodies. 

5. A referral to the Saratoga Co. Planning Board (SCPB) for a recommendation on the site plan will be required in accordance with GML §239-m.  The application shall be forwarded to the SCPB by the Town Planning Board upon receipt of a complete preliminary site plan application from the applicant. 

6. As detailed plans are developed, the applicant should determine if there is a need for an outside dumpster location.  If no such request is shown on the site plan, please add a note that speaks to any future consideration for an outside refuse enclosure which would require additional Town Planning Board consideration and approval

7. As preliminary plans are prepared, the applicant should ensure compliance with each of the criteria as outlined in §208-55 (a)(b)(c)&(d) of the Town Code. 

8. The applicant’s design professional should show the location of any fire hydrants and should note if the building is to be sprinklered, as plans develop.  It is recommended the applicant speak with both Sheryl Reed, Chief of the Fire Bureau, and Steve Myers, Director of Building and Development, to determine the need and placement of fire hydrants. 

9. I will defer to both Scott Reese, Town Stormwater Management Technician and MJ Engineering to review and comment on stormwater management issues associated with this site plan.

10. The borders of all land that is to remain undisturbed shall be clearly marked on the site before site preparation begins. These on-site boundary markers shall remain until construction is completed and soils are stabilized. 

11. Considering the plan submitted is conceptual in nature, I will reserve further comments until more detailed plans and reports are submitted. Subsequent submissions shall include information as outlined in §208-115 of the Clifton Park Town Code, specific to site grading, erosion control and stormwater management to fully assess the design and its compliance to applicable Town Standards.

Mr. Scavo elaborated that the Negative Declaration for SEQRA should be reviewed at every project so that if there are any impacts not found from the original it can be addressed as part of this site plan review process. 

Professional Comments:
Walter Lippmann, P.E. of MJ Engineering in a letter dated 10/18/19 had the following comments:
State Environmental Quality Review

1. The Synergy Technology Park was previously reviewed by the Planning Board as part of a master plan development. As part of that review, the Planning Board completed a comprehensive review and issued a negative declaration under SEQRA. This application represents a detailed site plan application for one of the lots within the park. The Planning Board shall continue with its review. However, the Board may rely upon its prior SERA findings, confirming that this application does not present impacts not previously considered and mitigated, if mitigation was required.

2. Should the Board not initiate an independent and new SEQRA review, but rather validate and confirm its prior findings, it still will be a requirement that the application is referred to Saratoga County Planning under a 239m due to the project’s proximity to U.S. Route 9, County Route 109 and Interstate 87.

3. The short environmental assessment form submitted indicates that more than one acre of land will be disturbance. As such, a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) addressing water quality, quantity and green infrastructure is required. It is noted that the activities associated with the roadway, utilities and storage facility construction currently have an active SWPPP. Confirm whether this application will be a stand along SWPPP or an amendment to the existing SWPPP. Notwithstanding, this may be considered a larger common plan of development which may dictate how this project is handled from a permit standpoint.

4. The project proposes to provide potable water to the new building from the Clifton Park Water Authority (CPWA). During the review of the Synergy Technology Park the applicant previously provided the Town documentation indicating the CPWA’s ability and willingness to provide additional potable water to the project. 

5. The project proposes to provide sanitary sewer service to the new building from the Saratoga County Sewer District No. 1 (SCSD). During the review of the Synergy Technology Park the applicant previously provided the Town documentation indicating the SCSD’s ability and willingness to provide additional potable water to the project.

6. It is noted in Section 208-54(D) of the Town’s Zoning, any building or structure proposed over 35 in height, the Planning Board will conduct a visual assessment and require the applicant to complete Appendix B of the State Environmental Quality Review, Visual EAF Addendum for its consideration. The Planning Board shall also require a line-of-sight-profile with control points to be determined by the Board
Site Plans

7. The project resides within the Town’s B-5, Corporate Commerce District. In our review of Section 208-53(9) of the Town’s Zoning in its entirety, it appears that the proposed warehouse/office facility is a permitted use within the B-5 District. 

8. In our review of the concept plan submitted, it would appear that the bulk lot requirements as outlined in Section 208-54 of the Town’s Zoning are satisfied.

9. Provide a narrative as to how the number of parking spaces was determined for the use proposed.

10. Identify the date and by whom the wetlands shown were delineated. Based on the date of the delineation and/or prior NYSDEC correspondence, the wetlands may require a re-delineation if expired.

11. The site contains substantial wetlands which may or may not be impacted as a result of the planned improvements. Placement of the proposed stormwater facilities will need to be closely examined considering what may be a shallow groundwater table.

12. As per the previously approved plans, a traffic impact report including sight distance analysis should be prepared with each site plan application.

13. Section 503.1.1 of the IFC requires an approved fire apparatus access road be provided that shall extend to within 150 feet of all portions of the facility and all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the building as measures by an approved route around the exterior of the building. In reviewing the concept plan, it appears the west side of the building may not provide the appropriate access. This arrangement needs to be reviewed by the Fire Dept. 

14. Dead-end fire apparatus access roads in excess of 150 feet shall be provided with width and turnaround provisions in accordance with Table D103.4 of Appendix D of the IFC. Identify on plans the fire apparatus route.

15. Indicate whether the proposed buildings will be equipment with automatic sprinklers.

16. Determine if a Knox Box is required based upon the building arrangements, occupancy and materials of construction. If one is required, its location is subject to the review and approval of the Fire Chief.

17. Show the locations of the nearest hydrant to the proposed facility. Locations of any hydrants shall be reviewed and approved by the Fire Chief.

18. Should hydrants be proposed on any of the designated fire apparatus access roads, the fire apparatus roads shall conform to Appendix D, Section D103.1 of the IFC.

19. The proposed building will be in excess of thirty feet in height. As such, appropriate aerial apparatus access roads shall be provided conforming to Appendix D, Section D105 of the IFC. At least one of the required access routes meeting this condition shall be located within a minimum of 15 feet and a maximum of 30 feet from the building, and shall be positioned parallel to one entire side of the building. These conditions shall be reviewed by the Fire Dept.

20. Section 208-55 of the Town’s Zoning indicates that there shall not be more than one curb cut per lot unless the Planning Board finds that traffic safety will be improved with the addition of another curb cut. 

21. Subsequent plans shall show how the project will satisfy the requirements of Section 208-55(B) of the Town’s Zoning are being satisfied with respect to lot landscaping.

22. Elevations and materials of construction for the proposed building should be submitted to the Planning Board for review to ensure the requirements of Section 208-55(C) of the Town’s Zoning are being met
23. Subsequent submissions shall include information as outlined in Section 208-115 of the Town zoning specific to lighting, site grading, landscaping, erosion control and stormwater management to fully assess the design and its compliance to the applicable standards.

Public Comments:  
Anthony LaFleche – 21 Wheeler Drive – Mr. LaFleche asked if the previously approved trail along Synergy Park Drive will be put in on the side of the roadway of this project, and if a connection to the sidewalk will be made. Mr. Hitchcock stated it will be on this project’s side of the road, and it will connect when the walkway and building are complete. Mr. LaFleche asked if all buildable land is being used on this site, where the orientation of Route 9 and I-87 are, and also asked for clarification on markings shown on the map being presented. Mr. Hitchcock stated all land that can be used will be and he indicated to Mr. LaFleche the markings and directional indications on the map.

Planning Board Review:
Ms. Bagramian asked what the garage would be used for, and how materials will be stored and used as it is close to the Dwaas Kill. Mr. Hitchcock stated the garage would be used for company vehicles, not for oil changing or repair, but may be limited maintenance. The applicant stated he is unsure as of yet about the chemicals but oil/water separators can be incorporated into the stormwater management plan.
Mr. Ophardt asked how many people would be in this facility. Mr. Hitchcock stated that if the intended tenants take this location it would be 35-40 office people and 10 service truck drivers, and it is not a retail spot, but a warehouse area. Mr. Ophardt asked if there will be fire access and sprinklers. Mr. Hitchcock stated the building will be sprinklered and there will be fire access to three of the four sides of the building. He stated if the setback is less than 50 feet there does not need to be front access. Mr. Ophardt asked how responders can get to the back of the building if needed. Mr. Ophardt stated he has concerns on this. Mr. Hitchcock stated that there is 6-12 feet of exposed foundation that would limit access to the building from that side even if an adjacent driveway was provided.
Mr. Ophardt also asked how the slope would be maintained in the rear of the building. Mr. Hitchcock stated that they have not gotten that far in the design but they will look into that next if the general concept layout is acceptable to the board. Mr. Neubauer asked for more clarification on the front stormwater management area, Mr. Hitchcock stated it will be a subsurface management’s area. Mr. Neubauer suggested a rain garden type of style. Mr. Ophardt then asked about the shared pathway along the Synergy Drive Parcel, and how it appears to cross into this parcel. Mr. Scavo stated that there would be a lot line amendment. Lastly Mr. Ophardt asked about the drainage system they will be using. Mr. Hitchcock stated that it would be a swale transport system.
Mr. Jones asked for clarification on the parking, and the amount. Mr. Hitchcock stated that more may be needed in case of extra vehicles need for the tenant’s fleet. Once the tenant agreements are finalized actual demand can be determined, and adjustments to parking and land banked spots can be made.
Mr. Ferraro asked that for the next presentation that there be more information on the façade, stormwater management, pedestrian access and that Mr. Scavo and Ms. Viggiani’s comments be addressed for the path. Mr. Ferraro also requested that the original SEQRA be reviewed, and amendments be made as necessary.
Mr. Neubauer moved, second by Mr. Ophardt, to establish the Planning Board as Lead Agency for this application. The motion was unanimously carried.

New Business:
2019-051   451 Clifton Park Center Road 2 Lot Subdivision  
Applicant proposes to subdivide the parcel into 2 lots in order to have the approved office building and the approved apartment building on 2 different parcels. Lot A will contain the Office Building ( project #2018-052 Wall Street Office Building) and will have 33.7% green space.  Lot B will contain the apartment building ( project # 2017-009 Clifton Park Center Road Apartments) and will have 58.7% green space, 451 Clifton Park Center Rd, Zoned: TC2, Status: PB Concept Review                                                 					SBL: 271.-3-76.1
To be reviewed by: MJE      Consultant:  ABD     Applicant: 451 Clifton Park Center Rd, LLC     

Consultant/Applicant Presentation:
Peter Murray – Murray Law Firm – Applicant stated that they would like to subdivide the existing lot to two lots, due to financing so that one can be for apartments and the other for an office building, of which both site plans have been previously approved by the Planning Board. Mr. Murray noted that the parcel is unique to the Town Center Zoning Districts in that it fronts two separate roadways and isn’t a corner lot. Mr. Murray stated they will need an 18 foot waiver for the Wall Street required 150 foot frontage. Mr. Hitchcock from ABD Engineers came forward to answer any questions that any board members may have.

Staff Comments:

Steve Myers, Director of Building and Development issued a memo dated 10/10/19 stating:
· I do not see how 5 Wall Street could possibly have 33.7% greenspace. Calculations should be verified.
· The site table says the lot configuration requirements are “not applicable”. I do not see why they consider this not applicable. If anything it should be an additional waiver from planning.
· The only waiver I am aware of is for the use on the second floor on 5 Wall Street
· The subdivision results in the residential density being exceeded. A variance will be required; the planning board cannot waive this requirement. Or per208-22 Section 6, the town board may grant the additional density if the developer provided additional amenities to the town
· Ensure emergency vehicle turning radius (58’) available at 5 Wall Street in parking area.
· Cross access to 47 Clifton Country Road not shown.

Sheryl Reed, Chief of the Bureau of Fire Prevention:
	No comments.

Scott Reese, Stormwater Management Technician issued a memo dated 10/15/19 with the following comments:
1. Prior to issuance of Notice of Termination from the NYSDEC SPDES Permit each site will need its own Stormwater Management Practice Maintenance Agreement filed with Saratoga County

The Environmental Conservation Commission held a meeting on 10/15/19 and issued a memo recommending:
1. The ECC requests applicant to clarify the new greenspace calculation for each of the two separate parcels.

Roy Casper of the Trails Subcommittee submitted the following comments for the Planning Board to consider in its decision making:
The Trails Subcommittee does not have any further comments or recommendations regarding this conceptual subdivision plan. (The previously approved site plans have already covered pedestrian circulation items including sidewalks and multi-use paths.)

Jennifer Viggiani, Open Space Coordinator commented on 10/10/19:
1. The previously approved site plans have covered the items regarding trails, sidewalks, and open space, thus I have no further comments for this subdivision.

John Scavo, Director of Planning issued a letter dated10/11/19 with recommendations he made:
1. It is recommended that the Planning Board consider the proposed subdivision as an unlisted action pursuant to SEQR.

1. It is recommending the following note:
[image: ]
Be amended to read:

Lot A: 5 Wall Street Deed Restriction Note
Pursuant to Clifton Park Town Code §208-22(6)[a] – Residential Density, Lot A Shall be deed restricted to not allow any residential units unless the maximum density of 10 residential units per acre is amended to allow for greater density. 

Note: Prior to this Subdivision Plan, 451 Clifton Park Center Road received Site Plan Approval to construct 39 residential units based on the cumulative total of proposed Lots A & B as one parcel at that time, which equaled 3.98 acres. For this reason, additional residential density for Lot A – 5 Wall Street is to be deed restricted from additional residential density until and only if such time that §208-22(6)[a] of the Town Code is amended to allow greater density. 

1. A copy of the draft deed restriction shall be provided to the Town Planning Board Attorney for review prior to stamping a final subdivision plan. 

Mr. Scavo stated this plan is not required to go to the County.


Professional Comments:
Walter Lippmann, P.E. of MJ Engineering in a letter dated 18/18/19 had the following comments:
State Environmental Quality Review

1. Based upon our review of Part 617 of NYS Environmental Conservation Law, the project appears to be an “Unlisted” action. If the Planning Board is to request Lead Agency status under SEQRA, the need to undergo a coordinated review is optional. Under a coordinated review, involved / interested agencies to be engaged may include, but is not necessarily limited to the following: 

a. Saratoga County Planning: 239m referral due to the project's proximity to NY Route 146. 
b. Town of Clifton Park: Building permit and site plan approval
c. NY Natural Heritage Area Program: Identification of threatened and endangered species

Additional agencies may be identified by the Town during its review of the project.

Site Plans
1. The project is located within the Town’s TC2 Edge Zone of the Form Based Code (FBC). The proposal for an office is a permitted principal use within the TC2 District pursuant to Section 208-22.4.A of the Town Zoning. 

2. In general, it would appear that the site layout complies with TC2 bulk lot requirements with some substandard conditions that were previously waived by the Planning Board. 

3. The label for the stormwater management area south of 5 Wall Street parking lot references 451 Clifton Park Center Road per approved plans. Should this read 5 Wall Street plans, please provide clarification.

4. Comments on the individual site plans were addressed during each site plan application process.

Public Comments:  
No public comments

Planning Board Review:
Mr. Andarawis asked how a pedestrian pathway maintenance agreement would be established between the two parcels. Mr. Murray stated that the path maintenance across both parcels would fall on the apartment complex parcel owner, and the paperwork would reflect that arrangement. 
Mr. Ophardt asked when easements would be in place and when work would begin. Mr. Murray stated the easements would be needed first and hopefully in the spring to begin work, after deed restrictions and easements are put into place.
Mr. Ferraro asked what the discrepancy is between the 33% green space. Mr. Hitchcock stated that the calculations were off slightly and the actual green space is 27.7%.

New Business:
2019-049   DiNovo 2 Family SUP  
Applicant proposes converting a single family home into a 2 family home. Location is part of the Country Knolls South PUD, 3 Woodstream Dr, Zoned: PUD (comm), Status: PB Concept Review                                                                                                        SBL: 265.-2-23.121
To be reviewed by: MJE      Consultant: Bova Eng.     Applicant:  Larry & Marianne DiNovo  

Consultant/Applicant Presentation:
Ron Bova – Bova Engineering – Mr. Bova stated that Mr. DiNovo lives at the residence and plans to remain on the property, and put in a basement apartment. The applicant is also looking to form a separate driveway for the t basement apartment which will also serve to accommodate all drainage to the roadway.

Staff Comments:

Steve Myers, Director of Building and Development issued a memo dated 10/10/19 stating:
· Conversion of an existing single family into a two family home in a PUD proposed
· Proposal is to convert basement area into a second dwelling. This creates numerous building code issues (fire separation, egress, light and vent, ect.)
· The PUD legislation states the PUD is for single family homes only. The underlying R-1 zoning, prior to the PUD, does allow two family homes with SUP approval.
· Applicant has already installed illegal drainage connection to town’s stormwater system.
· A second grinder pump for the second residence may be required.

Sheryl Reed, Chief of the Bureau of Fire Prevention:
	No comments.

Scott Reese, Stormwater Management Technician issued a memo dated 10/15/19with the following comments:
1. Applicant to provide a description of the source of the recently installed drainpipe to Woodstream Drive. 
2. If the drainage is acceptable the applicant shall obtain a permit for construction within the town road right-of-way through the Highway Department to allow the drainage connection to the existing catch-basin on Woodstream Drive

The Environmental Conservation Commission held a meeting on 10/15/19 and issued a memo recommending:
1. What is the status of the monitoring well on the property?

Roy Casper of the Trails Subcommittee submitted the following comments for the Planning Board to consider in its decision making:
The Trails Subcommittee does not have any recommendations regarding this proposal.

Jennifer Viggiani, Open Space Coordinator commented on 10/10/19:
1. There is a neighborhood/subdivision entrance sign that is located at the intersection of Woodstream Drive and Plank Road, literally on the edge of the parcel, partially on the private property.  I recommend that for everyone’s clarity going forward, that the current private property owners consider, EITHER: 
a. Providing an access easement to the Town of Clifton Park for the neighborhood entrance sign and landscaping planter; OR, 
b. Consider transferring this small portion of land in fee simple, to the Town of Clifton Park, for the long term maintenance and care of the entrance sign and the landscaping planter.  
2. This would be an excellent time to consider this “clean-up” of who owns and maintains what is a greater community feature.  This similar situation was addressed at the intersection of Arnold Drive and NYS Route 146 a few years ago at the time of site plan review.  
3. Below is a photo showing this sign and landscaping conflict from Google Street View:
image is attached to letter to applicant
John Scavo, Director of Planning issued a letter dated 10/11/19 with recommendations he made:
1. Pursuant to the determination offered by Steve Myers, the PDD is governed by the underlying R-1 Zoning District.  As such, two family dwelling units are permitted through obtaining a special use permit from the Planning Board.  

2. The property is approximately 1.39 acres which exceeds the 40,000 sq.ft. minimum lot size requirement for a two-family dwelling in the R-1 Zoning District. 

3. The Planning Board is authorized to attached reasonable restrictions on uses permitted by special use permit to ensure the use does not interfere with other permitted uses within the zoning District.  As such, I recommend the Planning Board consider the following be made a condition for any approval:

a. To preserve the appearance of a single-family dwelling found within the Clifton Knolls South Development, a notation should be added to the plan that states, “No additional curb cut beyond the shared driveway shall be granted.”

b. Additional parking needed for the second dwelling shall be accommodated outside of the public right-of-way.  Additional vehicles customarily associated with each unit shall be prohibited from parking parallel to the paved public roadway within the Town’s right-of-way.

4. The applicant should be aware that the next step is for the Planning Board to schedule a public hearing for consideration of the preliminary application.  To schedule the public hearing the applicant is required to provide proof of the required 500’ mailing notifications to adjacent property owners.


Professional Comments:
None

Public Comments:  
No public comments

Planning Board Review:
Ms. Bagramian asked about the illegal drainage comment from Steve Myers. Mr. Scavo stated that there is a sump pump drain attached to a catch basin and it was put there without any knowledge of the Town and no drawings showing how it got there are on file. 
Mr. Ophardt asked when this house was purchased by the owner, and if the inspection or home purchase mentioned the pump before. Mr. Bova stated that the applicant has been there a couple of months. Mr. Ophardt asked why do so much work with buying a single family to convert. Mr. Bova stated that the fire separation will not be a problem to create and it isn’t a heavy lift to convert the existing basement to a second residence. 
Mr. Scavo stated there were no applications or requests to attach the pump to the town’s catch basin in the public ROW. Mr. Neubauer stated that he feels before the project can even move forward the pipe connection issue needs to be resolved.
Mr. Neubauer stated he does not like the retaining wall, curb cut and the driveway from the field of view from the roadway. Mr. Bova stated that there is a water department building across the street from this property and the driveway there is much bigger, and that has been there for a while. Ms. Bagramian stated that the utility is not a residential site. Mr. Bova stated that the water authority property is the first property people see when entering this development. Mr. Jones stated that one home with two driveways changes the character of the area, and this is his concern, since this is a single-family home area. Mr. Bova stated that there are driveways closer together going to separate homes in the area, but Mr. Jones’ concern is that it is 2 driveways to one home.
Ms. Bagramian asked for the applicant to find out where the closest duplex is to this property on Plank Road. Mr. Ophardt asked the applicant to find out if any other homes in the development have 2 driveways to one home.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. Ferraro stated he has concerns that this proposal does not fit the criteria to meet the PDD for an SUP. Mr. Ophardt suggested the fact that the elimination of the driveway would change the character of the outlook currently offered through Planning Board feedback to the applicant and be more appealing. Mr. Andarawis stated that if the driveway is removed it may change the application and the Board’s feelings. Ms. Bagramian stated that it needs to be taken into consideration the whole area and potential future buyers feelings about being in a single family community and then having one duplex in the neighborhood.
Mr. Bova stated that the closest neighbor, Mr. Frost, is supportive of this proposal. The applicant thanked the Board for their feedback and comments and noted he would speak with his client to see if they will request a public hearing for preliminary consideration going forward. 

Discussion Items:
Mr. Ferraro noted Board Members have received the 2020 meeting schedule and asked if anyone has any discrepancies or conflicts to let Mr. Scavo know as soon as possible. 

Mr. Ophardt moved, seconded by Mr. Neubauer, to adjourn the meeting at 8:55 p.m.  The motion was unanimously carried. 

The next meeting of the Planning Board will be held as scheduled on Wednesday, November 13th, 2019.



							Respectfully submitted,

Paula Cooper
							
							Paula Cooper, Secretary
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