TOWN OF MILAN PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES - FINAL
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 6, 2013

MEMBERS PRESENT: MEMBERS ABSENT:
Joan Wyant, Chairman Jeffrey Anagnos

Kim Godfrey

James Jeffreys ALSO PRESENT:

John Mautone

Radford West Jack Campisi, Town Board

Chairman Wyant opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m.
Public Hearings:

1. Munsch Two Lot Subdivision: Chairman Wyant motioned that the Planning
Board adjourn the continuation of the public hearing for the Munsch two lot
subdivision as requested in an email by the applicant’ s authorized representative,
Mark Graminski, P.E./L.S,, to the Planning Board dated November 6, 2013. Mr.

West seconded.

Chairman Wyant Aye James Jeffreys Aye
Jeffrey Anagnos Absent John Mautone Aye
Kim Godfrey Aye Radford West Aye

Motion carried 5-0

2. Orange County-Poughkeepsie Limited Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless
Special Use Permit/Site Plan Approval: Scott Olson, Esg., was present for the
continuation of the public hearing for this application for special use permit/site
plan approval for acommunications facility to be located on Academy Hill Road,
tax grid number 6572-00-862990. Mr. Olson said they have provided aresponse
to Morris Associates review dated August 30, 2013. They have provided
alternative tower designs, both monopole and monopine tree tower. They have
revised the plansto deal with most, if not all, that Ms. Axelson asked for. The
stormwater pollution prevention plan is still outstanding and should be finalized
shortly. Thereisaso abonding requirement which they are aware of and
whenever this Board thinksit’s appropriate to get a financial figure, they will be
happy to do that. Mr. Olson said the RF need analysis is done even though
comments keep coming in about it. This site was not chosen on awhim but was
based on a comprehensive search. Intheinitial analysis and application, they
considered all existing tower structures in the town to co-locate to avoid the need
for anew tower. When possible, we always want to co-locate instead of building
anew tower because it’s cheaper, quicker, and would be done by nhow. We don’t
propose a new tower unlessit is absolutely necessary. We considered JNS,
Woody Row, and the Salisbury towers. Our analysis that was provided shows
that none of those sites as separate co-location would provide our required
service. After Mr. Graiff reviewed first RF submission, he had several comments
and requests and one of those was to consider whether a three site solution would
work involving this proposed tower, either the Woody Row or JNS tower, and/or
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the Near Road tower in Gallatin. He asked if we could use this tower and co-
locate on two existing towers. We did that analysisin July and the results shows
that would not work as we would still have a minimum of atwo milegap. The
sites are too far away to provide the service we need with the topography in the
area. Mr. Olson said there is no combination of co-locating on existing sites that
would allow the service this one tower would provide. Mr. Graiff pointed out that
this tower won’'t cover every areain town. It isnot technologically feasible or
possible. We arein the process to get approval to put antennas on the Near Road
tower but we are not there yet. That will help out in the northern part of the area.
At some point in time, either the INS or Woody Row tower would compl ete the
trifectato provide seamless integration. One tower cannot provide all service.
Mr. Graiff reviewed our analysis and confirmed that co-location is not aviable
option, even atwo site co-location. We will still have gaps. There are significant
gaps, up to 5 miles, huge gaps, and this was concluded by Mr. Graiff. Mr. Olson
said they are the largest gaps he has ever seen. Thereis no dispute about the need
for thistower. Therecord has athird review by Mr. Rhodes from Cavell Mertz &
Associates in Virginiawhich was provided by Mr. Gordon, Esqg. Mr. Olson said
we don’'t agree with everything in the letter. Mr. Rhodes does openly admit there
isasignificant gap in service as it stands today and it will take multiple sites to
closethe gap. That is confirming what Mr. Graiff identified in July. Our
opponent’ s expert agreesthat it isa significant gap. Mr. Rhodes aso confirms
using the signal strength of -85dBm is the correct standard for planning purposes.
Mr. Olson said that is the truth and is the standard used across the country, not
just by Verizon but by other carrierstrying to provide servicein vehicles. That is
the signal strength that is needed to get inside the vehicle and connect with the
phone. That standard is not based on awhim but is based on decades of analysis
done by scientists at Bell Labsto answer what strength is necessary to overcome
signal to noise ratio and signal degrading factors such as trees and leaves, signa
from tower to device, utilized, and then return back. -85 dBm isthe standard used
across the country for in vehicle coverage and the opponent’ s consultant has
recognized that. The dropped call analysisis not appropriate. You haveto first
look at the zoning law to see what is required. The Telecommunications Act of
1996 addressed procedural issues. That law left municipalities with the right to
govern local law. Nowherein the town’s zoning law is anything mentioned about
dropped calls. We don’t know why that isbut it is not relevant. The courts have
considered this and realized that there are too many factors involved with a
dropped call analysisto glean any relevant information to determine need. RF
engineers designing sitesdon’'t look at it. They look at RF propagation plots as
the basis of determination and confirm modeling through different tests. A
dropped call analysisis not an analysis. Calls can be dropped for so many reasons
and thusis not agood indication of need. US District Courts have upheld this and
agreed it isnot relevant to need. Mr. Olson said as such, we don’t have any
intention of providing it. Asfar asapotential conflict of interest, Mr. Graiff can
defend himself. It isashameless attempt to try to distract the board from what is
really important. We don’'t see a problem with raising thisissue. Mr. Gordon
should come up with specific facts to support the alegation that Mr. Graiff has
compromised hisreview. Mr. Gordon has not done that. He hired Mr. Rhodes
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who claims he looked at the records but Mr. Rhodes does not say anything
negative about the analyses done by Mr. Graiff. If there was a problem with the
analyses, why wouldn’t their expert advise the Board of that. Mr. Olson said the
analyses done by Mr. Graiff was spot on and anyone with a half a second of
experience knows that thereisneed. Mr. Graiff did not compromise anything in
thiscase. Mr. Olson said he sent aletter the middle of October asking Mr.
Gordon to identify hisclients. It isimportant to know who the clients are to help
identify potential impacts against his clients. Why isthat information being
withheld? We hope the Board requires thisinformation. Mr. Grotto raised two
issuesin his letter of November 4" regarding aguest using AT& T service at his
house having perfect reception and co-locating on the Gallatin tower. This
application is aVerizon application so whether or not other carriers have service
isirrelevant. Again, we are trying to co-locate on the Gallatin tower but as has
been stated previoudly, that is not going to solve the problem. Again, if we could
co-locate to make this tower go away, we would. It ismore costly to build a new
tower. We do not build sites that are not necessary.

Ms. Axelson said thisis about a piece of land and a proposed use — people
commenting, whether a consultant, applicant, member of the public, the issues
must be addressed no matter who is commenting. The board needs to determine
if thereisavisua impact. Ms. Axelson said she thinks we asked for a monopole
simulation. Thereis another style of monopole —awider pole and the antennas
areinside. Itisadifferent design but we did not request that. A monopole
simulated is a pole with arms and antennas similar to what is on the proposed
lattice tower. Mr. Jeffreys asked if you use the pole with the antennas on the
inside, isn’'t there alimitation on carriers. Mr. Olson said there is a huge
limitation as to how we can optimize and who else can co-locate in there. A
monopole is a pole with antennas and for the tree, the antennas are hidden in the
branches. We provided a photograph with a parking lot in the center showing a
monopine. The Gallatin tower isamonopole. Ms. Axelson said she believes
everything the Board needsisin the visual analysis. Any sitesthat need to be
considered were considered. There are two viewpoints that have some notable
visibility — 7 and 10. Ms. Axelson said she feels a monopine tower would address
the town’ s code and that the Planning Board should direct the applicant to revise
the plans to incorporate that design to mitigate visibility if the Board prefers the
monopine. Ms. Axelson said she felt, given the landscape, having the monopine
stick up green and fuzzy does not stand out as much as the other designs. Mr.
Jeffreys asked about SHPPO and said in previous applications, they suggested a
monopole with no camouflage. Can this Board override SHPPO? Thereisahill
in the background which will also mitigate visibility. Mr. Olson said they have
been to SHPPO and they gave us ano effect letter asit currently exists. If the
design changes, we may have to go back to them and it could not hurt to do that
asacourtesy. Ms. Axelson said heading towards SEQRA, we are missing the
draining, grading and limits of disturbance. The siteisvery far back, whichisa
positive, but also involves alonger road which does, to some degree, follow an
existing road, but grading will be required for the road and compound asitison a
slope. We need to see that before we conclude SEQRA. Other than that, there
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are anumber of comments that remain that have to do with code compliance
issues regarding the site plan that can be addressed after SEQRA such as
notations on the plans. Also, thereis neither a narrative or amap that states any
long range plans that in order to cover all the gapsin town, here are general places
we might need towers. Mr. Jeffreys thought a narrative would better serve that
purpose. Mr. West said we still have the half mile gap which should be
addressed. Mr. Olson said we can only address what we have plansfor. We are
committed to co-locating on the Gallatin tower and we are committed to this
proposed tower. We don’t have a commitment at this time to either Woody Row
or INS and don’'t have it funded to do at thistime. We know the need is there but
we can't just create a plan and we can’t create sites and we can’t say when the
towers would be built. Ms. Axelson said we are not looking for that, a
generalized narrative is sufficient which would speak to ageneral location in this
areaat some point intime. Mr. Olson said we can provide something that says we
recognize that these areas are not currently served and what would be needed at
some point in time to provide seamless coverage. Mr. West asked about the three
site solution and Mr. Olson said that iswhat is needed to provide seamless
service. Mr. Jeffreys said an example to include would be if this tower goes
through and we still have gaps, where are the other gaps relative to parkway travel
that need to be addressed. Mr. Olson said he would provide that. Ms. Axelson
said she has suggested certain notations for the plans. The engineers can put
together language on a couple of pages, we will go back and forth and work out
the proper verbiage before they paste them onto the plan. The purpose for the
notationsis so that the planning and building departments have the same set of
facts. All the notes should be in one place on the set of plans. Ms. Axelson asked
the Board to let her know when they want her to start working on the SEQRA
documents. She will prepare the draft part 2, the visual EAF addendum based on
the VRE, and draft a determination of significance.

Chairman W%/ant read two lettersinto the record: from Joseph Grotto dated
November 4™ and from Victor Richardson dated October 28", then opened the
floor for public comment after reading the Rules of Conduct. Gordon Oliosi, 695
Academy Hill Road, said those last two letters summarize his position as he can
see the proposed tower from his home and it would have an impact on the value
of his home and the surrounding area. He said we decided to build a house here
in Milan due to the beauty of the town. You all are doing your job worrying
about gaps. He worries about the community. He said the Board needs to ook
out for the residents. Some of us use the Taconic and some don’t. The Taconicis
where the gaps are. If we weigh the gaps on the Taconic versus the community, it
sways our way. David Gordon, attorney, said there are essentially two issues with
respect to the neighborhood. Isthe tower necessary at all and if it is, what isthe
necessary height? Asfar asthe concept of a gap, there are two gaps of concern.
Oneisthe basic and the second is the gap that emerged later on. In the basic gap,
thereis no coverage at least for Verizon; it isagap of several miles aong the
Taconic. Itisasignificant thing but does something need to be done about it.

The idea of making sure drivers on the Taconic have cell service is not the issue it
was years ago since we now have issues regarding distracted driving. The Board
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should think about how important a socia issueit is, worrying about people
driving and making calls. This gap might indicate the need for atower at this
location; if so, what height is necessary. In reviewing the file and plots generated
using the Mariner tower, the proposed tower, and one other tower in town, it
shows agap not of several miles anymore but a gap of about athird of amile
using the proposed tower at 130 feet. This raises the question of why go to 150
when 130 feet would cover the problem in conjunction with other towers. Thisis
important. This Board has several responsibilities here in addition to
accommodating the applicant’ s need for service - the need to comply with
SEQRA, to mitigate impacts, and to comply with the town’s code for a special use
permit which requires the minimization of the impact to the neighborhood. The
ability to fit thistower into the landscape is important and there is a significant
difference in the visual impact between 130 feet and 150 feet. If the gap comes
down to athird of amile, what does that gap mean? The gap appears very stark.
The question is, what does it mean and are you being led astray. What does it
mean in terms of dropped calls. At the critical point here, the colors, the
coverage, is generated using specific criteria, -85 dBm. What the white meansis
not a complete loss of coverage but it means going below -85 dBm. Your jobis
to determine what does that mean in reality as you balance the need for coverage
with the needs of the community. Mr. Olson mischaracterized the letter from Mr.
Rhodes. Mr. Gordon read excerpts from the letter and said the letter does not
support their analysis. This board has different things to weigh which is our
point. Intheinterest of Mr. Graiff, the simple analysisisthat Mr. Graiff isthe
landlord of Verizon in adifferent town which raises the question of his judgment.
Mr. Olson suggested we should go into an analysis of the facts. Mr. Gordon said
we can but that is not the point here. The Board retained a consultant to assist it
and the people of the town expect your consultant will bring an unbiased set of
viewsto thetable. That isnot clear at this point. At critical junctures, the
guestion has been raised to Mr. Graiff and he has almost conclusively supported
the applicant at enough junctures that Mr. Olson says Mr. Graiff can cover this.
We don’t know what is generating these analyses and it raises a serious question
and skepticism if thisis being handled properly. We want to know if 150 feet is
necessary and how many callswill be lost at 130 feet. Mr. Olson mentioned a
court decided that was not necessary. We don’t know the factors used to make
that assessment - was it in atown of significant beauty? The court may have had
adifferent set of factors, In thiscase, this Board might well determine the
number of lost callsis significant. Y ou must balance the needs of coverage
against the needs of the town. A gap of 1,500 to 2,000 feet is something a driver
would go through in a matter of minutes. We and this board do not know how
many callswould be lost. Under SEQRA, this seems to be an important factor
and it isimportant for the board if you are going to go to 150 feet. Wedo
appreciate that they are moving forward with the Mariner tower. The technical
information has all been simulations. There have not been any drive tests where
you would typically go to asite, bring in acrane, put on asignal, and drive by.
Mr. Graiff, said you don’t have to do this here because you can't access the site
easily. You can access the existing towers and you can determine what the need
ishere. Thesearesignificant gaps. Itisnot just aquestion of whether atower is
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needed. Thereisthe fallure to do the drive test, to characterize the existing sites,
and to look at alternatives. The analysisisinthefile, is 130 feet close enough to
solve the problem without going any higher than necessary. Mr. Gordon said his
goal here, isto try to create clarification, he is not trying to obscure or raise
extraneous issues, but has raised significant concerns. Jack Grumet said after the
last meeting, he did a thoroughly unscientific test of hisown. Hetook hisAT&T
cell phone and drove down the Taconic — he said he had two to three bars the
whole length of Taconic from North Road to Jackson Corners, and could hold a
conversation that whole route. He went a bit further to Jackson Corners where he
had three bars, from there he went up Academy Hill Road to Briggs Mountain
having two to three bars and making phone calls to test. He said he was surprised
at the coverage. Three or four months ago, he did not have coverage so he thinks
AT&T utilized another tower, probably the Gallatin tower. If AT&T can provide
better than adequate service the whole length of the Taconic, up Jackson Corners
and Academy Hill, why can’'t Verizon? He said in looking at the town zoning
code, 200-21, one of the requirements of an applicant is to maximize the use of
existing towers and they have an obligation to do so before they build other
towers. If an existing tower is not feasible, awritten statement of the reasons for
the unfeasibility shall be submitted to the Planning Board. If AT&T can do this,
why can’'t they? Maybe we don’'t need another tower. He has concerns for the
residentsand it isa safety issue. The regulations don’t require the tower to bein
Milan. If they can co-locate in Gallatin and provide the superior service that
AT&T can provide using existing towers, they s should do so. Mr. Grumet said
he would like to see the applicant do more thorough research and tell the Board
why they can’t co-locate and provide the superior service AT& T can using
existing towers. He said it makes me question toe RF analysisthey alludeto. If |
can do this and they are showing it is not possible, he would ask the Board to
consider that. Al LoBrutto said as afollow up on Mr. Grumet’s comments,
apparently our law wants these guys to co-locate on existing towers. That is what
isinour law. We need an independent contractor do that test. Verizon will pay
for it. Do the wave test, go to each tower, put on atransmitter, send around a
truck and the truck maps the signal and will tell you decibels. Now you have a
good idea, the gold standard, of what is being covered and what isnot. That will
provide the need for anew tower. Our zoning law says we can have adequate
coverage. What is adequate? Does it mean coverage on the whole Taconic or
can you have gaps. All we are seeing now is asimulation from Verizon, not an
actual test. No one else is doing simulations. Our RF engineer has not done the
tests himself and he owns a tower that the present applicant is on now. At the last
meeting, they were in discussions with Graiff about their contract. Thisistoo
close for comfort. Mr. LoBrutto said he wants an independent contractor to do a
wave test and if that is done, we would then have something to work with.
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Hearing no more public comment, Chairman Wyant motioned to adjourn the
public hearing until the December 4™ Planning Board meeting. Mr. West

seconded.

Chairman Wyant Aye James Jeffreys Aye
Jeffrey Anagnos Absent John Mautone Aye
Kim Godfrey Aye Radford West Aye

Motion carried 5-0.

Mr. Olson said in summary of the comments raised during the public hearing, he
did not try to misrepresent anything — he just read from the Cavell letter. The
letter states that multiple towers will be necessary to mitigate the gap in Verizon's
coverage on the Taconic. If thisindividual is qualified, he will realize we are
looking at asignificant gap. The letter isan example of non-clarity. There are
numerous statements in the letter that point to alack of experience. When Mr.
Gordon said no one is doing simulations anymore, Mr. Olson said he disagrees
wholeheartedly. That iswhat the industry does. Drivetest and wave tests are
typically not done because the simulations are so accurate. The propagation
analysis and simulations are till relevant and demonstrate need. Mr. Jeffreys
asked if the broadcast and telephone equipment that Verizon uses are identical to
what AT&T uses. Mr. Olson said no. Mr. Jeffreys asked if it iswithin the

Board' s purview under the Telecom Act to tell you how to build your network.
Mr. Olson said this Board can’t dictate what signal strength we can use. Thereis
interplay with SEQRA to look at the visual impacts but this Board has no right to
tell uswhat signal strength we use. Mr. Jeffreys said he brought that up because
he did some research and found that in the Town of Hampton, the Board did try to
do that and the court’ s answer was that the Board cannot dictate that. Y our
engineers determine what is best. Mr. Olson said Bell Labs did the research on
what signal strength is necessary and it has evolved since then. Itisnot a
whimsical analysis. Everybody agreesif you are going to plan for and dispatch
facilitiesfor in car, itis-85dBm. Mr. Jeffreys said heisjust trying to clarify
what the responsibilities of this Board are in terms of planning. We are not
engineers and it is outside of our responsibilitiesto worry about that. Thisis
what the applicant are presenting and it is adequate in terms of what our code
says. Mr. Gordon said the question is not to choose what signal strength they
design their system at - this board can’'t do that. Y ou are required to look at the
environmental analysis. The point isnot what signal strength isthere, the point is
how good istheir coverage at different heights. Using the Mariner tower and
either Woody Row or JNS and this proposed tower at alower height and what we
have is a short gap of athird of amile along the Taconic —what does that mean?
This Board does not have to determine what the signal strength will be. Y ou need
to determine whether that provides adequate coverage for the people along the
Taconic. That isnot determined by just looking at -85dBm. Below -85dBm,
thereis an existence of coverage. Do we need to provide for in vehicle coverage?
If there an accident or a problem, thereis avery strong likelihood that people will
have the opportunity to make their calls outside their autos. How many peoplein
emergency situations are in vehicles? Thereisadistinction between the service
they are using to design their system and this Board' s assessment of what happens
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when a gap appears. If you can mitigate impacts using a slightly lower tower, we
might be able to compromise. Mr. Olson said we do believe this serviceisa
public safety aid. Thefact is, thereisan initiative at the Federal level to expand
and to increase wireless service. Courts have routinely held that we have an
obligation and aright to cover those areas not properly covered. Itisnot all
about public safety but that is a benefit. We have asignificant gap in service and
under Federal law, we have aright and obligation to fill those gaps and services.
Mr. LoBrutto said the law is very clear —they have to prove they cannot go on
existing towers. Only information we have been looking at at this point is their
information. Thesetests are simulations. It isincumbent on this Board to have an
independent company to do atest and do awave tests and present the material to
board. Thereisthe report from Mr. Gordon’s engineer and Mr. Graiff’s reports as
well as Verizon'sinformation. We have seen competing information from
different sources. Mr. Jeffreys said the analysis that was done for Verizon was
done by an outside agency. Rick Androsisacontractor hired by Verizon. Mr.
LoBrutto said the wave test should be done then you have the gold standard. Mr.
Jeffreys said he has reviewed the minutes from when the other towers were
installed in town and that test was never done, not even for the town’s own tower.
Why not, al of asudden, should this Board require that test by done. Why single
out acarrier just because someone asks us to do that. We are not allowed to
design their network. This Board must make its decisions based on information
presented to this Board. Ms. Axelson said this Board has hired consultants that
specializeinthis. Mr. Jeffreys said the appropriate next step isto have Verizon
answer questions laid out by our Planner and to provide our information to Mr.
Graiff and have him respond back to us knowing there have been allegations that
Mr. Graiff has somehow not been professional or has been compromised. We
also recognize the fact that our Town Engineer was the one who recommended
Mr. Graiff to us and Mr. Paggi has a stellar reputation. Mr. LoBrutto said he
would like see an independent analysis of existing towers. Mr. Olson said he
understands the community’ s concerns. We have proven that we cannot co-
locate. Thereis nothing in the zoning code that requires a continuous wave test.
Thereality is CWT’ s are highly unlikely and happen infrequently. The courts
have accepted the propagation and simulations we have provided to you. Mr.
Graiff isaPEfirst and his obligation first and foremost is to be up front and
honest with the Board in terms of his certification. You can rely on him in terms
of hisreview.

Administrative ltems:

Approval of Minutes: Mr. Jeffreys motioned that the Planning Board accept the
minutes of October 2, 2013 as presented. Mr. West seconded.

Chairman Wyant Aye James Jeffreys Aye
Jeffrey Anagnos Absent John Mautone Aye
Kim Godfrey Aye Radford West Aye

Motion carried 5-0.
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Applications:

1. Milan Market Change of Use: Lou Rabadi appeared before the Board to discuss
a possible change of use for the Milan Market located at 1615 Route 199, tax grid
number 6571-04-935404 in the Hamlet zoning district. He said he has been
waiting for the Chestnut Mart gas station to begin construction and they have. As
aresult, Mr. Rabadi would like to change his business and move away from the
convenience store business. Heis proposing to close down in December and take
afew months to work to get his approvals. Heis proposing a restaurant/bar
tavern which is a permitted use with site plan approval in this zoning code. He
would like to serve breakfast and lunch, then close the restaurant portion and open
the bar side, serving alcohol and finger foods. He would plan on closing one or
two daysaweek. Mr. Jeffreys asked him if he talked to his neighbors. Mr.
Rabadi said he has not talked to anyone yet but will. Hewill put a petitionin
front of the store to seeif he can get signatures. He will make some modifications
to the building, exterior and interior. He is proposing to use the same square
footage that is there now. Chairman Wyant suggested he get in touch with the
NY S DOT astheir approval will be necessary as well as the approval of the Board
of Health. He would like to retain the lease space if possible but may use some of
its square footage to put in bathrooms. The clerk will research as to whether or
not he can have two uses on the same lot. Mr. Jeffreys said the single use would
be arestaurant/bar. Mr. Rabadi is proposing arestaurant by day and a bar by
night. He would primarily use the parking in the front of the building but has
extra parking in the back. He already has curbing. Mr. Rabadi said he would
have a chef and staff for the restaurant. Mr. Jeffreys said the liquor authority will
tell you where to put the bar —isthat correct and Mr. Rabadi said yes, they will.
Mr. Rabadi will make preliminary contact with the outside agencies and will
come back to the Board.

2. Schreiber Conversion: Stephen Schreiber appeared before the Board regarding
his proposed conversion from acommercial useto aresidential use on his
property located at 775 Route 199, tax grid number 6371-08-965834 in the
Hamlet zoning district. Mr. Schrieber said he wants to convert the barn, which is
now a commercial use, into a one bedroom apartment with a 24 x 32 footprint.
The parking would be behind the building. Mr. Schreiber submitted floor plans.
He said years ago, there was a house trailer on the property and the well and
septic are remaining from that. He did contact the Board of Health, Jim Napoli,
who said the well and septic are pre-existing.

Chairman Wyant motioned to set the date for the public hearing for this
application to be held at the December 4™ Planning Board meeting. Mr. West

seconded.

Chairman Wyant Aye James Jeffreys Aye
Jeffrey Anagnos Absent John Mautone Aye
Kim Godfrey Aye Radford West Aye

Motion carried 5-0.
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Discussion Items:

- The Board agreed that Brian Trudell’ s escrow account should be set at an initial
deposit of $500 for the attorney review of his ODA paperwork.

Mr. West motioned that the Planning Board adjourn the meeting at 10:00 p.m. Mr.
Jeffreys seconded.

Chairman Wyant Aye James Jeffreys Aye
Jeffrey Anagnos Absent John Mautone Aye
Kim Godfrey Aye Radford West Aye

Motion carried 5-0.

There is no workshop scheduled for November. The next regular meeting is scheduled
for Wednesday, December 4. The meeting is held at the Town Hall and starts at 7:00
p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Karen Buechele, Clerk
Planning and Zoning

cc: Catherine Gill, Town Clerk
Town Board
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