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1. Pledge	to	the	Flag	Mr. Labarron would you please lead us in the Pledge to the Flag.
2. Chairman	announcement(s)	We have a late addition to our agenda regarding the 6654 Middle Grove Road Renesola solar project on the Austro Landfill.  The SUP we approved last August expires in one year.  The project has been delayed due to NYSERDA funding delays and the applicant has asked for an extension.  This is now on our agenda. You all should have received a notice from Patti regarding some upcoming training being sponsored by the Association of Towns.  Meg Soden and I are both looking at the October 6 training in Lake Placid on short term rentals. I believe we are looking at a day trip. If anyone else is interested, please let Patti know and we can decide. We need let Patti know at least 30 days in advance so she can get the voucher, I think the cost is $90.00 which includes lunch.  Ms. Stevens: Will there be online training meetings this year? Chairman Bartow:  I’m sure there will be zoom training meetings as well. There are some listed on the Department of State webpage.  Let me see what I can find out. Waiting for the southern tier regional offices to post them.  Ms. VanDeinse: The DEC has been having a lot. Town Attorney Jim Craig reached out to me regarding proposed amendments to Chapter 63 of the Town Code regarding Animals and a proposal to define nuisance provisions that would be enforced by Animal Control.  I suggested that he pair the public hearing and adoption process with the standards we submitted for Special Use Permits for farm animals on lots 5 acres or less.  He is doing that.  We should hear about public hearings for each of these proposals soon. Later this month the Route 50 Corridor Committee which I sit on will be reviewing proposed zoning for the Route 50 Transition Corridor.  These amendments are reflective of the work done last year in the Route 50 Corridor Plan.  As we see these proposals, I will share them with the board for input. I got a note from Jackie Hakes on that. I think we are trying to set a meeting late July early August. Finally, the Town Personnel Committee is soliciting letters of interest for the position on the Planning Board left by the resignation of Pat Collins.  If anyone knows someone who may be interested, please have them send a letter of interest to Shannon Pine, Confidential Assistant to the Supervisor. That’s all I have for tonight.  Does anyone on the Board have anything they want to add? 
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Ms. Padula: Remember last fall we me with Frank MeCleneghen regarding a solar project, he was going to add trees or raise a berm, but he was not going to do anything till spring.  Where are we with that? Did that ever get done? 
Bill Lewis: It did not get done but the project is just kicking off. They just starting the process, they have not filed the application for the building permit yet for that phase. They are taking the product from the upper part from phase 2 solar project and bringing it to the lower section of Murray Road and raise that berm and add more trees. It is on our radar. They have a Forestry permit to clear it, but they have not started construction.   

3. Approval	of	minutes	from	June	9,	2022	Our first order of business tonight is approval of the June Planning Board minutes.  I	
will	entertain	a	Motion	to	approve	the	Planning	Board	meeting	Minutes	of	
June	9,	2022;	Ms.	Stevens;	Second	Mr.	Whittel,	any	discussion	or	changes;	
please	poll	the	Board.	Mr.	Marsicano,	Yes,	Ms.	Padula,	Yes,	Ms.	VanDeinse,	Yes,	Miss	
Stevens,	Yes,	Mr.	Whittel,	Yes,	Mr.	Lebarron,	Yes,	Chairman	Bartow,	Yes	

4. Public	Comment	

Chairman	Bartow: At this point we will open the meeting to comments from the public. Please note that we do have one Public Hearing this evening for the 77 Greenfield Ave for a site plan review and special use permit for an inlaw cottage.  So, if you have comments on those projects please wait until we start the hearings so your comments will be on the record. 
We continue to have both virtual and inperson opportunities for comments so I would ask that if you are Zooming with us and want to make a public comment, please use the hand wave feature, or submit via the Q&A button and alert us to your interest in commenting. If you have dialed in on the phone and would like to make a comment, please text Bill Lewis at 5183761831 and provide him your name and interest in making a comment. I would also ask that we are limiting individual comments to 3 minutes and for commentors to try and avoid redundant comments. If you have written comments, please summarize them and if you would like you can leave a copy with us, and we will share them with all board members. 
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Public	comment	opened	at	7:06pm.	Jeff Buckly 8 Margaret Drive. I know this is not on the agenda tonight, but I am concerned with Trojanski development at 366 Rowland Street. The developer has submitted a proposal for 14 homes in the eastern portion of zone R1 but has not told us what they are planning on doing with the frontage in the town center. I really hope the planning board does not consider this until we know what the full plan is to this parcel.  We would really like to preserve those woods back there.   Terri Scotti 4 Fawn Drive. Concerning the project at 366 Rowland Street project. I know that is not on the agenda tonight.  My concerns are the same as what I said last time. I do have some questions for the board. I understand that the minutes must be approved but when can the public view a draft version.  I know I took notes myself, but I didn’t write everything.  What is the process for that? How would the public view transcripts to refresh our memories. There are certain things that I wrote down from the last meeting, for instance they talked about entrances to this project going to be on Burning Pines and Red Coach and Rowland Street. The developer said he was going to take away Rowland Street. If this is not going to be a town road and become a HOA why does there have to be an entrance on Burning Pines or Red Coach? Why not just on Rowland Street especially since it is going to be a culdesac. I think that was mentioned last time. Why does it have to be that way? I would also like to voice my concern about the traffic that will be generated from the entrances on Red Coach Burning and Pines and the impact it will have on our quite neighborhood. Again, I invite all of you to come to 4 Fawn drive and see this new site plan and how it is going to impact those neighborhoods, both Margaret Drive and Fawn Drive. I did see any revised plans posted. I know you asked the developer for more information. I did not see anything posted. Has anything come to the planning board? When is the application due for the planning board open seat due? 
Chairman	Bartow: We don’t post draft minutes because they must be approved by the Board. They are posted within 5 business days of the Board approving them.  I think the developer of this property intends to dedicate the road to become a Town road. The reference to the culdesac was because the builder had carried the road past the 2nd road.  To keep within the Highway standards, this would require a culdesac, we can’t dead end a road. I think he is going to move the lot line forward, so there will be a direct turn on to the other street. The 2nd reason there 
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has to be a 2nd entry connection is what the highway code would want. The developer is giving 3 connections. That is the general process that he is proposing. Regarding the minutes, by state law, it is only required that the minutes state the resolutions of the Board. We do quite a bit more, we provide a little bit more detail about general discussion points. And when there is a public hearing, we try to provide a lot more record of that. We do not post Zoom meetings but there is an audio recording that mostly picks up what the Board is saying and doesn’t always get the public comment.  We have not received anything else on this project.  The builder will have to submit all documents two weeks prior to the August 10th meeting if he wants to be added to the agenda.  A letter to apply for the open seat at Planning Board can be sent in at any time. There is no deadline.   Mark Wilkes – 12 Fawn Drive:  I have recently moved back to the area.  I would respectfully ask that the application be denied.  If you have seen this parcel, it is very small and narrow, it is 15 acres.  Most people bought and built on these streets because the property butted up against a wooded area.  I do understand growth and progress, but I don’t think this parcel is progress.  The builder is only able to build on one side of the street, that shows it is narrow.  People have talked about keeping this parcel a green space, that is a good idea. Maybe use the front along Rowland for commercial use.  Please take a walk and look around.  This will change the traffic patterns for all of us.  There are other properties to build houses on.  Margaret McHale – 76 Margaret Drive: This builder is working on a subdivision now, the difference is the lay out.  I have written letters asking the Board to come to the property and look how narrow it is.  This property came before the Board 20 years ago and the project was denied.  What has changed?   Susan Rosenberg – 64 Margaret Drive: Can you explain to me the relationship between the Open space Committee and the Planning Board?   
Chairman	Bartow:  There is an appointed Open Space Committee through the Town Board.  They do make recommendations to the Planning Board; it is an independent committee.  We do look at the documents that it submits to the Town Board.   Ms. Rosenberg: Did that committee have any involvement in this project?  
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Chairman	Bartow:  Back in 2012 we updated our compressive plan and that committee had input in that plan.  This parcel on Rowland Street that we are talking about tonight, the Open Space committee did recommend that there be a walking trail.  When the applicant presented this plan, we made that suggestion to them.  
Public	comment	closed	at	7:18pm.	

5. 7:05pm	–	Public	Hearing	–	77	Greenfield	Ave	–	Uline	–	Site	Plan	Review	&	Special	Use	Permit	–	
230.1064	

Chairman	Bartow: Next we have continued review and a public hearing for an inlaw cottage at 77 Greenfield Ave. for Brendan and Kristi Uline.	If you recall we saw this project in June and the Uline’s needed two area variances which they did receive from the ZBA.  Also, the ZBA completed SEQRA so we do not have any SEQRA review to complete.Everyone should have before them: 1. SUP Application dated 5/9/22 2. Short EAF not dated but not necessary 3. Uline survey map dated 4/1/22sewer plan dated 6/8/21 4. Foundation plan dated 5/26/21 5. Floor Plan A2 dated 5/26/21 6. Floor Plan A3 dated 5/26/21 7. Deed receipt dated 8/27/21 8. Deed dated 8/10/21 Does the applicant or their agent have anything to present further to the Board? Shali Natesan:  We do not have anything new to add, but we are happy to answer any questions.  This proposed cottage is a residence for my client’s mother with no rental options.   
I’ll	open	the	public	hearing	7:20pm.		Jeffery Buckley – 8 Margaret Drive: I would just like to show my support for the Uline family and support for their project.  They are my neighbors.     
Chairman	Bartow:  I would like to note that this cottage is restricted under our 
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Accessory Residential Structure definition and is only to be occupied by relatives of the family. If something changes in the future, they must come before the Board.   
Chairman	Bartow:	I	will	entertain	a	Motion	to	close	the	public	hearing	at	

7:21pm.	Mr.	Whittel;	Second,	Ms.	VanDeinse,	any	discussion;	Poll	the	Board.	

Mr. LeBarron Yes; Ms. Padula Yes; Mr. Marsicano, Yes; Ms. VanDeinse Yes; Ms. 

Stevens Yes;  Mr. Whittel Yes;   Chairman Bartow Yes

There being no further comments,	I	will	entertain	a	Motion	to	approve	a	Special	

Use	Permit	for	an	Inlaw	Cottage	at	77	Greenfield	Avenue,	Ballston	Spa	NY;	Mr.	

Whittel,	Second,	Ms.	VanDeinse.	Any	discussion;	Poll	the	Board.	Mr. LeBarron 

Yes; Ms. Padula Yes; Mr. Marsicano, Yes; Ms. VanDeinse Yes; Ms. Stevens Yes; Mr. 

Whittel Yes; Chairman Bartow Yes 

There being no further comments,	I	will	entertain	a	Motion	to	approve	a	Site	

Plan	Permit	for	an	Inlaw	Cottage	at	77	Greenfield	Avenue,	Ballston	Spa	NY;	

the	survey	dated	04/1/22	and	05/26/22Mr.	Whittel,	Second,	Ms.	VanDeinse.	

Any	discussion;	Poll	the	Board.	Mr. LeBarron Yes; Ms. Padula Yes; Mr. Marsicano, 

Yes; Ms. VanDeinse Yes; Ms. Stevens Yes; Mr. Whittel Yes; Chairman Bartow Yes

6. 426	Geyser	Road	–	Clapper	–	Special	Use	Permit	and	Site	Plan	Review		Application	

–	190.	130.2	–	Continuation	

Chairman	Bartow: Our next order of business is the continued review of the proposal of John Clapper for a Special Use Permit and Site Plan Review for a proposed dog wash, and dwelling units at 46 Geyser Rd.   Everyone should have before them: Site Plan Review Application dated 4/26/22 
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Special Use Permit Application dated 4/6/22.  Short Environmental Assessment Form undated. Agricultural Data Statement dated 4/22/22, not necessary. Building Plan dated 3/9/22 Warranty Deed dated 3/27/14  Mixed Use Plans dated 39/22 Correspondence from Spa Septic Tank dated 7/6/22 Updated Site Plans dated 7/6/22 Email from Jason Singer dated 3/7/22 This is the third proposal for a site plan and Special Use Permit for this property.  Yet we still do not have a complete application.   The plans also still propose uses that are not consistent with our Town Center guidance and zoning.   Mr. Jason Singer:  Mr. Clapper has done his research and the septic or connecting into public sewer is over fifty thousand dollars.  This is a large expense, and he cannot do it.  So, we have scaled this back to be able to use his existing system.   We are proposing to only do work on the interior of the building.  The whole building is changing use.  We are trying to minimize the amount of work that he will have to do.  The plans reflect that we are proposing a residential unit and a dog wash.  Mr. Clapper just wanted to use the existing building.  Town guidelines say that the building has to be 1015 feet from the road.  We are asking that those specific guidelines not be considered in this project.   The standard that we have to review this project on is that if there is a substantial alteration as well as a change of use then it needs to come into compliance with what surrounds the project.  This is the approach that we have taken for redevelopment.   Mr. Clapper:  Can you put something into writing, I do not understand what is considered substantial.  This is the same building; we are not building a new building due to the water usage.  So, you are telling me that I can’t use my building for commercial use? Mr. Lewis:  Mr. Clapper we have spoke about this extensively.  You are doing a 100% renovation to the building, that is considered substantial alteration.  In addition to this substantial renovation, you are also 
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changing the use of the building, which isn’t permitted.  I have stressed this to both of you while you were at my office.   Mr. Singer:  When you say guidelines you mean that it isn’t meeting the 1015 feet, specifically?  Mr. Lewis:  Yes, the frontage and the use.  Your proposed use of this building as a dog wash, is not listed in our TC guidelines as a permitted use.  If you want to use this building as a dog wash, you will have to go to the Zoning Board and get approved for a Use Variance. A barber shop is a permitted use in TC a dog wash is not permitted.   Mr. Singer:  Another thing that we were considering is that maybe this could be done in phases over time.  Is that possible? Chairman Bartow:  We don’t have the authority to do that.   Mr. Clapper:  What if I do not do the dog wash.  In TC guidelines a hotel is permitted, I would like to rent some rooms in that building.   Chairman Bartow:  The driving force is that there is a substantial renovation being done on this building.  If you are going to do a 100% renovation, you must comply to TC guidelines and bring the building up closer to the road.     Mr. Lewis:  There are many uses in the Town for that building.  Right now, the building is beauty salon, If you don’t do the substantial renovations, you can use it as a beauty salon.  If you want to take this from a beauty saloon to a gym, that would be a substantial renovation.  You must work within your current permitted use or comply to TC guidelines.   Mr. Keniry:  In the Site Plan section, if you look at 18050 pertains to what you are proposing.  It reads where site plan is required,  “All new uses or alterations in the Town 
Center District shall require site plan review by the Planning Board, and such review shall be 
conducted subject to the Town Center Design Guidelines incorporated here by reference. [1]It is not uncommon for a change of use in a sensitive district.  Since Milton finds the TC a sensitive district, it triggers a site plan review.  The Town also asks for proof or evidence that you have attempted to comply with the guidelines.  Appearing as an applicant is different than trying to comply with TC guidelines.  You have to take 
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the guidelines and show the town how you have tried to include all of the guidelines in your application and project.   
7. 323325	Rowland	Street	Garage	–	Site	Plan	Review	–	190.10210	&	190.77	–	Continuation	
Chairman	Bartow: Next, we will continue our review of a Site Plan reviews for the Rowland St, Garage at 323325 Rowland Street. Everyone should have before them: Site Plan review Application dated 5/25/22 Site Plan dated 5/23/22 SEAF dated 5/25/22 Transmittal Submission dated 5/25/22 Project Narrative dated 5/25/22 Preliminary Plans dated 10/13/21 Site Sketch dated 3/23/22 Site Sketch dated 3/23/22 Site Profiles dated received 6/23/22 Property Deed dated 9/8/88 Sketch site Plan dated 7/5/22 MJ engineering review #1 dated July 5, 2022 Historical Town documents of the Rowland St. Garage from 2014 Email from Brenda Howe dated 6/9/22 regarding early minutes and      records from 2014. We started our review of this project last month and had several comments.  Some of those comments have been addressed but as can be seen there still are comments from our TDE.  Joel Bianchi, will you summarize your comments. Joel Bianchi:  There were some comments regarding the use.  Bill has rectified the use. We identified several area variances that would need to be resolved, so I don’t believe the Board can act until those variances before the plans are changed. Some of engineer comments, Is question parking layout. The parking layout that you are proposing to the north of the building seem to not function properly.  Effectively you would have cars pulling in and would have to back out the entire driveway and maneuver to get into a forward position. We did not think that was optimal layout. Would recommend alternate layouts of the parking lot. Beyond that everything else could be easily resolved. 
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Chairman	Bartow At this point the application is not complete for us to complete SEQRA. I understand you have made some changes. Please present that to the Board. Dave Kimmer  ABD Engineering Firm & Tim Barber  Rowland Street Garage: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for summarizing and thank you Joel for your comments.  We did get the engineering comments from the TDE last week and we have drafted changes which will address all his concerns. The concerns about variances for set backs are going to be alleviated because we shifted the building up 10 ft which makes it within the required 25ft set back. The consequences for that are we gained more green space on the site which brings it to less than 90% impervious area, which is required by code.  We are going to combine the 2 lots which will eliminate the potential sideline variance that we might need. When we moved this building up, we adjusted the parking and eliminated some spaces here and made this area a one way and cars can go around to this exit. The improvements in the right of way are also following town Center guidelines.  This has not been officially submitted and we will, but we would like to schedule a public hearing.  Mr. Whittel:  Appreciate what you did with the side building facing Rowland.  I am not sure that it is enough though.  I would like it to look less industrial.  Is your handicapped parking still going to be in front?   Mr. Barber:  Yes, the parking will still be in the front corner, 3 spots. We can look at the front of the building again to make it less industrial looking.  We are using a metal architectural panel for outside.  We could change the design of the panel; maybe we could turn it horizontal.   Mr. Whittel: Your main door will be upfront; will it have an awning over it?  Mr. Barber:  Double glass door, commercial.  There will be an awning. All along the front will be office space.  
Chairman	Bartow: The idea was to make it look like an office frontage.  How high is the fence? Mr. Whittel:  Is there a reason why you couldn’t have windows along the backside?  Mr. Barber: There is storage along that wall, and I think it would be impractical. I would rather not draw the eye to that side.  There is a fence there and trees and they will not be removed. The fence is 6ft and is on the adjoining property. 



12 | P a g e

Ms. VanDeinse: So there will be trees in the green space?   Mr. Whittel:  Is that spot on the front side of the building all office space, or storage also? Is there a way you could put windows on the side, it might help the way you make the front work? It will make it look more like a frontage than side of a building.  Is there going to be any sign in the front? Are you planning on combining the 2 properties? I suggested that last time, but they did not do that. If they do combine the parcels, it will fix some of the underlying issues.  Mr. Barber: There is office space all along the front. We could put a side window. The strip windows, rather than the box windows gives it a more European appeal.  There is nothing proposed, but there is a sign on the building. Not in the front. It made sense to bring both properties together.  Mr. Kimmer  We can look and see if that will work.  It is very similar to what is there now. In the building in the rear. There is a pole sign out front that will be staying. It is in the plans. Ms. Padula What are architectural metal panels, what do they look like? Right now there is a house there that will come down.  The new building looks like a box structure, modern European style, is not quit an Adirondack upstate NY feel we are looking to develop. Will you see the roof line?  Mr. Barber: There are so many varieties, it hard to explain. There are different textures and different ribs.  It is similar to what is there now. They are going to stay with the colors. It will be a flat roof. No sign proposed at this time.  
Chairman	Bartow: You will redesign the front? Possibly use some stone. The wrap around windows on the office side which will give it a more office look. If you could include the details of the panels with the submission, shade. Mr. Lebarron: These are panels not siding? Are they insulated panels? So, this is a preengineered structure?  Mr. Barber: They are single skid panel, not insulated. Yes it is a preengineered structure.  
Chairman	Bartow: Do you have enough direction to get us a completed Site Plan? If you can get it to us 2 weeks before August 10th, we can have you on the August agenda. 
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Mr. Whittel Where are the mechanicals going? Mr. Kimmer Absolutely. There is not a lot of climate control area in the building. Mr. Barber: The mechanicals will be inside of the building. The condensing unit will be on the back side of the building. Over about 2030 ft up on back side, small condensing AC unit. Everything else will be within the building. Yes they will be matching what is on the existing building.  Mr. LebarronWill your overhead doors be similar in color to your panels? 
Chairman	Bartow: You have the engineers’ comments, and you have our architectural comments. If you can get a plan to us by July 30, we can put you on the agenda.  We can’t until we get a county referral, and we can’t do a County referral until we complete SEQRA. If we can expedite and everything is complete by the next meeting, we can schedule a Public hearing for September. 

8. Rowland	Street	Lot	Line	Adjustment	–	Trojanski	–	203.11229			(28,25,24,21,19)	
Chairman	Bartow: Next we have a series of lot line adjustments regarding the Rowland St. (Iron Springs) subdivision.  The applicant proposes to eliminate 1 lot on Encore Dr. and enlarging the 5 affected lots.  Please introduce yourself and introduce the project, we will go from there. Mr. Pat Jarosz from Van Guilder associates on behalf of Mr. Trojanski, RSV Development, LLC: We are proposing to resubdivide the existing 6 lots in the Rowland Street subdivision down to 5 lots using side lot line adjustments. These will be the only changes to the lots. These lots involved will be #1318 on Encore Drive. 
Chairman	Bartow: We have been looking this over, and this is Iron Springs subdivision? Southern part going from 20 lots back to 19 lots. Mr. Kinery can you please explain what exactly the PB must do here? And how this will fit into our code. Mr. KeniryThe Board may want the applicant to submit an application for a resubdivision, after looking through the Town Codes definitions we should consider this is a Subdivision rather than a series of lot line adjustments. We would refer to the TDE because we were going to classify it as an unlisted action. The TDE became 
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fixed on the DOH own regulations that would cause us to have to classify this a as major subdivision type 1action. We are constrained by the regulations and that would trigger a Coordinated Review just for that simple map. Some technical things, things that won’t impede the project, but things the Board should consider. Joel Bianchi: Because they are not creating more lots, they are reducing, you could still rely upon the Board’s prior findings of nonsignificance on the Type 1 Action and say they are still subject to SEQRA we have evaluated the impact for x number of lots. This application effectively reduces those lots. You have examined the projects with more impacts and reaffirm SEQRA. No reason to reinitiate SEQRA. You could, as a Lead Agency, state that our prior findings are still valid, we are reaffirming it based on an amendment to the subdivision application that was previously approved by this Board.  Joel Bianchi: You still have to treat this as a subdivision. You would have to schedule a public hearing.  
Chairman	Bartow: We would not have to redo SEQRA. You would have to refile, you would have to redo that whole plat showing the line adjustments, classifying it as a resubdivision or amended major subdivision. We would have to do a county referral. I will entertain a Motion	for	the	TDE	to	initiate	a	Coordinated	Review	under	
SEQRA	expressing	the	interest	of	the	Town	of	Milton	Planning	Board	to	be	
lead	agency	for	a	Major	Subdivision	amendment	for	the	Iron	Spring	major	
subdivision	on	Rowland	St.,	M.	Stevens	Second,	Mr.	Marsicano.	Any	
discussion;	please	Poll	the	Board.		Mr.	Whittel,	Second,	Ms.	VanDeinse.	Any	
discussion;	Poll	the	Board.	Mr. LeBarron Yes; Ms. Padula Yes; Mr. Marsicano, Yes; 
Ms. VanDeinse Yes; Ms. Stevens Yes; Mr. Whittel Yes; Chairman Bartow Yes

NOTE:  THE APPLICANT HAS CHOOSEN TO RESIND THIS PROJECT AND NOT SEEK     APPROVAL TO DECREASE LOTS FOR IRON SPRINGS. AT THIS TIME THERE WILL BE NO FURTHER ACTION ON THIS APPLICATION. 
9. 6654	Middle	Line	Road	–	ReneSolar	–	Special	Use	Permit	–	Extension	–	162.124	

Chairman	Bartow: ReneSolar has approached the Planning Board for an extension of their Special Use Permit for a community solar farm at 6654 Middle Grove Rd. 
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(the former Austro landfill). They are approaching expiration on that approval and have been delayed due to delays in funding from NYSERDA.  I have spoken with Jim Craig and while there is not provision for extensions of approvals under our SUP zoning, there is also no prohibition of granting an extension.  He has cited case law that would allow this, so I would like the Board’s thoughts on granting an extension.Mr. Keniry:  Based on the findings of this Board, we know that they filed in March 2022 that they have been making progress.  I would ask that we choose a definitive date of expiration.   Chairman Bartow:  To be included in the resolution would be December 8, 2022.  There being no concerns regarding the extension and there being no material change to the project and there being good cause for delays in getting started and a demonstration of good faith efforts on the part of the developer to keep this project moving; I	will	entertain	a	Motion	to	grant	a	6month	extension	of	the	SUP	from	
June	8,	2022	to	December	8,	2022;	Mr.	Whittel,	Second;	Ms.	Van	Deinse;	any	
discussion;	Please	Poll	the	Board.	Mr. LeBarron Yes; Ms. Padula Yes; Mr. 
Marsicano, Yes; Ms. VanDeinse Yes; Ms. Stevens Yes; Mr. Whittel Yes; Chairman 
Bartow Yes

10. 209	Stone	Church	Road	–	Milton	Solar	farm	Project	–	Coordinated	Review	–	176.221	

Chairman	Bartow:  The Milton Solar project at 209 Stone Church Rd. has revised their site plan and would like to proceed before the Zoning Board of Appeals for the necessary variances they are requesting.  The ZBA needs us to commence the SEQRA process prior to considering this application as complete.  Since this is a Type 1 action requiring other agency approvals, we need to conduct a Coordinated Review.  If Joel can finish this work, it is conceivable that we can get this on the ZBA August meeting.  They are meeting on the 21st of July, they could schedule the Public Hearing that date for August.   
Mr. Bianchi:  This Board will have to be Lead Agency.  The SEQRA will have to be done before any Board can take action.  We could get it out by Friday and then it is up to the other involved agencies.   
Chairman	Bartow: I will entertain a Motion	for	the	TDE	to	initiate	a	
Coordinated	Review	under	SEQRA	expressing	the	interest	of	the	Town	of	
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Milton	Planning	Board	to	be	lead	agency	for	a	Milton	Solar	Farm	Project	at	
209	Stone	Church	Road.			Mr.	Whittel,		Second,	Ms.	Stevens.	Any	discussion;	
please	Poll	the	Board.	Poll	the	Board.	Mr. LeBarron Yes; Ms. Padula Yes; Mr. 
Marsicano, Yes; Ms. VanDeinse Yes; Ms. Stevens Yes; Mr. Whittel Yes; Chairman 
Bartow YesNOTE: THE TDE HAS INFORMED US AFTER THE MEETING THAT HE DID CONDUCT THE COORINATED REVIEW A FEW MONTHS BACK SO THERE IS NO NEED TO RESUBMIT TO INVOLVED AGENCIES.  THE PLANNING BOARD IS ABLE TO ACT ON SEQRA AT OUR AUGUST MEETING IN ADVANCE OF THE AUGUST ZBA MEETING. 

11. Adjourn	–	8:24pm	Is there any further business to be brought before the Board this evening? 
If no, I	will	entertain	a	Motion	to	adjourn;	Mr.	Whittel	Second,	Ms.	VanDeinse	
Any	discussion;	all	in	favor	signify	by	saying	Aye.	Motion	approved.	


