
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
TOWN OF PLATTEKILL 

PLANNING BOARD 
P.O. BOX 45 

MODENA, N.Y.  12548 
 

 
November 15, 2016 
  
THE MEETING OPENED WITH A SALUTE TO THE FLAG BY CHAIRPERSON, 
CINDY HILBERT AT 7:30 P.M. 
 
ROLL CALL: Chairperson, Cindy Hilbert, Richard Gorres, Thomas Wilkin, Kathie  
                     Beinkafner, Nathaniel Baum, Darryl Matthews 
 
Absent: Lorraine Morano,  
 
 
 MINUTES 
October 25, 2016  
 
MOTION:   Mr. Gorres made a motion to approve the minutes of October 25, 2016  
                  as amended with Mr. Baum seconding the motion. All ayes on the vote.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless (Decker Road)SBL#108.3-1-3 & 18.1 
Planning Board member, Nathaniel Baum, recused himself. Mr. Scott Olson, 
representative for the Verizon Wireless application was present, along with Engineer, 
Colin Fazio and Verizon’s RF Engineer. Ms. Hilbert read the public hearing notice. Mr. 
Olson submitted the receipts for the certified mailings for the 500 feet notifications for 
the surrounding property owners. Mr. Olson presented the proposal to the audience and 
Planning Board members. Ms. Hilbert opened up the public hearing to public comment. 
Ms. Mary Joe Reed, residing at 43 Tiffany Lane, Town of Newburgh stated that the 
earlier minutes indicated the gaps were on Huckleberry Turnpike. Mr. Olson stated that 
was correct. Ms. Reed asked Mr. Olson what other areas were looked at, and why 
existing towers cannot be utilized? Mr. Olson stated that before they come to a town to 
propose a new tower, they always look to see if they can co-locate on an existing tower. 
Mr. Olson further stated that they looked at the Thruway and the area doesn’t work for 
them because it won’t cover the gaps in service. Ms. Reed stated that in the previous 
minutes that she read, the engineer’s report had indicated there was no need for a cell 
tower. Ms. Hilbert stated that was the original application which has since been 
withdrawn and resubmitted. Ms. Hilbert explained that the original application that was 
submitted was reviewed by the Planning Board Engineer and independent RF Engineer 
(Radio Frequency  
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Engineer) Ron Graiff and they said that it was a poorly constructed application and what 
was submitted did not signify the need to put an additional tower up. Ms. Hilbert stated 
that the applicant withdrew their application and submitted a new application which 
addressed all the comments and concerns that the RF Engineer had regarding filling in 
the gap of coverage on Huckleberry Turnpike, Route 32 and the Thruway. Mr. Olson 
added that their original application had proposed a 150 foot tower, and after reviewing 
Mr. Graiff’s comments, they lowered the proposed tower height to 110 feet. Mr. Olson 
stated if sometime in the future, a carrier would want the tower height raised, because 
the current height doesn’t work for them (to co-locate), they would have to go before the 
Planning Board for a review. Ms. Reed asked how many dishes could be added to the 
pole that is being proposed? Mr. Olson stated that they are not proposing any additional 
antennas right now. Mr. Olson stated that they do allow co-location and they have 
agreements with all the companies. Mr. Wilkin stated with the FCC ruling, things have 
changed in the last ten years and the Planning Board only has scrutiny on new towers. 
Mr. Wilkin added that the Board has given this application a thorough review. Mr. Wilkin 
stated that the Planning Board cannot refuse a co-locator. Mr. Charles Guido, 34 Tiffany 
Lane asked Mr. Olson to explain the tower height (the 110 tower height with the 
additional 4 feet for the lightning rod). Mr. Olson stated the 110 height would be 
whatever the elevation is from the flag or stake in the ground. Mr. Olson added that the 
four foot lightning rod is a thin rod. Mr. Lydecker, 48 Tiffany Lane asked what the base 
elevation would be? Mr. Olson stated that the ground elevation is 676 feet at the base 
and 110 feet from that elevation with the 4 foot lightning rod. Mr. Lydecker asked if there 
were renditions or what the tower would look like. Mr. Olson stated that they have photo 
simulations in the record at different locations. Mr. Lydecker asked if it would be a 
straight steel pole with the receivers on top? Mr. Olson answered, yes, exactly.  Mrs. 
Lydecker asked Mr. Olson how high the proposed tower would be over the tree line 
from her residence?  Mr. Wilkin asked Mrs. Lydecker where Tiffany Lane was located? 
There was a discussion regarding where the property was located. Mr. Olson stated that  
It was 700 feet from the proposed tower to the property line to the East. Mr. Rodriguez 
residing on 57 Decker Road asked how far along was this proposal. Mr. Olson stated 
that they are at the public hearing stage of the proposal. Mr. Rodriguez stated that this 
would be in his back yard and he is totally against the cell tower.  Mr. Rodriguez asked 
what the maximum height of the tower could be? Ms. Hilbert stated the maximum height 
of a tower would be the minimum height the tower would be to fill in the gaps for 
coverage. Mr. Wilkin stated by Federal Law they are allowed a 10% increase in the 
tower. Mr. Olson clarified that their application was for 110 tower height. Mr. Wilkin 
stated that cell towers are allowed in this zone in the Town of Plattekill. Mr. Kendall 
residing at 55 Decker Road asked about property depreciation. Ms. Hilbert stated it is 
an allowable use and the Planning Board has the ability to make sure that what goes in 
there is not excessive to what the applicant’s needs are. There was discussion 
regarding the aesthetics of the proposed cell tower being built in what was previously an  
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open field. Mr. DiPiero’s concern was that aesthetically, the neighboring property 
owners would be looking at the tower. Mr. DiPiero also asked the Board if this was the 
right place to put a cell tower, since the property was located in a valley. Mr. Olson 
responded that it was the right location, adding that Verizon would be out of business if 
they built towers that didn’t work for them because they are just too expensive. Mr. 
Olson went on to state that their RF Engineer submitted all the data, which was part of 
the submission and Ron Graiff, the Town’s independent consultant, reviewed this 
application and said that it was proved that there is a need for a tower at that location. 
Mr. Olson added that the RF Engineer, Ron Graiff also said that 110 feet was the 
minimal height necessary. Another question from the audience was whether there 
would be any noise from the tower or the back-up generator. Mr. Olson stated they 
would have a back-up generator which would run once a week for an hour or so and 
during power outages. Mr. Olson stated the decibels would be less than a lawn mower.    
Mr. George Roben, residing on 22 Tiffany Lane wanted to know if there would be any 
interference with any kind of appliances. The Verizon Wireless RF Engineer stated that 
there would not be any interference with any electrical appliances. Mr. Wilkin added that 
there would not be a microwave dish on the cell tower. Mr. Robert Ranghelli of 59 
Decker Road asked if there would be any changes to Decker Road. Mr. Olson stated 
there would not be any changes to the road. Mr. Rodriguez asked if there would be any 
commercial traffic going on the road. Mr. Olson stated that it is a construction site, so 
there would be dump trucks going up and down the road during the construction phase. 
Mr. Olson added that they will post a bond in case the road is damaged which would 
enable the Town to use the money to do any repairs. Mr. Mark Gibian, residing on 
Huckleberry Turnpike commented that the area was beautiful and now there would be 
an ugly cell tower there which would affect property values. Mr. Gibian stated he was 
also worried because it seemed like some members of the Board were pro cell towers. 
Mr. Wilkin stated that Mr. Gibian was in the M3 Zoning District. An audience member 
asked why one of the Planning Board members recused himself. Mr. Baum stated it 
was because of a possible conflict of interest. Mr. Ranghelli residing on Decker Road 
stated that putting up the cell tower was a better use of the property, than putting in a 
big subdivision that was going to go in eight years ago.  The property owner, Mr. 
Grzibowski explained that he purchased the property, which was being considered for a 
fifty home development because he wanted to preserve the land. Mr. Grzibowski added 
that he put everything on the line that he had to purchase the land, so that it would 
remain preserved and if he could afford it, he would rather not have the cell tower on his 
land. Mr. Grzibowski explained that the placement of the tower would not be as 
noticeable as people may think. Planning Board member, Thomas Wilkin stated the day 
of the “leaf off” balloon test he drove around expecting to see it, but the only place he 
saw it from was Pella Court.  There was discussion regarding camouflaging the cell 
tower. Ms. Hilbert stated that was part of their prior discussion with the applicant, but the 
Board had not made any decision on that as yet. Mr. Olson stated if it was a camouflage 
type of structure, the tower would have to be a higher elevation. An audience member 
asked if they could look as some renditions to see what a camouflaged cell tower would 
look like. Mr. Olson stated the tower was proposed as a galvanized grey which is a  
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Battleship grey. Mr. Wilkin stated the Town of Plattekill code states that the Board has 
the option of picking the color. Mr. Guido commented that his concerns were aesthetic, 
and health related and what the environmental impact would be in the future. Mr. Olson 
stated that there are well documented reports that indicate there are no health issues, 
and there are appliances that are used around the home that would be much more 
detrimental. Mr. Guido had a concern about the property value of his house going down. 
Mr. Olson stated there is a study from a very well known, respected appraiser who did 
market studies in five different communities where they had cell towers within the 
proximities of those properties, and those properties that had a view of the cell tower 
versus those that didn’t, and the conclusion was that there was no difference in the 
appraised value based on data. Ms. Hilbert stated that you would have to look at what 
the properties around the towers were selling for. Ms. Hilbert explained that the property 
owner would have to go in to his or her Assessor and show that their property would sell 
for a significantly less amount than the surrounding property. Mr. Guido stated he could 
also go and talk to some realtors. Ms. Hilbert stated that she is an Assessor for a 
neighboring town and she has this same argument with people that come in, she 
understands that no one wants to live next to a trailer park, nobody wants to live next to 
the mine, but she would need concrete facts to justify the claims. Mrs. Kendall 
commented that even if the neighbors are opposed to the cell tower, it would go in 
anyway. Mr. Wilkin stated that the Planning Board has to address all the comments that 
were given this evening and see if they fit into the threshold that the Board has to work 
within according to the code. Mr. Wilkin also stated that this project would be reviewed 
by the Ulster County Planning Board on December 7th. for anyone who would like to 
attend. There was a question about how long the lease was good for. Mr. Olson stated 
that was private information. Mr. Wilkin stated that the Town of Plattekill has a dismantle 
clause, so Verizon has to take the cell tower down if it has lost its use. There was 
discussion regarding whether the cell tower could be placed in other locations. Mrs. 
Jessup asked if she would be able to get in touch via her cell phone to the police or fire 
department in case of an emergency if there is a gap in coverage? One of the audience 
members asked if another balloon test could be done so that the property owners could 
see what the tower would look like from their property. Mr. Olson stated he would not be 
recommending that because of the expense. An audience member asked to see the 
renderings. The Planning Board members passed out a few copies of the results of the  
balloon test to the audience members so they could see images of what the tower 
would look like. Mr. Olson explained that before they go out to take the balloon test, 
they identify what would be visually sensitive receptors, like a historical site. Ms. Hilbert 
let the audience members know that they could come in and take a look at the Planning 
Board file. Ms. Hilbert asked Mr. Wilkin to summarize some of the points that were 
made from the audience members. Mr. Wilkin stated that some of the concerns were 
value of the property, environmental issues, what the actual height of the tower would 
be and aesthetics. Ms. Hilbert stated there was also a comment regarding the zoning, 
and whether the zoning should be changed. Ms. Hilbert asked the audience if there 
were any outstanding issues that were not previously covered. Someone from the  
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audience asked when a decision would be made on the application. Mr. Wilkin 
reiterated that anyone who was interested could go to the Ulster County Planning Board 
meeting on December 7th. At 7:30 p.m. Mr. Matthews stated that there was also a 
comment regarding noise from the generator. Ms. Hilbert stated that the noise issue 
was addressed and that Mr. Olson stated the generator would run once a week from 
10:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. and it would run if there was a power outage. There was a 
question as to whether the size of the compound would be increased. Mr. Wilkin stated 
if there ever was another carrier that was interested in co-locating, they would have to 
come to the Planning Board. There were no other questions from the audience. 
 
MOTION:  Mr. Gorres made a motion to close the public hearing with Mr. Matthews  
                 seconding the motion. All ayes on the vote. Mr. Baum abstained from voting. 
 
The applicant will be scheduled for December 13, 2016 for continued review of the 
project before the Planning Board. The application will be reviewed at the December 7th. 
Ulster County Planning Board meeting. 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
Lacouette-Proposed 3 Lot Subdivision (Forest Rd. & Kingsview Hwy.)SBL#107.1-
2-5.111  
Ms. Brooks was present, along with Mr. Hagopian. Ms. Brooks stated the last memo 
that they have from Mr. Clouser, Planning Board Engineer, is dated October 6th., and 
Mr. Hagopian responded to the comments. Mr. Wilkin stated that he spoke with the 
Highway Superintendent and Mr. Wager would like the Planning Board to contact him 
and indicate what they want him to look at. Ms. Brooks stated that she already had a 
comment letter from Mr. Wager, Highway Superintendent. Ms. Brooks indicated Mr. 
Wager did tell her that he would prefer in the future that the referral comes from the 
Planning Board. Mr. Wilkin asked if Mr. Wager looked at the most current map. Ms. 
Brooks stated yes, Mr. Wager reviewed the most current plan. Ms. Brooks read Mr. 
Wager’s memo dated 11/15/16. Ms. Hilbert stated she also spoke with Mr. Wager, and 
let him know that from this point forward the Planning Board would be sending the 
referrals, along with the map. Ms. Brooks gave the Planning Board a copy of the 
Highway Superintendent’s memo for the file. Ms. Hilbert asked Ms. Brooks if she 
submitted a copy of the AT & T Easement. Ms. Brooks stated she did submit it and Mr. 
Clouser has a copy. Ms. Hilbert asked Ms. Brooks if a copy of the maintenance 
agreement was submitted. Ms. Brooks stated the Driveway Maintenance Agreement 
has been drafted and reviewed by the applicant’s attorney and they are ready to present 
that to the Town Board for their approval. Ms. Brooks stated right now they show the 
private roadway as a separate parcel so that they can have metes and bounds on it, but 
it may be better to keep the private road part of lot #3 so that it is still part of an 
assessment. The Planning Board members went over the Short From EAF. 
MOTION:  Mr. Wilkin made a motion that the Planning Board take Lead Agency with Mr.  
                 Gores seconding the motion. All ayes 
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MOTION:  Mr. Wilkin made a motion to declare this an Unlisted Action with Mr. Gorres  
                 seconding the motion. All ayes on the vote. 
 
MOTION:  Mr. Wilkin made a motion to declare this a Negative Declaration with Mr.  
                 Gorres seconding the motion. All ayes on the vote. 
 
There was a determination to set this application up for a public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Mr. Gorres made a motion to set this application up for a public hearing with  
                  Mrs. Beinkafner seconding the motion. All ayes on the vote.  
 
Ms. Brooks stated she will put a letter together stating why they did not feel that they 
required guide rails. (see Highway Superintendent’s memo dated 11/15/16). 
The applicant will be scheduled for a public hearing on December 13, 2016. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
Giacomo Ingenio Lot Line Revision (Crow Hill Rd.)SBL#95.1-7-1 & 4 & 5.1 
Ms. Brooks was present to represent the applicant. The Planning Board reviewed the 
map. Ms. Brooks gave the Board a history of the property and explained to the Board 
what the results would be once the lot lines were adjusted. There was discussion 
regarding the fact that there were two parcels and after the lot line adjustment, it would 
still remain two parcels. Mr. Wilkin stated he was wondering why there is a fifty foot 
easement. Ms. Brooks stated that Mr. Ingenio wants to designate that for future use. 
There was discussion as to whether the Town of Lloyd Town Board and Highway 
Superintendent should be notified regarding this application because of Crow Hill Road. 
Ms. Brooks stated they are not affecting any property in the Town of Lloyd. Ms. Brooks 
stated generally what they do in a case like this is to notify them through the public 
hearing notification. Mr. Wilkin stated that the Town of Lloyd and Town of Plattekill were 
looking at an agreement regarding the MML Homes subdivision and Crow Hill. There 
was a determination that since this was just a lot line revision, the public hearing notice 
would suffice. Ms. Brooks asked the Board if they would consider a public hearing for 
this application at this time, for December 13th.  
 
MOTION:  Mr. Wilkin made a motion that the Planning Board take Lead Agency with Mr.  
                 Gorres seconding the motion. All ayes on the vote.  
 
MOTION:  Mr. Wilkin made a motion to declare this an Unlisted Action with Mr. Gorres  
                 seconding the motion. All ayes on the vote.   
 
MOTION:  Mr. Wilkin made a motion to declare this a negative declaration with Mr.  
                 Gores seconding the motion. All ayes on the vote.  
 
Mr. Matthews stated there was a discrepancy in the address on the SEQRA form and  
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AG Data Statement. Ms. Brooks stated that she would clarify the address.  
 
Lacouette continued 
 
The applicant will be placed on the December 13, 2016 agenda for a public hearing. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Mr. Gorres stated he spoke with Planning Board Attorney, Jason Shaw regarding the 
Kitty Lane voucher in the amount of $822.98. Ms. Hilbert gave the Board members a 
breakdown of the timeline in which Mr. Shaw was asked to review and comment on the 
Kitty Lane project, stating that Mr. Shaw had given a verbal explanation at one of the 
Planning Board meetings and the Board had originally asked for a written response. Mr. 
Gorres stated that Mr. Shaw indicated the first bill was for all the deciphering he had to 
do to understand the paperwork and then attending the meeting, and the bill for $822.98 
was for the written response. After further discussion, there was a determination to pay 
the voucher in the amount of $822.98. 
 
MOTION:  Mr. Gorres made a motion to approve the voucher for payment with Mrs.  
                 Beinkafner seconding the motion. All ayes on the vote. 
 
TERM EXPIRATION 
MOTION: Ms. Hilbert made a motion that the Planning Board would send a favorable  
                recommendation to the Town Board on the re-appointment of Richard Gorres  
                for another term as Planning Board member. Mr. Baum seconded the motion.  
                Mr. Wilkin abstained. All others voted aye. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
MOTION: Mr. Matthews made a motion to adjourn with Mrs. Beinkafner seconding the  
                motion. All ayes on the vote. 
 
                                            The meeting adjourned at 10:20 p.m. 
 
                                            Respectfully submitted by 
                                            Susan Bolde, Planning Board Clerk 
 
 


