April 21, 2023
RE: Hartwood Club Subdivision, Public Comment;
Dear Members of the Board,

I hope this letter finds you all well. I am writing to express my appreciation and commend you for
ultimately taking my letter seriously and attempting to treat the applicant with fairness and equality.
I would also like to specifically commend Board member Hawvermale and Board Member Sipos for
rightfully and honestly acknowledging that Birchwood was pressed on their simple subdivision while
Hartwood was not, and therefore were not ready to take any action at that meeting. I would like to
commend the chairman of the Board for stating for the first time on the record that he will be
imposing the same conditions on this applicant as he had imposed on the last applicant who was
religious.

It should be noted that the condition placed on the religious applicant, regarding potential future
subdivisions as mentioned above, was seemingly imposed disregarding the advice of Counsel to the
Board J. Ricciani who suggested at the time not to impose any conditions in regard to future
subdivision.

1 would like to offer my opinion in regards to Chairman Robbins expressing his dissatisfaction
publicly during the town board meeting with the Planning Board Members for their failure to
approve the subdivision. It is my recommendation that he reconsiders the source of his frustration
and takes personal responsibility for any inconsistencies in his treatment of applicants, offering an
apology for disparate treatment would be more appropriate.

Before moving along with regard to the points raised, I would like to once again clarify that I support
GRANTING the application of Hartwood. However, what I do NOT support is discrimination,
treating applications based on the identity of the applicant, not the merits of the application, as it
seems pretty clear was the case until I raised these issues in my letter. It is my hope that the Chair
and the board will not have to be reminded by members of the public about this fundamental concept
but will apply rules fairly and equally across the board.

As to the specific responses by the Club and its representatives, I submit the following for the Board's
consideration. Board member Hawvermale rightfully noted that she would imagine that Hartwood
would be looking to expand to allow for additional homes for club members. This point is particularly
salient as was represented by Hartwood Club engineer John Fuller; the Hartwood club has
residencies for only about half of its members while all of them have a share in its property. Therefore,
common sense dictates that people that have shares may plan on carving out lots, and Board Member
Hawvermale's question needs to be properly answered to the board's satisfaction.

The club further represented through its representative that they actually consolidated lots so now
their parcel is actually larger and therefore asserted that they are entitled not to treat this as a major
subdivision. I respectfully suggest that the board should reject this argument. The consolidation of
lots has nothing to do with preserving land; all it has to do is with reducing their tax burden of what
they used to pay. This only increases the likelihood that they will be back for more subdivisions since
they do not have from where to carve out a lot for that need other than from this big huge parcel that
clearly supports future development.

I believe the board needs to give serious consideration to this point that the larger the lot, the more it
supports future development and therefore is more likely that future development is planned.



In this regard, I would also like to direct the board's attention to the apparent misrepresentation to
the Board that this is a 1,955-acre lot, and now after the board took their obligations more seriously,
they suddenly discovered that the lot is actually 2,555 acres. Again, I would like to be clear that this
happened in direct result of the Boards choice to treat this applicant different than the prior religious
applicant and did not demand a deed. Furthermore, the record does not show an updated survey
with the 2,555-acre parcel, and as such, both the Board and the public have not had the proper
opportunity to review the application with the proper plans and documentation, and the public
hearing shouldn't have been closed.

The proper surveys, plans and information must be submitted, the public hearing reopened public
notice reissued and only then can this application be properly granted.

Even if all the information would have been submitted the public hearing was improperly and
prematurely closed Board members Hawvermale and Sipos were very clear that it was impossible for
them to review the materials that were submitted so close to the meeting, due to the lack of time, as
such it is clear that the public was not given the opportunity to comment at the public hearing which
is the whole purpose of a public hearing, therefore the Public Hearing must not be closed before the
Public has the opportunity to do that, which is clearly not the case here.

Finally, the issue with the road that was articulated was neither addressed by the board nor the
applicant, and I respectfully submit that this will need to be treated as a major subdivision. If the
Board has a different perspective, they should at least provide a public explanation for their
reasoning.

In closing, I trust that the board will find this information useful for their consideration and take
their obligations seriously both to follow the laws of this town and the laws of NY and the laws of the
United States of America.

I thank you again for your service and for your attention to this letter.

Respectfully,

Abraham Rutner



