
Dear Planning Board members, 

I once again strongly urge the board to allow virtual participation in meetings. I am 
unaware of any issues associated with it, as the planning board has utilized virtual 
participation in the past and is currently using it for its attorney. Allowing the public 
to observe the proceedings virtually seems like a positive step. I will also note that 
the chair responded to my inquiry about three months ago, stating that he will advise 
me of the outcome of this examination of this issue upon its completion. To date, I 
have not received any updates. Regardless, this is something the board should 
embrace. 

Kindly see my comments below with regard to the 3 current applications. 

Both the commercial use application of Trips to Win and the Application of the 
lot within the Merriewold park club, appear to generally meets the objectives 
outlined in the town comprehensive plan, mainly Section IV. 

The following are my relevant comments and replies pertaining to the third 
application and the law for the solar project. I hope you find them helpful. 

The issue raised has nothing to do with Lead agency. The issue is that the Public 
Hearing held pursuant to SEQRA cannot be segmentized. As stated, this is a 
combined review under SEQRA of both the land subdivision and site plan and 



special use approval, separate reviews would be segmentation which is not allowed. 
Limiting the public hearing to only one part of the application is a segmentation 
issue. Nothing in town code overrides SEQRA, furthermore the town code does not 
address or contemplates the waiver of a requirement for a public hearing when the 
application of the land subdivision included site plan and special use permit 
approval. 

 

Contrary to the assertion that the residential home standard is inapplicable, the law 
specifically states: The system shall comply with minimum lot size and other 
restrictions as apply to residential structures within the zoning district where 
the solar energy system is sited. 

These restrictions obviously include lot coverage. 

Furthermore, the issue pointed out is the issue raised by the chair as reflected in the 
minutes: Chairman Robbins reviewed the Code definition of coverage. By the 
description in the summary provided, it states that 29.32 acres.  

I understand the position that only the panels itself shall be included in coverage, not 
the facility as a whole. However, such an interpretation at 40% coverage would result 
in a facility that is larger than the lot itself, as you can see on the plan, that the facility, 
as is proposed, covers most of the lot, and is purported to only cover less than 20%. 
Under this interpretation the lot should be able to be covered with a facility that is 4 
times as large if it would be 100% coverage and more than double as large if it is 
40% coverage. However, a simple review will show that a facility twice or 4 times 
this size would be way larger than the lot itself. Therefore, rendering this alternate 
interpretation questionable. 



While it is not clear when some hunting use was stopped, it is clear that some hunting 
use still continues, and is even purported to be included in the answer to the EAF. 
Affirming hunting in one section of the EAF does not nullify the incorrect negative 
response provided in another section of the EAF. The answer also does not discuss 
the adjoining area. As such the following entry in the EAF is not accurate and must 
be corrected 

Another point to consider is the observation discussed during the meetings that this 
property, along with its adjoining properties, is abundant in wildlife and serves as 
a prime hunting area. Clearcutting an area exceeding 50 acres in a single location 
may likely have a significant impact on the wildlife population. Therefore, it 
may necessitate an analysis of its potential impact 

I hope this information proves helpful. Should you require any further clarification 
on these matters, please do not hesitate to reach out.  

Best regards. 

Yehuda Miller 




