March 14, 2023
RE: Hartwood Club Subdivision, Public Hearing;
Dear Planning Board members:

I am a longtime resident and civil rights activist in Sullivan County, I defend and advocate for the rights of the
orthodox religious Jewish community to reside in Sullivan County, the same way every American is free to live
wherever they choose. Unfortunately it is way to common in this area of New York State to malign and target this
community. Rules and regulations and standards are applied one way when an applicant is Orthodox and another
when they are not. The reason for this common practice is blatant bigotry, as is evident in social media posts by
residents of this town and other nearby towns.

While I am generally supportive of responsible development and subdivisions and definitely support that
Hartwood should be granted its subdivision. I am compelled to point out the double standard how this town applies
its own laws and standards.

Hartwood Club Subdivision does not meet the criteria for a minor subdivision, see town minor subdivision town
code;

148-13 (2) “That does not require the construction of any new streets or roads;”

148-13 (b) “A proposed minor subdivision that does not meet each of these criteria shall be subject to the major
subdivision review procedures. Nothing herein shall be interpreted to prohibit the use of the procedures for review
of a major subdivision for any subdivision application, where the Planning Board determines that processing of
the application as a major subdivision is necessary to protect the public health, safety and welfare.”

The Hartwood subdivision requires the creation of a Fire Access road and as such cannot be treated according to
town code as a minor subdivision.

Furthermore, the applicant stated through his representative John Fuller PE, that “as Hartwood club has routinely
done in the past is that when a member wants to build a home, they carve out alot”. This in of itself requires to treat
it as a “Major Subdivision”, specifically, town code;

148-13 (C.) In the event that an application is made for a minor subdivision that is from a parent parcel with a
previously approved minor subdivision, the Planning Board shall require the applicant to provide all of the
information required of a major subdivision for the previously subdivided lots as well as for the lots under
consideration in the new application, taking into consideration the date of the previously approved minor
subdivision, the location of the proposed minor subdivision, the proposed configuration of the lots, placement of
utilities, and such other factors as the Planning Board shall determine.

148-13 (D.) When it appears that the parent parcel would support a much larger project and the design of the
minor subdivision would benefit from consideration in that context, the Planning Board may request a plan for
the full build out of the parent parcel.

Here we have all 3 factors that require this not to be treated as a minor subdivision. 1* the applicant’s representation
about its past practices of carving out a lot of the parent parcel. 2™ town code 148-13-C requires that all prior
subdivision information should be presented. Third, this application certainly meets the definition of 148-13 d,



where the parent parcel supports more subdivision, and therefore it should be required to get a plan for full build-
out.

In fact, the last minor subdivision by a religious applicant that did not even mention any subdivision in Forestburgh,
other than the proposed application, the following is a direct quote from Chairman Robbins stating the following:

“OK, so the question that I have and this is a question for you, but also for the board to consider is in our code
and minor subdivisions section one 4813-D, reads where it appears that the parent parcel would support a much
larger project. And the design of a minor subdivision would benefit from consideration in that context, the
planning board may request the plan for the full buildout of the parent parcel, so I guess my first question is, From
looking at your map, I see there's a good deal of property in that 250-acre, 245-acre parcel that is not developable.
It's wetland, on the other hand, there's there is a great deal of property on that parcel that is developable,
specifically property that's across from the entrance to the driveway of this parcel, as well as you know, adjoining
some property that's also on rod and Gun Club Rd, so I guess my question is, is there thought plans consideration?
An extension of this Development to the other property that they own?”

So, it is clear based on the towns own code, the towns past practice with the religious applicant, that this should not
be allowed as a “minor subdivision”.

Additionally, this application is not complete as the town code requires the deed to be provided.

148-14-B-1- Accompanying information. The following information shall accompany a minor subdivision
application: (1) A copy of current recorded deed and such covenants or deed restrictions as are intended to cover
all or part of the tract.

Indeed, the planning board engineer required the prior religious applicant to provide a deed. The same rules should
apply here, and the town code should be followed universally.

It is my hope that the town should treat the applications for what it is, and not based on the applicant.

Thank you for your service

Abraham Rutner



