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TOWN OF  
BEEKMAN  New York 

 
    4 Main Street 

         Poughquag, NY 12570 
   www.townofbeekman.com 

(845) 724-5300 

TOWN OF BEEKMAN PLANNING BOARD  
Minutes of Thursday, May 15, 2025 

 
 
The Town of Beekman Planning Board met for their regularly scheduled meeting on Thursday, May 15, 2025 at 7:00 PM at 

the Beekman Town Hall.   

 

The following members were present:  

Chairman – John Frustace 

Robert Lopane 

Peter Poltrack 

Faye Garito  

Jayson Abbatantuono  

 

Also present: 

Town Engineer - Dan Koehler 

Town Attorney – Craig Wallace 

Recording Secretary- Aletha Bourke  

 

J. Frustace - Noted the emergency exits, Led Pledge of Allegiance, Moment of silence 

 

Brief pause for public disruption.  

J. Frustace – Asks if board members if they reviewed minutes for February, March and April 2025. Affirmative. 

R. Lopane – Motion to approve minutes. Seconded by P. Poltrack. All in favor. Motion carried. 

      

 

PUBLIC HEARING  

1. Dutchess Contracting Corporation – Subdivision/Site Plan/Special Use 

Bischoff Ln. & Route 55 

Grid # 6759-00-494352 & 478317 

Zone TC 

Brian Watts, Day Stokosa Engineering – Requesting adjournment. Main delay is due to a pending response from DOT. 

Initial submission made around October, following a public hearing.  Follow-up by the traffic engineer occurred in March. 

DOT confirmed they had the submission but it was delayed in their queue. Email after the submission deadline indicated 

DOT was generally satisfied with the traffic study. Compiling the DOT correspondence for resubmission. Goal is to be 

better prepared for addressing the public. 

C. Wallace - The public hearing has remained open to maintain continuity. Reminder that there was a previous need to re-

advertise due to a missed meeting. Applicant is complying in good faith. 

F. Garito – Motion to adjourn public hearing to June 26, 2025. Seconded by R. Lopane.  

Roll call vote: F. Garito- Aye 

http://www.townofbeekman.com/
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P. Poltrack- Aye 

J. Abbatantuono- Aye  

R. Lopane- Aye 

J. Frustace- Aye 

  

 

2. Green Hill Farm – Subdivision 

Hynes Rd. & Beach Rd. 

Grid # 6759-00-912540 

Zone R-45 

Ernie Martin, PE – Provides summary of project with updates and responses to public feedback from last meeting. Street 

trees on Beach Rd. have been added to provide a visual buffer and improve the aesthetic of the development. This addresses 

concerns about the openness of the 21-acre site and attempts to preserve neighborhood character and views. Conifer grove 

will be protected. Orange fencing will be installed to prevent damage. Remains of an old cemetery across the street have 

been located and marked on the updated plans. This is likely to ensure no accidental disturbance during construction. The 

property is 21 acres, located at the southeastern corner of Beach Road and Hynes Rd. Two existing homes will be retained: 

One on a small lot (just over 1 acre). The other on a larger lot (8.98 acres). Five new lots are proposed along Beach Rd. 

Total of Seven lots (5 new + 2 existing). Lot Sizes: Lot 1: 8.98 acres. Lot 2: 5.21 acres. Remaining five lots are smaller and 

located along the road.  

J. Frustace – Advocates for conservation easement to preserve a portion of the land. Expresses the land is part of a tight-knit 

neighborhood where children and families interact with the open space and emphasizes the cultural, scenic, and recreational 

value of the land to the public. Also considered farmland. Board may consider conservation as a requirement to prevent 

future development. 

Ernie – Owner concerned with personal viewshed but receptive to some sort of restrictive covenant on lot 2. 

R. Lopane – Indicates that a conservation subdivision allows for the development potential of the parcel while protecting the 

open space. 

Ernie – Would pose challenges with well and septic. Owner does not want to go in that direction. 

Discussion regarding potential removal of lot 2. 

C. Wallace – Indicates the conservation subdivision is within the board’s discretion to mandate, provided there’s a record 

that exists that compels the considerations to mandate as listed in the code.  

D. Koehler - Confirms t Lot 1 is highly constrained with wetlands, DEC wetland buffers, and slopes over 15%. These make 

it unlikely to be subdivided in the future with very limited development potential. 

J. Frustace – Reiterates favorability of protecting open space.  

C. Wallace - Cautions board that they cannot consider financial impact for applicant. 

R. Lopane – Motion to open public hearing. Seconded by P. Poltrack. All in favor. Motion carried.  

Bill Crain, 254 Gardner Hollow – Expresses environmental concerns and urges applicant to halt development. Emphasizes 

that asphalt encourages runoff, whereas permeable surfaces allow water to absorb into the ground, reducing pollution into 

streams. Suggests the town require permeable driveways. Expresses concern with new buyers cutting trees and paving for 

convenience. 

Dietrich Schmidt, 1141 Beekman Rd. – Supports conservation easement but prefers no development. 
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Joe Schulz, 266 Beach Rd. – Expresses personal connection to site and support for conservation. Seeks clarification on 

owner’s view.  

P. Poltrack – Confirms owners viewshed according to plans.  

Board continues to discuss conservation subdivision options and benefits. 

Ernie – Reiterated owner is receptive to restrictive covenant but not conservation and has concerns about protecting the open 

field.  

Board looking to protect land in perpetuity. 

C. Wallace – Could be done by deed restriction that runs with the lot. 

P. Poltrack – Stresses the resident’s concern was viewshed with new homes.  

J. Frustace – Explains that the board is bound by the laws the town has adopted and it complies with the current zoning. 

Board is tasked with negotiating what is fair and legal.  

F. Garito – Indicates decision should involve applicant feedback. 

R. Lopane – Not suggesting mandate but consideration of covenant. 

Ernie – States applicant is not interested and asks if covenant can be mandated. Defers to attorney. 

C. Wallace – Reminds the board and applicant that this is in an aquifer overlay district and a report has to be generated 

which the board can adopt its findings. Reference to §155-12. May address some of the boards concerns. 

D. Koehler – There’s 5 standards the board goes through at some point during the planning process. Applicant has started to 

address some of those. Indicates multiple environmental constraints making future subdivision highly unlikely. All frontage 

is within wetland buffer. Indicating buffers and streams as part of deed restriction may appease the board. 

J. Frustace – Encourages conservation citing examples of others in town. 

Discussion regarding characteristics and differences between conservation subdivisions, conservation easements and 

restrictive covenants. 

Ernie – Asks if board would consider closing public hearing with the agreement for no further subdivision on the larger lots. 

Board discussion regarding possible reconfiguration versus deed restriction. 

J. Frustace – Asks for public input. 

Alexis Fry, 228 Beach Rd. – Does not understand offer by applicant’s representative. 

J. Frustace – Provides explanation of options. 

Bill Crain, 254 Gardner Hollow – Preference for no further development and consideration of some dirt/gravel surfaces. 

Ernie – Preference would be to keep configuration as it exists and have some sort of “no further subdivision.” Seven total 

lots. 

F. Garito – Motion to close public hearing. Seconded by P. Poltrack. All in favor. Motion carried. 
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D. Koehler – Would make sense to hold off on SEQR to get a better understanding and incorporate in environmental 

determination. 

C. Wallace – Recommends the board suspend the rules for procedure to take the extension out of order. 

F. Garito – Motion to suspend rules of order and move the Lennar project up. Seconded by P. Poltrack. All in favor. 

Motion carried. 

 

 EXTENSIONS 

 

1. Lennar- Plum Court Lot 9 – Lot Line Adjustment 

Plum Ct. & Tillman Dr. 

Grid # 6758-02-721807, 723793 & 717817 

Zone PH 

Adam Wekstein, Hocherman, Tortorella & Wekstein – Co-applicant for lot line alteration for Lot 9. Initial approval granted 

on November 21, 2024 and about to expire. Seeking 90-day extension on subdivision. 

D. Koehler – May want to consider 93 days to bring to the August 21 meeting. 

R. Lopane – Motion to extend 93 days to August 21, 2025. Seconded by P. Poltrack. All in favor. Motion carried. 

  

 

DISCUSSION 

1. Samana Estates – Subdivision 

Beekman Rd. & Greenhaven Rd. 

Grid # 6658-00-777635 

Zone R-45 

John Kuroda, Owner and applicant – Is aware of concerns relating to tree felling and very apologetic. Provides brief 

summary and explanation. As restoration bond was posted to protect the town in case of deviations from plans, board agreed 

in good faith to allow tree felling prior to March 31 due to Indiana Bat habitat regulations. Trees were cleared beyond what 

was approved in the tree felling plan. A total of 45 unapproved trees were removed within the property and 13 trees were 

cleared on neighboring properties (9 on one parcel, 4 on another). Also includes damage to vegetative buffers, not just trees. 

Although major clearing was completed by March 31, an additional 5–6 trees were removed on May 9. Accepts full 

responsibility for multiple errors as miscommunications and incorrect assumptions on his part. Reached out to affected 

neighbors. Shows tree map indicating trees removed. 

Board expresses disappointment and appreciate applicant taking responsibility. Discuss how to remediate. 

P. Poltrack – Motion to suspend rules to allow speaker. Seconded by J. Abbatantuono. All in favor. Motion carried. 

Jarret Jackob, 958 Beekman Rd. – Adjacent property owner affected. Contacted by applicant who came to see the property 

and has graciously extended his ability to replace what was removed and right the wrong.  

R. Lopane – Asks about orange fencing that was supposed to protect trees. Need to understand what went wrong to prevent 

in future. 
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John - Orange fencing was reportedly set up, but not in all necessary areas, especially those where trees were supposed to be 

preserved. There was some miscommunication or misinterpretation of tree preservation boundaries vs. disturbance limits, 

believed the fencing was only required around septic areas, not around all tree preservation areas.  

Board members discuss possible preventative measures and mitigation. Some recommendations include clearer tree 

preservations plans, expanded use of orange fencing, mandatory pre-clearing walk through, formal limit of disturbance 

markings such as stakes or flags, stricter property line buffers and contractor education. 

R. Lopane – Asks about possibility to contract third party at applicant’s expense for inspection services to monitor the site. 

C. Wallace – Would need to be accomplished through legislation with the Town Board for record. 

R. Lopane – Indicates it’s a sacred resource for the town and should’ve been protected. Not comfortable in the future 

granting approval for tree felling without final subdivision approval. 

C. Wallace – Suggests development of remediation in order to move forward. As site is in aquifer overlay district, there will 

inherently be added demands that the applicant will need to adhere to.  

John – Suggests having landscape architect draft proposal of mitigation plan to replace trees. 

D. Koehler – Don’t really know effect to aquifer. It’s about environmental impact and there’s new impact that was not 

looked at for negative declaration.  

R. Lopane – Mitigation should be commensurate with loss. Caliper for caliper. 

Board members discuss tree sizing and replacement, success rates, and maintenance.  

John – Confirms applicant will be doing the construction. Suggests CO not be issued until compliance with planting but 

cannot guarantee survival. 

D. Koehler – Other things could be done with other features prior to map signing. Could also look at individual plot plans. 

C. Wallace – Board can mandate that the owner divulge conditions to any subsequent owner. See what owner comes up with 

as a self-reporting plan. Board can comment as to efficiency. Cannot condition outside bounds of his property. 

D. Koehler – Confirms nothing really prevents new owner from cutting down trees except limits in tree cutting law.  

J. Frustace – Asks for thoughts on having landscape architect design in bat and bluebird boxes outside of construction area 

as they are endangered. Also questions whether SEQRA would need to be revisited. 

C. Wallace – It could. Depends on mitigation plan. SEQRA can be reopened at any time. 

D. Koehler – There’s a difficult component in dealing with long term management of a single-family lot. 

J. Frustace – Board will need a revised map reflecting everything from the landscape architect with mitigation to be done. 

 

2. Pellegrino Lot Line – Lot Line Adjustment 

9 Cottage Rd. 

Grid # 6659-00-948078 & 934054 

Zone R-45 
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Thomas Kerrigan, Labella Associates and Lesley Pellegrino, Owner/Applicant – Applicant looking to move lot line on one 

of their parcels 130ft to the southwest. Requested by board to prepare plans showing reduced lot still buildable after change. 

Plan included driveway grading, approved septic, limits of disturbance including trees and sketch showing access from Dill 

Hill. Revised for fire truck access. Applicant prefers access from Cottage Rd. as maintenance agreement already exists and 

would only need to be added as well as other factors including septic location. Asking for board to accept Cottage Rd. 

proposal and schedule public hearing. 

 

D. Koehler – Explains Fire Advisory Board meeting resulted in favor of Dill Hill access for emergencies. 

 

Thomas – Plan is to establish buildable lot. Plans are conditioned that any new development needs to be reviewed by FAB.  

 

Discussion regarding distance regulations, driveway width, turn radius, etc for emergency vehicle access. 

 

Lesley – Expresses frustration and urgency Tried to appease review comments. Just want to move lot line. Confused as to 

why road maintenance must be done now rather than upon new ownership. Plans show lot is viable. 

 

J. Frustace – Board must safe access to the lot. Not comfortable with switchback. 

 

R. Lopane – Asked at the last meeting for applicant to demonstrate why it is impossible to use access from Dill Hill. 

 

Thomas – Confirms fire code standards are met. Adds there are other possible options. Dill Hill option not impossible but 

would struggle with road maintenance agreement. Approved septic also a factor and it would be the only house on Dill Hill 

facing the other direction. 

 

J. Frustace – Asks owner to explain why Dill Hill access is not an option. 

 

Lesley – Not that it can’t be, just more simple from a land owner standpoint. Just want to sell the lot for relief of loan. 

 

C. Wallace – Suggesting road maintenance agreement as condition. Cannot defer to purchaser. Would be beneficial for the 

owner to do it now. Will find out effects of refusal of another party to sign. 

 

Additional discussion regarding grade, emergency vehicles, access and road maintenance agreements. Board suggests 

proposing alternates at public hearing. 

 

J. Frustace – Instructs applicant to review code and connect with planning secretary for publication requirements. 

 

R. Lopane – Motion to schedule public hearing for June 26, 2025. Seconded by J. Abbatantuono. All in favor. Motion 

carried. 

 

 

 

 

3. Furnia Contractor Storage Yard 

2729 Route 55 

Grid # 6858-00-002921 

Zone C-2 

 

Marvin Osorio, Owner – Unable to attend last two meetings due to personal reasons. Consulted with public engineer 

regarding modifications needed to make the approved building design viable, requiring about $150,000 in additional 

engineering costs. Due to prohibitive costs, decided to sell rather than proceed with development. Some restoration has been 

completed in accordance with the board’s directive. Bond personally financed and hoping for return upon inspection. 

 

C. Wallace – Prior resolutions approved under Hybrid Homes. Mr. Osorio subsequently purchased but is not named on any 

application. Application should be amended to include Osorio Property Holdings LLC. Also need to consider condition of 

property and performance bond. 

 

D. Koehler – Bond was focused on bringing site back to safety. Evergreens were to be placed for screening. Concerned with 

sloughing. Should develop restoration plan satisfactory to the board. Need to restore site in terms of erosion sediment 

control, 
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Marvin – If board will approve going beyond one acre of disturbance, more than happy to properly grade the hill slope for 

vegetation. The lot was always cleared. Planting trees would defeat the purpose if you don’t know what the buyer is going to 

do there. 

 

D. Koehler – Confirms any grading work over one acre of disturbance would require a SWPPP.  

 

Marvin – It would be impossible to restore to original condition due to the amount of material that came out. 

 

C. Wallace – It is important to amend the caption of the site plan approval. Also need to instruct applicant to deposit 

adequate escrow for additional consultant fees. Need to put applicant on notice of consideration for revoking prior site plan 

approval suspended pending sediment and erosion control. 

 

R. Lopane – Suggests there must be an easier way of having the applicant restore the site. 

 

J. Frustace – Escrow is necessary for consultant review and the board needs to be satisfied the cut is retained properly. Adds 

there was an issue with downstream neighbor. 

 

J. Abbatantuono – Asks about possibility of staging topsoil lower on the property and pushing it up. 

 

Marvin – Yes but would end up being beyond one acre area of disturbance. 

 

C. Wallace – Will eventually end up in front of town board so will need to replenish. 

 

D. Koehler – Letter from downstream neighbor read aloud. 

 

Marvin – In response to letter, indicates erosion is from gulley. 

 

J. Frustace – Asks for motion to direct applicant to complete requirements to amend application to reflect 

ownership. So Moved by R. Lopane. Seconded by J. Abbatantuono. All in favor. Motion carried. 

 

Board discussion regarding details of required mitigation plan for erosion and water runoff. 

 

C. Wallace – Indicates applicant needs to familiarize himself with resolution conditions. 

 

J. Frustace – Motion to direct applicant to restore escrow in an amount to be determined by the planning 

department. Seconded by F. Garito. All in favor. Motion carried. 

 

R. Lopane - Motion to direct applicant to provide restoration and mitigation plan with schedule satisfactory to 

planning board and town engineer. Seconded by J. Abbatantuono. All in favor. Motion carried. 

P. Poltrack – Motion to adjourn meeting. Seconded by J. Abbatantuono. All in favor. Motion carried. 

 

Meeting adjourned 10:59pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted. 

 

 

 


