
Montgomery County Planning Board  
Meeting Minutes 

July 28, 2016  
 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT:                STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Robert Perry, Chairman     William Roehr, Senior Planner 
Wayne DeMallie, Member     
David Wiener, Member                          
Irene Collins, Member  
Ronald Jemmott, Member  
Betty Sanders, Alternate  
Robert DiCaprio, Member 
 
ABSENT:         OTHERS PRESENT:       
John Lyker, Member        Frank Palumbo  --  CT Male Associates 
Keith Kazala, Member                                              David Albrecht --  Borrego Solar by phone 
  
 
 
   
 

I. Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Robert Perry at 6:30 pm. 

   
 

II. Adoption of Agenda 
 
Motion was made by David Wiener, seconded by Robert DiCaprio to adopt the agenda. All 
members present were in favor. 

   
 
III. Minutes 

 
Motion was made by Ronald Jemmott, seconded by Betty Sanders to accept the Regular meeting 
minutes for May 26, 2016. All members present were in favor. 
 
 

IV. Public Comments  
 
Patricia Holt, who lives adjacent to the proposed Dollar General site in the Town of Florida stated 
that she was concerned about: general disruptions to quality of life, including those caused by 
additional traffic; and, inadequacy of project setbacks. 
 
 

V. Referral Town of Amsterdam-Local Law #4 Amending Zoning Law to Regulate Solar 
Energy Systems 
 
A general discussion among all board members ensued relative to the modifications of the local 
law since it was last referred to the Montgomery County Planning Board.  Specifically, questions 



were raised as to revisions that allowed solar farm developments within R1 districts and that 
reduced setbacks from 200 feet to 100 feet.   
Motion was made by Betty Sanders and seconded by Wayne DeMallie to approve Town of 
Amsterdam Local Law #4  of 2016. All members present were in favor.  

 
 
VI. Referral from town of Florida— Site Plan Review and Subdivision— Dollar General 

Distribution Center 
 
Mr. Palumbo, of CT Male Associates, presented the site plan in considerable detail and provided 
considerable supporting documentation. Mr. Palombo indicated that the distribution center would 
operate in two shifts. David Wiener raise concerns about truck noise. Irene Collins raise concerns 
about residential impact, emergency access and roadway site distance. After Mr. Palombo 
satisfactorily responded to these concerns, a vote was taken. 
Motion was made by David Wiener and seconded by Irene Collins to approve the Town of 
Florida referral. All members present were in favor.  
 

 
 

VII. Town of Amsterdam Referral  --  Log City Road Solar Project 
 
David Albrecht, Engineer for Borrego Solar, had intended to attend the meeting, but was delayed 
by traffic and route from Boston. As such, a conference phone was utilized to discuss the project 
with Mr. Albrecht.  All members of the County Planning board participated in that conversation. 
Multiple substantive concerns regarding the project were raised by board members and are 
itemized on the following list of concerns attached on the following page. 
 
Motion was made by Ronald Jemmott and seconded by Irene Collins to disapprove the referral. 
All members present voted in favor the motion to disapprove. 
 

VIII. Adjourned  
 
A motion was made by Robert DiCaprio, seconded by Irene Collins to adjourn the meeting at 9 
PM.. All members present voted in favor.  
 
 

Respectfully submitted 
_________________________ 
William Roehr 
 
Planner  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CONCERNS RELATIVE TO LOG CITY ROAD SOLAR DEVELOPMENT REFERRAL 
 
The Montgomery County Planning Board, at its July 28, 2016 meeting voted unanimously to 
disapprove a referral from the Town of Amsterdam Planning Board known as the Log City 
Road Solar Project. The concerns of the Montgomery County Planning Board are 
enumerated below: 
 

• Distance from lot lines  --  the April 7, 2016, Town of Amsterdam Planning Board 
zoning/use permit application is inconsistent with the plan submitted as part of the 
referral. Specifically, the application states that there is a 100’ distance from the 
front lot line, whereas, the submitted plans illustrate a 68’ distance.  

 
• The Town of Amsterdam Zoning Ordinance directs that site plan review be 

undertaken with the following consideration:  
“The balancing of landowners’ right to use their land with the corresponding rights of 
abutting and neighboring landowners to live without undue disturbances.” 

 
The site plan, as referred to the Montgomery County Planning Board, simply does 
not meet that standard. The interests of the property owner (applicant) who is 
proposing the solar array development are adequately considered, given the density 
of the proposed solar arrays on the property.   However, the rights of the abutting 
and neighboring land owners are not fully considered as these landowners would 
have to, under the current site plan, live with considerable visual disturbance. That 
nearby landowners would be negatively impacted by solar arrays is evidenced by 
the existing site plan that provides inadequate screening and maintains minimal 
setbacks  --  exposing neighbors to the visually deleterious influences of industrial-
scale geometric forms, reflectivity and glare.   The potential impact upon the values 
of nearby residential properties has not yet been determined; however, assessors 
and academic literature suggest that values might be affected in some locations as a 
result of the deterioration in aesthetic quality.  
 
The site plan renderings, illustrating berming, tree planting, and fence installation, 
do not convincingly demonstrate that the PV arrays will be visually buffered from 
neighboring properties. For example, the five houses on the south side of Log City 
Road, that directly face the proposed project, have ground elevations several feet 
higher than the south end of the parcel proposed for development. This elevation 
differential, together with the fact that the first floor elevations of those residences 
are even higher, and that the geography of the parcel proposed for development 
actually tilts towards those homes, raises especially serious concerns about the 
adequacy of visual screening along Log City Road.   Although the several homes 
located immediately to the east of the proposed parcel are located amidst 
substantial vegetation and trees, the existing vegetation appears to be 
preponderantly deciduous in nature and would likely subject those homes to 
visually obtrusive views during seasons when the trees are barren. Since the 
elevation increases slightly from west to east, these homes are generally located at a 



higher elevation than the proposed solar arrays, increasing the visibility of the solar 
arrays and impeding the view of residents to the east of the proposed development. 
Similarly, should homes be constructed on the vacant building lots that abut the east 
boundary of the proposed project site, new homeowners would be visually 
impacted by the solar arrays.  

 
• The Montgomery County Planning Board notes that the applicants have not 

addressed to possible means of creating the necessary generation capacity, while 
simultaneously balancing the interests of neighboring property owners. 
 
1. Parcel 24.-7-5, a property that abuts the affected parcel is also owned by Dennis 

J. Olpalka.  Why isn’t this parcel also being used for solar array development? It 
would seem that utilization of this parcel would allow for both the necessary 
electricity generating capacity and provide the opportunity to create greater 
setbacks to protect neighboring properties. 
 

2. What consideration has been given to the deployment of more efficient solar 
arrays?  It seems self-evident that the efficiency of solar panels is increasing in a 
linear, but very progressive manner. At this time, or at the time of project 
construction, will new technologies be available to provide for the necessary 
generation capacity within a reduced footprint? 

 
• There is also concern that emergency access, which will be provided by two non-

connected and truncated access roads, is inadequate for the size of the proposed 
site.  Further, emergency access is provided through a “looped” circulation system 
that does not require large-size apparatus to engage in reverse maneuvers to exit 
the site.  

 
 
 


