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MEMBERS PRESENT:   STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Wayne DeMallie, Chairman   Ken Rose, Director           

David Wiener, Member   Andrew Santillo, Eco. Dev. Staff Assistant 

John Lyker, Member    Karl Gustafson Jr., Eco. Dev. Grant Assistant  

Irene Collins, Member   Alex Kuttesch, Senior Planner 

Jim Post, Alternate     

  

  

 

ABSENT:      OTHERS PRESENT:    

Mark Hoffman, Vice Chair              John McGlone, Palatine Bridge 

Robert DiCaprio, Secretary   Rachel Bonacquisti, Capital District YMCA 

Betty Sanders, Alternate Rev. Laurence C. Greenwold, United Pres. 

Church  

Ronald Jemmott, Member      

Erin Covey, Member                                       

 

I. Call to Order 

 

 The meeting was called to order by Wayne DeMallie at 6:50 pm.  

 

II. Adoption of Agenda 

 

A motion was made by Irene Collins, seconded by John Lyker to adopt the agenda for the 

October Planning Board meeting.  

 

III. Minutes 

 

A motion was made by John Lyker, Seconded by Irene Collins to accept the August 

Planning Board meeting minutes.   

 

IV. Public Comment 

 

Rachel Bonacquisti from the Capital District YMCA explained that they are looking to 

use/ lease the United Presbyterian Church at 25 Church Street for a YMCA/ afterschool 

program.  Rachel explained that the Capital District YMCA employees will be working at 

the church for this program.  

 

Rev. Laurence C. Greenwold from the United Presbyterian Church stated that he was in 

support of the Capital District YMCA’s program.  Explained to the planning board that 

he was there to answer any questions the board may have.  



 

John McGlone read a letter that he had sent to the planning board.  It stated:  

 

Thank you for your time this evening and for the opportunity to speak. My name is John 

McGlone and I live in Palatine Bridge. My wife and I own several properties in the 

village of Canajoharie where we also operate successful small businesses. The village is a 

place that we both love, and we are committed to it for the foreseeable future. 

I first want to thank personally each of the members and alternates of the planning board. 

I know that you are volunteers. I appreciate the time you take to prepare for and attend 

meetings, as well as the training you receive in order to perform your duties. I assume 

you do this because, like me, you care about Montgomery County. 

The planning board has received a communication from my attorney, Claudia Brayer, 

regarding the update to the village master plan. That letter asks that this board direct the 

Village of Canajoharie to rescind its negative declaration and require the preparation of a 

GEIS. It is my understanding that this referral is not on the agenda tonight, however it 

may come before you in the future. I asked for a few minutes at this meeting to affirm my 

support of the Exit 29 redevelopment project. I am deeply grateful for the leadership of 

the county executive, the commitment and teamwork of the legislature, and the effort put 

forward by the staff of the IDA and the county. As a past board member, and until 

recently chairman of the county IDA, I was honored to lend my support and efforts to the 

Exit 29 project. The project has immense potential for the village, county and region. 

It is because of this potential that I find myself here tonight and have hired an attorney 

with deep expertise in this field to provide guidance. I believe that it is vitally important 

that any update of the village master plan is done exactly right. Failing to do so now 

increases the risk of future challenges which might delay or derail the project and its 

benefits to the area. 

 

I believe that the master plan update that has been undertaken by the village, 

guided by an outside consultant, and with participation from the county is so inadequate 

and so flawed as to present the distinct possibility of future legal challenges and delays. 

The legal basis for my concerns, as well as a recommended cure is presented in the 

correspondence, which speaks for itself. Since this is a county planning board, I wish to 

put into the record several factors beyond those raised in the letter which I believe places 

an additional burden on the county to correct the inadequacies in the submission. These 

points, along with many village specific concerns that I will not go into here, amplify the 

urgent requirement to mandate a properly updated master plan and GEIS. The master 

plan, as well as the preparation of the negative declaration was performed by a consulting 

firm selected and managed by the county for inter-related redevelopment activities. The 

village has limited resources and almost no expertise in the finer points of undertaking a 

multi-phase, multi-year transformation project. On March 26, 2019, the legislature 

authorized the county to transfer a Local Waterfront Revitalization Program grant award 

from the Village to the County. Part of the reasoning for this transfer in ownership was 

that the same vendor would be used for multiple phases of the Exit 29 project. The 

county is managing the performance of the overall Exit 29 deliverables and oversees the 

vendor. I believe this must include the requirement that the village master plan and GEIS 



are completed in conformance with current law. One cannot build Exit 29 on a weak 

foundation. 

   

The county IDA is the owner of several parcels in the heart of the village, 

operated under a long-term arrangement which expires in 2022. Some of these parcels are 

vacant. It is relevant to planning the future of the village and to the update of the master 

plan when a significant portion on the village downtown is owned by the county IDA. 

The near-term expiration of the underlying agreements on property in the center of the 

village represents a potentially significant adverse impact. This should have been 

identified and considered in updating the master plan. 

 

An ongoing study by the NY State Power Authority could significantly impact navigation 

and recreation on the Mohawk River, and if enacted could negatively impact planned 

waterfront development. The county planning department is aware of and has participated 

in public meetings for the “Reimagine the Canals” project. Governor Cuomo’s task force 

is scheduled to make a recommendation in December 2019, and to request action from 

the legislature April 2020. While the eventual outcome is not known, it is reported that 

the recommendation includes decreased water levels, diminished navigability and less 

access for recreational and long-voyage boaters. This represents a potential adverse risk 

that should have been noted in updating the master plan. The village, its planning board, 

and the code enforcement officer have completely ignored Local Law 1-2009. This law 

requires major and minor site plan review and referrals for projects meeting certain 

criteria. It has to my knowledge never been enforced. 

 

At first glance, it might seem that a completely ignoring a local law requiring site plan 

reviews for 10 years is strictly a village matter. Quite the opposite is true. Any 

redevelopment project for the Exit 29 site would also likely involve an action by the IDA, 

the legislature, or the county planning board. I cannot imagine any situation where future 

redevelopment would not face a legal challenge based on the lack of previous 

enforcement LL#1-2009. 

 

In conclusion, let me affirm that I support the redevelopment of the Exit 29 site. My wife 

and I have invested and contributed to the village because we believe in its future. We 

spend 6 days a week downtown and own a building directly across from the western 

portion of the site. Since the site was abandoned and stripped, I have watched as trees 

grow on the roof of the former office building. The case for transformation is clear, and I 

believe that building a strong foundation is worth fighting for, even at great cost. 

Thank you for your time and for listening. Commencing next month, you will be able to 

find these remarks, as well as photos, letters and other documents on my website, 

www.exit29.com 

 

 

 

 

 

 



V. Referral City Of Amsterdam- Site Plan Review, 25 Church Street 

 

Alex Kuttesch explained to the board and the public that since Irene Collins is from the 

City of Amsterdam Common Council she will have to recuse herself.  With Irene recusing 

herself, the Planning Board would not have a quorum to take action on the City of 

Amsterdam’s referral.  

 

There was no action taken, and the referral will be sent back to the city.    

 

VI. Referral Town of Canajoharie – Area Varience 

 

Ken Rose explained to the board that the previous referral from September’s planning 

Board meeting from the Town of Minden is the same project that is looking for an area 

variance in the Town of Canajoharie as well. Ken Rose stated that the solar project will 

have a 200 ft. barrier around the premises of the project.  Mohawk Solar is working with a 

private land owner to get an easement through his property.  

 

 

John Lyker made a motion to approve the Town of Canajoharie’s referral, seconded by 

David Wiener.  All were in favor.   

 

The referral was approved.  

 

 

 

 

VII. Other Discussion 

 

None 

 

VIII. Adjournment 

 

A motion was made by Irene Collins, seconded by David Wiener to adjourn the October 

10th, 2019 Planning Board Meeting at 7:10 pm. 

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted 

 

_________________________ 

Karl Gustafson Jr. 

Grant Assistant  

 


