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PUBLIC HEARING 

A LOCAL LAW OF THE TOWN OF MARLBOROUGH, ULSTER COUNTY, NEW YORK, 

AMENDING VARIOUS PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 155 “ZONING” OF THE MARLBOROUGH 

TOWN CODE AS FOLLOWS: AMENDING SECTION 155-31 “SITE PLAN REVIEW”, AND 

SECTION 155-41.1 “RIDGELINE AND STEEP SLOPE PROTECTION”. 

 

TOWN OF MARLBOROUGH TOWN BOARD 

21 MILTON TURNPIKE, MILTON NY 

JANUARY 8, 2024 7:00 PM 

MINUTES OF MEETING 

 

 

Present:  Supervisor Corcoran 

  Councilman Molinelli 

  Councilman Zambito 

  Councilwoman Sessa  

  Councilman Cauchi 

 

  Colleen Corcoran, Town Clerk 

 

Also Present: MaryEllen Glorie, Resident 

  Cindy Lanzetta, Resident 

  Mici Simonofsky, Resident/CAC Chair 

  Doug Glorie, Resident Farmer 

  Dan Heavens, Resident 

  Onno Dejong, Resident 

Tyler Pagano, Resident 

Steve Santini, Resident 

 

 

Supervisor Corcoran opened the public hearing for comment.   
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MaryEllen Glorie, Resident, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk which are 

incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Cindy Lanzetta, Resident, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk which are 

incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Mici Simonofsky, Resident/CAC Chair, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk 

which are incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Doug Glorie, Resident Farmer, shared drawings of his interpretation of the ridgeling with the Board.  He 

read the following comments and shared them with the clerk which are incorporated into the minutes as 

follows: 
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Dan Heavens, Resident, stated he owns property on Mountain Road and 800 feet of the ridgeline.  He 

stated his opinion that this law seems rushed and he has a water issue already and is concerned about 

encouraging development on the ridge. 

 

Onno Dejong, Resident, stated his opinion that he feels the Board should take more time to look at this 

law and that it will affect our children and it is more of a negative thing. 

 

Tyler Pagano, Resident, stated his opinion that progress means change.  His generation and younger may 

not agree with all that was said and they don’t go to town meetings; he suggested that a public 

referendum may be the best option. 

 

Councilman Cauchi asked for clarification as to how they are figuring the 50 foot mark. 

 

Supervisor Corcoran explained that there is an application before the Planning Board and there was 

question about how to interpret the law. The Board doesn’t just want to change laws; this Board is for 

development.  They way they are interpreting the law is 50 foot down from elevation; 50 foot from the 

roofline.  They may need to make the law more specific.  He explained that he appreciates all the 

comments and thanked everyone for coming out.  All recommendations will be taken into consideration.  

He allowed a few comments from the audience at this time. 

 

Steve Santini, Resident, questioned if the Board will look at the Building Permits issued to the 11 homes 

on the ridgeline that were built post 2005 when the law was added. 

 

Supervisor Corcoran said he can follow up on that. 

 

Nancy Nowacek submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes as 

follows:  

 

To the Town Supervisor and Marlboro Town Council, 

 

I’m writing, as a resident of Marlboro, to respond to the suggested changes in the Ridgeline Projection 

Law. I am against these changes for several reasons: 

 

1. Environmental degradation from increased stormwater runoff and erosion 

2. Housing development along the ridgeline would transform the rural character of Marlboro, an 

important feature for agritourism, that would affect the local economy 

3. Increased light pollution can disrupt our local—and unique— ecosystem 
 

 

 

Supervisor Corcoran asked for a motion to keep the public hearing open. 

 

Councilman Molinelli made a motion to keep the public hearing open at 7:47 p.m.  Motion seconded 

by Councilman Cauchi. 

 

Yeas: 5  Nays: 0  Carried 
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PUBLIC HEARING-OPEN FROM 01/08/2024 

A LOCAL LAW OF THE TOWN OF MARLBOROUGH, ULSTER COUNTY, NEW YORK, 

AMENDING VARIOUS PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 155 “ZONING” OF THE MARLBOROUGH 

TOWN CODE AS FOLLOWS: AMENDING SECTION 155-31 “SITE PLAN REVIEW”, AND 

SECTION 155-41.1 “RIDGELINE AND STEEP SLOPE PROTECTION”.  

JANUARY 22, 2024 7:00 PM 

MINUTES OF MEETING 

 

 

Present:  Supervisor Corcoran 

  Councilman Molinelli 

  Councilman Zambito 

  Councilwoman Sessa  

  Councilman Cauchi 

 

  Danielle Cherubini, Deputy Town Clerk 

 

Also Present:  

Melissa Quimby, Resident 

Gary Lazaroff, Resident/Town Employee 

Carrie Santini, Resident 

Mici Simonofsky, Resident/CAC Chair 

Doug Glorie, Resident Farmer 

MaryEllen Glorie, Resident 

  Cindy Lanzetta, Resident 

  Onno Dejong, Resident 

  Dan Heavens, Resident 

 

 

Melissa Quimby, Resident, thanked the Supervisor for responding to the letter she wrote. 

She stated that it was indicated that wording may be added to the law to say the roofline must be under 

the ridgeline to make sure it is understood that structures cannot be put on the ridge.  She asked if any 

wording has changed. 

 

Supervisor Corcoran stated that they are not going to change anything until all public comments are 

received and the Board has an opportunity to discuss the subject. 

 

Gary Lazaroff, Resident/Town Employee, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk 

which are incorporated into the minutes as follows:  

 

Supervisor Corcoran and board members 

 

Just to be clear I’m here in no official capacity.  Although I’m immersed in town business and our code 
well beyond my normal work week. I don't make a habit of speaking or even attending board meetings 
as we see enough of each other but like 95% of the town employees I not only work here but live here in 
town. I'm afraid I only know about these proposed changes because of my everyday involvement and 
I’m afraid there are many landowners in town that are in for a rude awakening if they go to apply for a 
simple building permit and find out the hard way about the ridgeline and slope regulations.  
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After some of the comments at the last public hearing it has had me wondering as I make my way home 
everyday, about halfway up Old Indian Rd. as I crest the hill near Finos farm what those against the 
ridgeline code changes think when they see my house up on the mountain. The one that my great aunt 
built in 1939. Almost 40 years after my family moved to our farm on the ridge.  I wonder how much it 
bothers them compared to the wind tower that sticks up high above the ridge. The one that keeps my 
neighbors and myself up at night any time the wind blows. Is that tower more visually appealing than 
another house or two on the ridge.  This so called ridge that maybe doesn't even fit the definition of 
one. Lets be honest, were not talking about the Catskills or Adirondack high peaks. We are talking about 
1000 feet of elevation. That 1000 feet is only relevant because of its proximity to the river. Just four 
miles for such an elevation change.  On our end of the so called ridge it is not narrow as the definition 
defines but rather one slope that is somewhat steep with a large level area on top. The broad and vague 
language in the code would leave almost our whole property unbuildable. Even if one home were to be 
constructed on a 20 acre lot the code would prohibit us from doing so as there would be no way to build 
50 feet below its highest point. What I’m getting at is our ground is too flat. Yes, on the ridgeline is too 
flat to build according to the code. Thats without even touching on the point of being visible from 
below. Why do we suffer restrictions on standing out on the hillside. Id argue the view is better from the 
top looking out rather than looking up at it.  Why don't we restrict building on our river banks? Where 
the land is steeper and closer to a natural resource we could potentially harm? Is it because there not 
visible unless you’re on a boat or crossing one of our bridges?  Those restrictions would probably stop 
the bayside development.    Even though that's where it belongs on the 9w corridor with municipal 
sewer and water. Where do we stop with blanket restrictions.  I've also heard the argument that we are 
bringing in tourism via the Milton landing with cruise ships and taking these guests to see our town and 
rural landscape. Which I am 100% in favor of. But the first thing they see when they get off the boat is 
our sewer plant followed by Brooklyn bottlings sewer plant….. I don't think they mind seeing my house 
on the eastern slope.  Let me also mention that these restrictions may force a different avenue with our 
land. Do we build tall barns or maybe greenhouses. As ugly as can be. You would be able to see them 
from the far reaches of Dutchess county sticking up on the mountain all under the agricultural law that 
would be perfectly acceptable in our zone. Maybe solar panels. Green energy. So many that every plane 
that takes off out of Stewart airport and circles over sees the glare.  I don’t think that’s better than a 
house or two.  

Currently we have the fifth generation of my family living on our ridgeline compound. But as of now all 
the residual land we have is unbuildable for the current and future generations. I'd ask that the ridge 
code be scaled back tremendously or removed all together. Let the topography determine if 
development can occur. There are no 1 acre lots scattered across the ridge but mostly large parcels that 
would face extra scrutiny anyway from the planning board. Don't restrict the landowners that have held 
these parcels that are perfectly buildable for their future generations. Don't lump a single home build 
with a large subdivision. 

I'd also mention the exploratory well the town was working on not far from my house.  If the well had 
proven viable the ridgeline code would have prevented even a 10 by 10 pump house from being built 
near the well, not to mention a half million gallon tank. I understand we may be exempt from the code 
for official use but worth mentioning. I'd also mention that we don't need the water even at our 1000 
feet of elevation. Our shallow wells run over when the water table is high. A few new homes aren’t 
going to pull the water out from under us.   

I could go on and on as my family has lived and farmed on the so called ridge for well over 100 years. 
But I’ll leave you with this. I just drove home this afternoon from our camp in the tug hill region of 



12 
 
 

upstate. Overall a very restricted area with tons of forever wild and conservation easements. Our house 
sits at 1800 feet in elevation. There are no building regulations besides frontage requirements and 
normal setbacks to build anything you want wherever you want. All at almost twice the elevation we 
have here in town. One would think it would be a metropolis but similar to our ridge here there are no 
small lots available and subdivisions are regulated enough already to deter overbuilding the area.   

I apologize as I know I've been all over the place in my comments. I've had a few weeks of it being on 
top of my mind and lots of time to ponder.  Whether it's been the long ride back and forth to camp or 
the many hours I’ve spent in the last couple weeks going up and down Old Indian Rd, Mt Zion Rd, 
Mountain Rd and Reservoir Rd plowing.  

It's my opinion that our current town board is more for property rights than property restrictions. I'd ask 
that you follow through with at least the proposed code changes and consider further loosening them. 
Don't back down.  

Thank you.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



13 
 
 

Carrie Santini, Resident, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk which are 

incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Mici Simonofsky, Resident/CAC Chair, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk 

which are incorporated into the minutes as follows: 

 

To the Board 

     The Conservation Advisory Committee (CAC) has held two meetings in regard to the 
Ridgeline Protection Law and at those meeting public members have voiced their comments 
and questions.  The CAC is working on a final report but in the meantime, the CAC is 
recommending that the Town Board continue to investigate wording that will enhance and 
strengthen our code.   
     The Comprehensive Master Plan clearly refers to the ridgeline as one of the Town’s 
strongest assets both visually and economically as its integrity lends to the continued success of 
our farmlands, the Town’s biggest economic driver. 
We heard so many members of the public speak to this.  And the consensus above all is that 
the code, as one of the CAC members wrote:” needs to be updated with more succinct 
language, better definitions, and a clearer explanation of how the Marlborough Mountain 
Ridgeline Protection overlay zone/map is to be used. “ 
      A strengthened code will place safeguards and directions for the protection of the Ridgeline 
while giving applicants, landowners, the Town Planning Board, and enforcement officers the 
guidelines to follow to ensure proper development and land use outlined in our Comprehensive 
Master Plan and its updates. 
     The CAC would continue to assist the Town Board in this regard if the Board desires.  In the 
meantime, this full account is being developed along with a PowerPoint presentation for delivery 
at the February 12 meeting.  
      Once again, I respectfully request that the public hearing remain open until the CAC has 
presented our findings for your use. 
     I ask that this request be included in the official minutes of the Public Hearing/Town Board 
meeting. 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to assist you. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Mici Simonofsky 
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Doug Glorie, Resident Farmer, shared a visual demonstration of his interpretation of how homes could 

be placed near the ridgeline.  He read the following comments and shared them with the clerk which are 

incorporated into the minutes as follows: 

 

Greetings all, 
  
I am writing to you as it pertains to the proposed ridgeline law change. I recently attended the January 
20, 2024, CAC meeting. I thought it was an informative meeting where various views and facts can be 
shared. 
  
For the record, I am not opposed to any landowner for erecting a structure on the side of Marlboro 
Mountain and I am not opposed to the fact that it will likely be visible from points east. I am however 
sensitive to structures which could be built on or near THE ridgeline. The current code protects this 
aspect. The code does need a wording change to remove any ambiguity. The board may be leaning 
towards keeping the 50-foot elevation clause. Assuming that may be true, I would like to offer these 
comments. 
  
I met with the Building Inspector on January 19. I felt it was likely that Tom would be sharing his insight 
as to how the law could be worded. The wording needs to be clear so that he can render a defendable 
decision. First, the term “treeline” should be removed, as it conflicts with “ridgeline”. 
  
The sentence the board wishes to remove is “No structure that is subject of this section shall be located 
closer than fifty feet in elevation to the ridgeline affected by the application as determined by the Town 
Engineer.” I asked Tom how he interprets “affected by the application”. He must select a reference point 
to determine if the 50-foot requirement can be met. If I understood him correctly, Tom uses the 
applicant's lot line as his basis. He uses the proposed structure’s location and compares it to the most 
westerly elevation of the lot. I mean no disrespect, but this can be too restrictive to the applicant if 
he/she does not have enough elevation change on their lot. I believe a fairer test is to compare the 
structures’ location to the actual ridgeline. This can be accomplished by using the structure’s latitude 
and longitude attributes. One would need a phone AP (I use “My Altitude”, there may be better ones) 
showing latitude and longitude and access to The National Geologic Map Database. 
  
I’ll use our house as an example. Using my phone, and standing near our foundation, our latitude is 
41.617N, 74.019W. I then access the above database. (This is best done on a laptop, as the screen is 
larger). Use the TOPO VIEW. I enter my address and the topo map of our area appears. I place the cursor 
on my location as defined by my phone coordinates and it displays my altitude, 818’. Results are 
displayed in the upper right corner. Be patient as response time may take 45 seconds. 
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Now I want to compare my house foundation height to the ACTUAL elevation of the THE ridgeline. In our 
case, this point is 2,000 linear feet away on someone else’s property. No one needs to trek over to the 
ridgeline as it can be done digitally by dragging the cursor to the west. Using the exact same latitude, 
41.617, I can establish the highest westerly point on the ridge, in our case, it is 920’. I do the math and 
we are 102 feet lower than the high point. Considering the current code, we comply with the 50’ vertical 
buffer with 52 feet to spare. 
  
There is no guesswork or interpretation with this approach. The same test can be applied if “top of the 
roof” strategy is used. More math is needed, and the structure may be allowed to locate a little higher 
near the ridgeline. 
  
Is this approach foolproof? Basically, yes. However, one could argue, different vantage points along 
Lattintown Road or Ridge Road, can alter the “view”. That is why we include the 50’ buffer zone as it 
provides for some wiggle room. 
  
I am just trying to be of some help and offer these thoughts for your consideration. I am sure there may 
be other techniques offering similar results, but at least this one is reproducible. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Doug Glorie 
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MaryEllen Glorie, Resident, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk which are 

incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Cindy Lanzetta, Resident, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk which are 

incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Onno Dejong, Resident, commented that he read the Master Plan and it is clear.  He stated his opinion 

that the ridgeline is a prospective and it should be clear as to what is to be done.  He suggested that if 

they want to develop the town, do it in an orderly way and also his opinion of what agri-business means.  

 

Councilman Cauchi asked if the Master Plan is a law or a guideline. 

 

Supervisor Corcoran explained that the Board is listening to all comments.  They are trying to figure out 

the best solution for a good code; what is best for the whole town and all generations.     

Supervisor Corcoran explained that the Master Plan is a guideline.  The Board understands that there 

are protections pertaining to the ridgeline; the code doesn’t say you can’t build on the ridge but there are 

many restrictions.  He suggested that the CAC get a document together showing how many houses were 

built in the 200 years prior to the 2005 Master Plan. His opinion is that the code should include wording 

to somehow include one story houses and measure from the roofline. 

 

Supervisor Corcoran read correspondence from Melissa Quimby that Ms. Quimby mentioned at the 

beginning of the meeting which is incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Supervisor Corcoran read correspondence from Scenic Hudson which is incorporated into the minutes as 

follows: 
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Supervisor Corcoran read the following opinions from the Marlborough Planning Board which is 

incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Cindy Lanzetta explained the lengthy process to create and/or update a Comprehensive Plan.  She stated 

that the zoning in the Town should comply with the vision and recommendations in the Plan and have 

legal validity if challenged.  The first Plan was adopted in 2002 and updated in the years 2017-2019.  The 

state would like them updated every 10 years, however, they are usually done every 20 years.  It’s a lot of 

work and costly.  She added that New York does not allow public referendum unless taxpayer money is 

involved. 

 

Supervisor Corcoran read the following recommendation from the Ulster County Planning Board which 

is incorporated into the minutes as follows: 

 

Ridgeline and Steep Slope Protection 
The Town is proposing to remove the restriction on structures being allowed closer than 50' in elevation 
to the ridgeline as well as the restriction on disturbance within that 50' area except for driveways when 
they cannot be located outside of the 50' area. 
 
Required Modifications 
The purpose of the ridgeline and steep-slope protection laws is generally to preserve a municipality's 
scenic landscape and to limit visual impacts to the greatest extent practical. The proposed law strips 
away many of those protections. In most, if not all cases, the placement of structures on an 
unobstructed and disturbed ridgeline will create a potential visual impact. The UCPB therefore 
recommends that only in those circumstances where a visual impacts analysis including a photo 
simulation of the proposed structure or structures from multiple locations is completed and no visual 
impacts are determined, that this section of the statute be waived. If a visual impact would be created, 
the proposal should be prohibited per the current standards of the zoning statute. 
 
Reviewing Officer 
 
Robert A. Leibowitz, AICP 
Principal Planner 
 

 

 

Dan Heavens, Resident, suggested keeping the public hearing open longer to talk and think about it more. 

 

 

Niki Stureski submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes as follows:  

 

To whom it may concern,  

 

I am a town of Marlboro resident and Marlboro mountain homeowner.  It has been brought to my 

attention that ridgeline protection is in danger. 

 

 I am not opposed to building our dreams and wish that for everyone. In spite of that, construction laws 

exist for a reason and no resident should be exempt. 

In regards to Ridgeline protection, I have looked into other protections around the country and it seems it 

is a common protocol. 

I did see where exceptions can be made and I do think this could be part of our strict policy with any 

Ridgeline building.  It stated that if an Engineer deems no other locations are viable for building and the 
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Ridgeline is the only option, then more strict building rules will apply.  That way someone won’t own 

land they can’t build on, which isn’t very fair to them.   

     

Examples of rules if a home must be built on the Ridgeline: 

 

Homes can’t be more than so many feet(?) high  

Homes must be only colors listed (brown, other earth colors) 

Lighting must be shielded and not project out or up (I think should be for all homes). 

Must also adhere to proper approved land clearing and runoff plans. 

 

I think with Ridgeline building laws and exemption policies that we can possibly preserve the mountain 

and hopefully make people happy.  

 

Thank you for hearing my thoughts. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Niki Stureski 

 

 

Councilman Molinelli made a motion at 7:57 p.m. to leave the public hearing open until the next Town 

Board Meeting on February 12, 2024.  Motion seconded by Councilman Zambito. 

 

Yeas: 5  Nays: 0  Carried 
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PUBLIC HEARING-OPEN FROM 01/08/2024 

A LOCAL LAW OF THE TOWN OF MARLBOROUGH, ULSTER COUNTY, NEW YORK, 

AMENDING VARIOUS PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 155 “ZONING” OF THE MARLBOROUGH 

TOWN CODE AS FOLLOWS: AMENDING SECTION 155-31 “SITE PLAN REVIEW”, AND 

SECTION 155-41.1 “RIDGELINE AND STEEP SLOPE PROTECTION”.  

FEBRUARY 12, 2024 7:00 PM 

MINUTES OF MEETING 

 

Present:  Supervisor Corcoran 

  Councilman Molinelli 

  Councilman Zambito  

  Councilwoman Sessa  

  Councilman Cauchi 

 

  Colleen Corcoran, Town Clerk 

 

Also Present: Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser & Edsall Engineering 

John Scott, Resident 

 Ted Millar, Resident 

 Jay Agnew, Resident 

Jake Marro, Resident 

Dan Heavens, Resident 

Cindy Lanzetta, Resident 

Patti Gilmartin, Resident 

   

 

Supervisor Corcoran stated that the proposed local law is being separated and re-introduced:  

Ridgeline and Steep Slope Protection will now be one law and Site Plan Review will be the other.  The 

cannabis local law is also being re-introduced.  There will be another public hearing for all three; two 

for the ridgeline. 

 

Supervisor Corcoran opened the public hearing for comments.  He invited Pat Hines, Town Engineer, 

from McGoey, Hauser & Edsall who helped write this code to speak on the subject.   

Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser & Edsall Engineering, stated that this part of the code was adopted in 2005 

in response to development pressures at the higher elevations.  He gave a brief history of the code.  They 

did an analysis of the steep slopes and a map was generated.  An analysis would be required over 750 

feet above sea level.  He briefly explained percent slopes; less than 15% there are no restriction and 15% 

- 25% require a site specific grading plan. He added that there are 6 components to the grading plan. A 

slope greater than 25% has a no disturbance limit.  Section F of the code regarding ridge protection was 

originally put in to prevent houses and other uses from being sky lined on the ridge from east to west.  A 

site specific plan is required for each project within the ridge because of the variety of ridges and high 

points.  There are exceptions to make a lot not buildable which then would be referred to himself and the 

Code Enforcement Officer for an analysis.  An analysis would need to show the high points on a lot and a 

50 foot elevation below the high point with the maximum building height of 35 feet providing a 15 foot 

buffer. 
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There was a brief discussion about the confusion as to how to determine the ridge you are building on, 

the high points and the treeline. Mr. Hines said you can’t just pick a high point; its site specific. Some 

examples were given as to what is a possible buildable lot. 

Supervisor Corcoran stated that the Assessor, Code Enforcement Officer and Engineer are planning to 

review the properties on the ridge and come up with a plan for the future.  There will be more of a burden 

on the applicant. He also stated that you can currently build on the ridge with the current code, however, 

it is difficult and you must meet all the requirements.  

Councilwoman Sessa asked if Mr. Hines could speak about water runoff and drainage on the ridge with 

the moving of the 50 foot barrier since there have been public comments on that.  

Pat Hines stated that stormwater management is a challenge. He explained that if you disturb vegetation 

on more than 1 acre, stormwater regulations kick in that mirror the DEC’s.  Less than an acre 

disturbance does not require stormwater management however grading slopes that are 15%-25% will 

exceed an acre.  A 1-5 acre disturbance has a stormwater sediment control component and greater than 5 

acres requires water quantity and quality control.   

Supervisor Corcoran asked Mr. Hines opinion on whether stormwater was an issue with moving the 50 

foot rule. 

Pat Hines stated that he doesn’t see as much of a stormwater issue as the aesthetic issue which was the 

intent of the 2005 code. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



28 
 
 

John Scott, Resident, stated that there are 14 small protected areas and 5 major protected areas along the 

Hudson River.  The list of protected areas was shared with the Board and Clerk and are included in the 

minute as follows:  

 

Mr. Scott added that there is no development on the west shore because of the protections.  Technology 

makes it easy to determine a 50 foot clearance. 
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Ted Millar, Resident, asked why there is urgency to change the law and should Town Board members 

with property on the ridgeline recuse themselves. 

Supervisor Corcoran stated that during the Planning Board process a property owners application 

triggered a review by the Town Board. 

Councilman Zambito stated that he will not be recusing himself.   

Jay Agnew, Resident, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk which are 

incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Jake Marro, Resident, read the following comments and shared them with the clerk which are 

incorporated into the minutes as follows: 
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Dan Heavens, Resident, stated he and his own property on Mountain Road and 800 feet of the ridgeline 

where their business Quart Rock Vineyard is.  He stated his opinion that the future impact of loosening 

the law will affect more than just one property and encourage ridgeline development which developers 

will monetize.  He stated what fruits and vegetables are grown on his farm and explained what his 

concerns were about additional wells and water supply to his crops.  He stated the retaining pond on the 

Truncali subdivision is insufficient without houses.  He stated his concerns in the form of questions 

regarding what happens to water runoff, water quality and supply.  They are against any threats to their 

farm.  He stated that conversations have been directed toward what the younger generation may want 

and he stated his opinion of who that generation is and explained they are watching the older generation 

and how they behave and suggested to keep that in mind when determining what is best for the Town.  

Cindy Lanzetta asked who the legal counsel is that is working on the codes. 

Supervisor Corcoran stated Meghan Clemente. 

Cindy Lanzetta stated that even though she is on the town and county planning boards, she is not 

representing the planning board(s). 

Councilman Zambito stated that he wanted to address Mr. Millar’s earlier question and let the public 

know that he is representing himself as well.  

Cindy Lanzetta stated that the present law has been in existence for 18 years, she asked Pat Hines why 

the law is questionable at this time. 

Pat Hines explained that he doesn’t have an answer but the Town is looking at the code because a 

Planning Board applicant wanted to place a house with the top over the ridge which then started 

conversations. 

Cindy Lanzetta asked if during the discussions with the applicant, was it made clear that the present code 

didn’t allow building on the top of the property. She asked if the applicant understood that they wouldn’t 

qualify and if it was fair to say it was made clear that it is unlikely that the applicant wouldn’t be able to 

build at the highest point of their property.   

Pat Hines stated his opinion that the house would not comply with the present code. He cannot speak for 

the applicant.  He agreed it was a fair statement according to Chapter 155-41.1.’ 

Ms. Lanzetta asked if the Board is changing the law to add additional clarity. 

Supervisor Corcoran said yes.  Not all people are clear on the law.  There were multiple interpretations 

of the law.  The applicants engineer had a different interpretation of the law.  

 

 

Fred and Mary Lynn Giametta submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the 

minutes as follows: 

 

WE have lived here for 40 years and love being on Mt. Zion. 

 

The Santini Family have been great friends and neighbors. 

 

Steve Santini is a very hard worker, and a very smart businessman. 

 

We support his efforts to build a beautiful home on our mountain. 
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Sincerely 

Fred and Mary Lynn 

Giametta 

02-08-24 

 

Gisela Grunewald submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes as 

follows: 

 

Hello, Supervisor Corcoran, 

I am Gisela Grunewald, and I am living on Old Indian Road for the past 20 years. 

 Marlborough is a beautiful town, and I feel very privileged and happy to be making my home in 

such a special place. 

The issue of changing the law on what can or cannot be built on or near the ridgeline of the 

Marlboro Mountain, I think, has rightly stirred up discussions within the town. 

First, I would like to salute you and your staff for not only encouraging this discussion, but also 

giving generously of your time to have all the pros and cons of changing the law brought out in 

the open. 

The pros, as I have heard, are seen in increasing development in town, which is seen as a positive 

for the future and particularly for younger generations.  

I agree with the thought in principle, but would relegate “development “to areas only where it 

does not cause harm (either aesthetically or ecologically). 

And here I want to salute you again, because I am seeing plenty of recent development in town, 

mainly at or around the 9 W corridor, which is fine. 

The cons are seen as ecological: uncontrolled runoff, mudslides etc, to which I cannot speak, but 

I am sure your staff will be able to advise professionally on this issue. 

For me the most important and significant con in this issue is the change of look and character of 

the town if the Marlboro Mountain Ridge became open to development. I am sure that thinking 

was behind enacting the original protection law in the first place. 

In my view a change of the law which would open the ridge to development would frankly be 

shortsighted and irreversible. 

If you look into how some of our neighboring communities such as Gardiner, New Paltz 

(Shawangunks), Englewood Cliffs (Hudson Palisades) have dealt with the identical issues, you 

will find that the protection of the natural beauty of the community won out every time over the 

individual or commercial interests concerned. 

So, for me, my appeal to you is: please do not change the existing protection of the Marlboro 

Mountain Ridge. 

With kind regards,  

Gisela Grunewald  
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Elsie Nicklin-McKay submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes 

as follows: 

Dear Town Board members, 

I’m am writing with my concerns about the eminent changes in the Ridgeline Protection 
Code.  

I’m urging the board to take under serious consideration not dropping the current code 
from Ridgeline Protection, but make clarifications so both the planning board and 
applicants have succinct direction on what is permitted.  

If the law is dropped it will open the floodgates for other developers to clear the ridge and 
encourage previously approved subdivisions to reapply for updated plats, which would 
allow crestline development.  By way of example, I’m including a portion of the 2002 
Truncali subdivision plat, which clearly shows several houses on the top of the ridge.  

The intent of the Master Plan and the code is to not only protect the viewshed, but to 
protect the surrounding properties from flooding and run off, and future property owners 
from incredibly steep driveways, septic systems failures, worries about fire safety and 
emergency vehicle 

access. A letter from the fire chef bore this out when writing, the Santini roadway would 
need regular maintenance to keep it open for emergency vehicles. How would this be 
accomplished, are there notes on the plan to insist on regular trimming? Would the buyer 
be made aware? Who takes responsibility when something unforeseen happens, the 
Town?  

I implore the Town Board to take their time and work with the CAC to rewrite the code 
clearly, in a way that protects all the residents, future buyer, subdividers and farmers.  

Thank you for your attention, 

Elsie Nicklin-McKay 
15 Birdsall Ave.  
Marlboro, NY 
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Doug Glorie submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes as follows: 

 
 
Comments for the Public Hearing at the Town Board meeting on February 12, 2024: 
  
The Ridgeline Debate- A Comparison 
  
The question is, “Do we remove the 50’ elevation buffer at the ridgeline or keep it?” The 
following is a hypothetical example which demonstrates my point. 
  
John owns a vacant one-acre lot on a town road; his lot measures 150’ wide by 300’ deep. The 
narrow dimension faces the town road. The planning board has approved his lot as buildable, 
but the house must be situated toward the rear of the lot due to a formidable rock outcropping 
located in the front, on the north side. The view, however, would be far superior if John could 
place his house closer to the road. The view happens to be of the Marlboro Ridge. 
  
John would like to capture the mountain view, so he summons the building inspector to see 
what could be done. The town has a 40’ minimum side lot setback. John wants to place his 
house 20’ from his side lot, due to the rock issue. The building inspector says that he cannot 
approve his requested location as it would violate the code. 
  
John’s neighbor, Sam, owns the lot immediately to the south, so they share a common border. 
Sam built his house five years earlier, following all codes; the house is located fifty feet from 
their common border.  Sam expects any development on John’s lot to meet code. 
  
John is not satisfied with the building inspector’s answer and pursues other municipal avenues. 
For reasons not clear to the casual observer, the town decides to eliminate side lot setbacks. 
  
Building codes are put in place to provide for public safety, personal safety, to protect the 
environment as well as the town’s image and beauty. 
  
Would you elect to eliminate the 40’ setback? It is highly unlikely, and this is no different than 
removing the Ridgeline vertical buffer. My point is this: The code is in place for a 
reason. Building codes and law are put in place to provide for a uniform standard for the better 
good of the community. 
  
Please read this at the February 12 town meeting as I may not be able to attend. If I can be in 
attendance, I will notify you prior to the meeting and present it myself. 
  
Regards, 
Doug Glorie 
Reservoir Road 
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Morgan Rusk submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes as follows: 

 

Good evening, 
 
I am writing to express my thoughts regarding the Ridgeline topic. I am in support of 
building along the ridgeline as long as it is for residential use. I can understand 
protecting our ridgelines against corporations, but seeing local families expand their 
lives here should bring joy to our community. We are creating memories and instilling 
the Marlboro town values by allowing new growth.  
 
I believe that families should be allowed to build along the ridgeline.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Morgan Rusk  
 
 
Nicole Beauregard submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes as 

follows:  

 

To the Marlboro town board, 

 

I am a Marlboro town resident. I have been made aware that the ridgeline protection law is at 

risk.  

 

I am against the law being changed. Our countryside and Mountain views should not be 

destroyed. We have a responsibility to protect the future of the ridgeline. There is no one 

individual above this.  

 

Thank you, 

Nicole Beauregard 
 

 
Robert and Linda Labrise submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the 

minutes as follows:  

 

 

"We are against any weakening of the Ridgeline Protection Law." 

It would inevitably lead to the destruction of the most valuable asset which is 

Marlborough's irreplaceable ridgeline." 

                                                                            Robert & Linda Labrise 

 

 

 



38 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Tessa DeBella submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes 

as follows: 

 
Dear Town Board Members,  
I am 39 years old and a resident of Marlboro. I grew up here and have decided to raise my children here. 
I own a business in this town. I work in this town. I love the people of this town. I love where I live. We 
live in one of the most beautiful places in the world. I oppose changing the current law to allow the 
development of the Marlboro Mountain Ridge. It would be false to claim that allowing development 
upon the Marlboro Mountain Ridge is the call of my generation and what the young families of Marlboro 
want. The young families of Marlboro want to stay in Marlboro. We want affordable housing, affordable 
childcare, quality education, community engagement, clean air, clean water, and to be able to enjoy the 
beauty of Marlboro regardless of socioeconomic class. Only the wealthiest will be able to develop on the 
ridge line if the protection is removed. If the board decides to remove the protection of the ridge line, it 
will be because of greed. However, if the board decides to keep current protections or expand on those 
protections, it will be clear that the board works for all the people of Marlboro and not the privileged 
few. I look forward to sipping a hard cider at Weeds, looking up at the pristine Marlboro Mountain Ridge 
with my family, knowing we live in the most beautiful place. The Marlboro Mountain Ridge connects us 
all in wealth of beauty. Thank you for your time.  

Tessa DeBella 

Barbara Ann Blackett submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes as 

follows: 

 

Scott,   

I know the town needs growth but we also need to protect the beauty of the town please save the 

Ridgeline you don't know what you have till you lose it and it can never be brought back also 

give an inch and they will take a mile or more.  

Thank you Barbara Ann Blackett 27 West St. Marlboro NY 

 

 
Paul Ellis Graham submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes as 

follows: 

 

Here are my thoughts regarding the ridgeline: 

 

Marlborough is a community known for its scenic beauty. Going back generations, many 

residents and businesses alike who made and still make their homes in Marlborough have done 

so for this very reason. 
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Likewise, previous town and planning boards, understood that local laws were necessary in order 

to protect the land and the right of all those living and doing business here to expect responsible 

development that will not drastically alter this beautiful place. 

 

Recent removal of trees atop the ridgeline apparently violates an existing ordinance that was put 

in place to serve the public good. 

 

While the private property rights of a landowner are important, they are not sacrosanct. Controls 

are in existence so that one person's desire does not negatively impact the rights and privileges of 

the many. 

 

There was a reason to require that dwellings located near the ridgeline begin no less than 50 feet 

from the top of it. 

 

In addition, recent changes in climate may also necessitate a revision of current codes as wash-

outs become more common. 

 

Going forward, with new development continuing at a rapid pace, the Marlborough Town 

Board/Planning Board needs to closely examine all building projects within the town and plan 

for future environmental factors which may (or may not) negatively impact the beautiful place 

we all call home. 

 

Everyone deserves a chance to be heard. I would recommend that a full discussion of these 

issues be addressed, after citizen input, by the appropriate governing bodies. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Paul Ellis-Graham 

 

Walter Kronner submitted comments to the Town Board which are incorporated into the minutes as 

follows: 

 

I have learned of the proposed building of a residence by Mr. Santini on his owned 
property on Mt Zion rd. I believe that the residence will be a welcome addition to the 
neighborhood and to the town as a whole. As a life long Marlboro resident, I encourage 
others who are as invested as myself, to promote the growth of our township in a useful 
and meaningful way. With the recent influx of home buyers whose sole purpose is to 
exploit the revenue from overpriced and outbid homes for profit, I have no qualms 
supporting a family man and local business owner from pursuing his desire to build his 
own dwelling. In light of the housing being developed directly in our towns center and 
adjacent to our middle school with price tags that current Marlboro residents could 
never dream to afford, I again have no aversion to the completion of his single family 
home. 
 
Respectfully and sincerely, 
Walter Kronner 
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Patti Gilmartin stated that she and her husband enjoy the beauty of the mountain every day and she 

explained her opinion as to why she opposes development and the law. 
 

Supervisor Corcoran asked for a motion to close the public hearing on local law of the Town of 

Marlborough, Ulster County, New York, amending various provisions of Chapter 155 “Zoning” of the 

Marlborough town code as follows: amending section 155-31 “Site Plan Review”, and section 155-41.1 

“Ridgeline and Steep Slope Protection”. 

 

Councilwoman Sessa made a motion to close the public hearing at 8:16 p.m..  Motion seconded by 

Councilman Cauchi. 

 

Yeas: 5  Yeas: 0  Carried 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Danielle Cherubini 

Deputy Town Clark 

 


