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PRESENT:  Aaron Cioppa, Chairman, Gregory Bernard, Jay Erickson, Brittany Boalt and Jennifer Coleman.
EXCUSED: Dr. Thomas Bloom, and Mark Freidman.
ALSO PRESENT: Ronald J. Gainer, PE.
CONTENTS:  Gasland Petroleum, Signage, Craig Wallace Environmental Permit, Michael Greenberg /August & Lisbeth Uribe Lot Line Adjustment, ASPCA Amended Site Plan and Special Use Permit.   
Chairman Cioppa opened the meeting at 7:00p.m. and then led the salute to the flag. 
GASLAND PETROLEUM                                                                   New Application/ Signage 
Chamber of Commerce                                                                            “Welcome to Pawling”
NYS Route 22
Pawling, NY 12564

	Ms. Nancy Forest from the GNS Group, representing Gasland Petroleum. 
	Greg Bernard's recused himself from this application.
	Chairman Cioppa said Gasland Petroleum is located at NYS Route 22 in the Highway Business “HB” Zoning district.  The applicant is before the Board to resolve one remaining condition of the Site Plan approval which is to replace the former Chamber of Commerce sign which read “Welcome to Pawling”.  The Board is in receipt of the proposed new application for a freestanding sign and a site map depicting the sign location.
	Ms. Forest said Gas Land Petroleum has submitted drawings for the replacement of the “Welcome to Pawling” sign.  This proposed sign is a condition of their original Site Plan approval. 
	Chairman Cioppa asked if any Board members had any question on the proposed signage.  The presented sign includes white post with a green background, white lettering reading “Welcome to Town of Pawling ”with gold trim.  He asked Ms. Forest if the illustrated photo is an actual picture of the proposed sign to be installed. 
	Ms. Forest said the illustrated signage matches the “Welcome to Pawling” sign located on Dutcher Avenue.  
	 Mr. Cioppa said the sign looks very similar to the original sign that was removed. He stated if the Board so choose, they can entertain a Motion to approve the sign.

		Motion by Ms. Boalt to approve the “Welcome to Pawling” sign as presented.
		Second by Chairman Cioppa.  Chairman Cioppa asked for discussion.
		All were in favor and the motion carried. 
		Chairman Cioppa thanked all the individuals involved with the approval process for the “Welcome to Pawling” signage. The individuals are Nicole Furlong and Jim Lowe from the Chamber of Commerce, Greg Bernard and Mousa Nesheiwat from Gasland Petroleum. 

CRAIG WALLACE                                           Administrative/Environmental Permit 
8 Lakeview Drive
Holmes, NY 12531
Grid Number: 134089-6856-13-231469


	Mr. Glen Dougherty, contractor and Mr. Craig Wallace were present.	
	Chairman Cioppa recuses himself from this application.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said the property is located on Lakeview Drive in Holmes, NY.  The Public Hearing was held on May 04, 2026.  The Board closed the verbal portion of the Public Hearing and left the written comment period opened until May 18, 2026. The Board did receive letters on the Wallace Environmental Permit application.   The letters were read in to record.
· Brandon Kaiser – 1312 Route 292
· Louise and John McLoughlin  - 128 Lakeview Drive
· Trish Mc Loughlin – Lakeview Drive 
· Paul and Wendy Malichek -70 Lakeview Drive
· Matt and Lynn Maneri -  12 Commerce Street Poughkeepsie, NY
· Carl Cinquemani-- 1354 Route 292
· Vincent and Barbara Van Voorhis-1394 Route 292 
· Ann Mazziotti -unknown address 
· Arthur Muliford- VP of Shorehaven
· Christopher Orosz 16 Lakeview Drive 

	Ms. Boalt said one of the letter raised concern when dry cutting granite rock, that could release high level of crystalline silica of particles that causes silicosis.  She felt the Board should address these concerns.
	Mr. Gainer responded that the site contractor would not be dry cutting granite rock without mitigation procedures.  The rock removal is permitted by mechanical excavation. If there is any blasting involved, the landowner would require a blasting permit from the Town building department.  If the rock removal generates any type of dust, the contractor has to deal with appropriate mitigation before construction can continue.  This is an extension of the erosion control measures that one requires before any site disturbance.  Furthermore, in the resolution prepared for the Board this evening, one of the conditions is for the applicant to establish an escrow account for on-site inspections during construction to permit routine inspections by the Town Engineer and the building inspector.  These inspections are schedule to ensure site compliance as per the plans approved. 
	Vice Chairman said if any neighbor or person observes any violation occurring on the site, they are to call the Building Department, Code Enforcement Officer to notify them.  The Town’s CEO is responsible to perform a site inspection.  This application has been before the Board for quite some time, the Board has held many discussion over the years on build out to address site development and environmental concerns.  For the record Vice Chairman Erickson explained the environmental permit does not get issued until all the conditions are met per the forthcoming resolution. 
	Motion by Mr. Bernard to close the written portion of the Public Hearing.
	Second by Ms. Boalt.  Vice Chairman Erickson asked for discussion.
	All were in favor and the Motion carried.
	Vice Chairman Erickson asked the members of the Board if they had additional question, before proceeding with reading of the resolution.
	Mr. Freidman made a motion to approve, and read into the records, Resolution #5 of 2026 Environmental Permit Approval for Craig and Leah Wallace located at 8 Lakeview Drive, Holmes NY Tax Map #134089-6856-00-13-231469 (copy in file).
	Second by Ms. Boalt.  Vice Chairman Erickson asked for discussion. 
	Roll call
	Dr. Thomas Bloom, excused. 			Jay Erickson, aye. 
	Mark Friedman, aye.	 			Jennifer Coleman, aye.
	Gregory Bernard aye. 				Chairman Cioppa, recused.
	Brittany Boalt, aye.  



MICHAEL GREENBERG                      	New Application/ Lot Line Adjustment
15 Byrds Hill Road
Pawling, NY 12564
Grid Number: 134089-7158-00-517898
AUGUST AND LISBETH URIBE
17 Byrds Hill Road
Pawling, NY 12564
Grid Number: 134089-7158-00-530968

		Mr. Daniel Leary Esq. from the Law firm of Berlandi New Bombs was present representing Michael Greenberg & August and Lisbeth Uribe. 
		Chairman Cioppa said the properties are located 15 and 17 Byrds Hill Road in a CD-5 Zoning district.
		Mr. Leary Esq. began by saying they represent the applicant, Michael Greenberg, 15 Byrd Hill Road and the adjoining property owned by the August & Lisbeth Uribes, 17 Byrd Hill Road. It's a relatively minor lot line adjustment between the two properties that would result in the common driveway that currently exists on Mr. Greenberg's property.  This agreement was reached between the two parties several years ago.  The driveway agreement gives Uribe a right of way over the Greenberg property once the lot line is approved. 
		Mr. Friedman said he understands Mr. Greenberg intent is to own the driveway but it seems like the current arrangement is working. 
Mr. Dan Leary Esq. said it was part of an agreement when the property was conveyed to the Uribe’s that a lot line adjustment would be forthcoming.  The basic transaction was an arm length agreement between them and it was agreed that Mr. Greenberg who conveyed the property would have the driveway on his property.  Mr. Leary Esq. didn't handle that transaction. There is a driveway easement and there will be an easement in the future. The driveway agreement clearly spells it out and we have no problem with that being condition of the approval.
	Ms. Ryan Esq. asked if the Uribe property is developed with a residence.
	Mr. Leary Esq. said yes, both properties are improved with single family residences. The parcels are located CD-5 Zoning district. They're very large lots. I believe they meet all zoning bulk regulations.
             	Ms. Ryan asked who's going to be in charge of driveway maintenance and any proposed improvements?
	Mr. Leary Esq said the two parties are going to enter into a driveway and maintenance agreement.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said as presented this Lot Line application appears straight forward.  The main item would be to have the Board’s attorney approve a driveway easement and maintenance agreement as part of the Board’s Lot Line Adjustment approval.
	Ms. Ryan Esq. said given the 500 ft. proximity of the Town of Dover requiring a referral to the Town of Dover municipal border,  and there will need to be a 239mm referral as North Quaker Hill Road is a County road.  
	
	Motion by Ms. Coleman to appoint Mr. Ronald J. Gainer P.E. as engineer to the Greenberg / Uribe project and to allow Mr. Gainer and Mr. Leary Esq. to work together subject to:
· The Planning Board is kept informed of all correspondence.
	Second by Ms. Boalt.   Chairman Cioppa asked for discussion.
	All were in favor and the Motion carried. 



  AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO ANIMALS
  4160 Route 55                              	              			Further Discussion/ Special Use Permit 
  Pawling, N.Y. 12564		                                                                       and Amended Site Plan 
           Grid Number: 134089-7056-00-257503

	Mr. David Alvarado ASPCA Construction and Real Estate Department and Gail Hughes Morey from the Pawling ASPCA, and James Caris PE from the firm of JML Engineering were present. 
	 Chairman Cioppa said the property is located at 4160 Route 55.  The applicant is before the Board to discuss the noise monitoring study.  The Board has received several complaints from adjoining neighbors.  Following these complaints the Board has been in contact to identify if these neighbors agreed to partake in the noise study.
	Mr. Caris said he is joined this evening by two members of the ASPCA team, Mr. Dave Alvarado and Miss Gail Hughes Money and Caitlyn Ormsby from Trinity Consultants, acoustical engineer. A report has been prepared outlining the scope of the proposed noise study the ASPCA proposes to undertake. We're also in receipt of the Chairman Cioppa letter.  The ASPCA has taken steps to address each point that was raised in the letter with a detailed response.  Mr. Alvarado and Ms. Morey can elaborate on that this evening if there are questions. That response letter should be forthcoming in the next couple days
	Chairman Cioppa said we should begin this evening with an overview on the noise study. He asked if everybody had a chance to look over the Trinity Consultants proposal for the noise study.  
	Ms. Ormsby said the proposal starts with outlining the noise ordinance in Pawling which limits noise between 7 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. to 60 dB at the property line.  We are proposing to take measurements around the property line at the three locations listed.  We do want to propose capturing more than just the daytime hours. It would be a weekday and weekend to capture any fluctuations in the ambient or other conditions for a total of 48 hours. If there are weather conditions that interfere with the collection of data such as rain, high winds, those would be looked at to see if they interfere with the daytime ordinance hours or if we need to conduct the study for a further amount of time, to obtain clean data and then we would provide a report with the results of the survey for the Board’s review.
	Chairman Cioppa said the Board is considering placing sound monitors inside the Cedar Valley HOA development.  Specifically Timberline Trail and Route 55 areas. 
	Mr. Moore introduced himself.  He is with CPL, covering for Greg Bolner. To begin he has a few questions.  Ms. Ormsby mentioned the durations of monitoring. I think what the board would like to see is maybe two consecutive weekdays and then one weekend, for a total of 96 hours of observations, capturing the ambient levels and see what would be arising from the site itself.  The description regarding your meters, identifies 1 second logging, one hour reporting.  He asked if Ms. Ormsby could tell us a little bit about what that means.
	Ms. Ormsby responded, class one meters are defined as class one based on their accuracy for how they're collecting the sound levels.  We have very specialized equipment. This is not an Amazon or a Walmart sound level meter.  This allows very specific parameters to be set with precision accuracy for measuring.  The two references are, the 1 second logging and the 1 hour reporting. It's going to take a sample every second.  The next line where I wrote fast response is actually taking a sample every eighth of a second, but we will get an output at each second.  Once the data is collected, we can look through second by second for the 48 or 96 hours to see what's happening each second. If a particular sound event lasts at least 1/8 of a seconds, it should be picked up. 


	Mr. Moore asked if a particular sound doesn’t have to last for an entire second.
	Ms. Ormsby said yes, that's the intent of doing the fast response. The alternate would be a slow response, which is a 1 second sample. Fast response is better used for impulsive noises such as potential animal noise, and then one hour reporting.
	Mr. Moore asked what would be the one hour reporting.  Is it a summary of that particular hour with the highs, lows, averages? 
	Ms. Ormsby said yes it does give us a 1 hour summary.  For example, in a 48 hour measurement, you would get each second for the entire 48 hours, a 1 hour summary of each of those 48 hours and then it is possible to summarize it further, allowing for one summary over the entire generation.
	Mr. Moore said if the board wanted to slice a little bit finer on a certain aspect like a certain time of day that we'd be able to do that with a request because you're going to have all the data collected. It's just a matter of how you're analyzing it.
	Ms. Ormsby said the reporting most likely is in a 1 hour data format.   When we analyze it, if we're seeing noise that either shows conformance with the ordinance or shows a violation of the ordinance, which noise would be able to be pointed out, to explain when it's happening, and why we believe it's happening, and the source from a specific location.  If there are certain questions that we wanted to parse down further, we should be able to do that.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said would the monitors or your analysis be able to differentiate between say a dog bark and some other loud noise like an engine backfiring or an airplane overhead?
	Ms. Ormsby said we would be looking at the 1 second and the fast response to verify that’s impulsive in nature. The roadway traffic on Route 55 or 22 is much more continuous. When we get into other impulsive or responses, such as, maybe it's a car honk or another animal not from this facility it can appear like it's in the short term duration.  Furthermore, there is the ability to turn on sound recordings, so that not necessarily the full 12, 48, or 96 hours of recording is recorded at a certain thresholds triggering a wave file. 
	Mr. Moore said regarding the presence of local noise, we're asking for three spots over on Timberland Trail. 
	Ms. Ormsby said we want to be able to make sure that if there's someone walking their dog and it starts to bark it doesn't trip the monitor. It is my biggest concern about measuring outside the property line, when we go across Route 55 or Route 22 or into other residential areas there could be other noises,  whether it's animal noise, kids playing, anything like that that could get picked up.  This does make it a bit more difficult to say these are from an animal at the ASPCA.  It also has the potential to raise what we call the ambient noise.  For an explanation, the ambient that we're talking about is in separate terms, I am just going to throw some numbers.  If you have an ambient of say 40, you may hear a noise level at 35, but it may not record on the monitor. The monitor is still going to see that at 40.  It needs to be higher than that 40 for our equipment to pick up noise.  If there's other activity going on in that neighborhood, even if it's audible, because it's closer to those noise sources than the facility's property line, it may be hard to differentiate seconds numerically as to what's going on.  Since the ordinance is at the property line, our objective was to measure the noise to illustrate that’s it's either in compliance or non-compliance.
	Mr.  Moore asked if kids are playing or a car door slamming inside of Cedar Valley, wouldn't that be considered an ambient level?
	Ms. Ormsby said it is part of the ambient, but the ordinance is not in relation to ambient.  The ordinance is a set noise level.
	Chairman Cioppa said we're looking for a sound baseline in the Cedar Valley Homeowners Association.  
	Ms. Ormsby said to show the ambient noise, as to an animal noise is hitting at 60 decibels, if we set the monitors on the property line, there's going to be an ambient level. 



	Chairman Cioppa said if they are set in Cedar Valley, will there be an ambient level.  Also, if we set them on the back property line towards Fenwood Drive, this could produce a set of three different ambient levels
	Mr. Moore said given the different sites it's very possible that they all show a slightly different ambient condition.  The noise above the ambient would be picked up.
	Ms. Ormsby said the human ear can pick up noises below ambient that a meter cannot.   If a meter is picking up the activity while it happens at the same time.
	Chairman Cioppa asked if Ms. Ormsby could repeat that for clarification. 
	Ms. Ormsby said the human ear when we talk about inaudibility, has a threshold that is inaudibility for humans at about 10 db.   Below the background noise level.  Therefore, as an example in this room, we've got the HVAC, maybe it's running at 40 db.  If somebody were to talk or make a sound at 30db, we would pick that up, but a sound level meter is going to be controlled by the 40db.  It’s possible that we’re placing a meter in the HOA area, but the data may not tell the full story because the data sound level meter is going to pick up the highest level even if levels are below potential audibility.
	Mr. Moore asked is there any way to have some type of a discriminator for certain frequency, something that a dog would bark, versus a lower frequency, possible a truck passing by. He asked if that was doable.
	Ms. Ormsby said not really because what can happen is we tend to see dog barks pretty flat across the spectrum.  Depending on the animal or the frequency level that it transmitted across the highway.  In the study we wouldn't want to potentially limit animal noise if we're blocking out crossover between the low frequency of different sizes of vehicles and the low frequency of some animal noise. There's crossover between noises, such as kids and others playing outside. 
	Mr. Moore said if your monitor picks up say a 75 dB signal that can be from a car door slam or a dog barking or someone dropping a bottle or something like that, is it just going to pick up the 75 db. Is the monitor going to record at its highest level? 
	Mrs. Ormsby responded yes.  If it's high enough to trigger the recording.  The measurements for the data and recording is for any of the wave files.  The data would pick up the 75db, if we could have the ability to set a threshold for the recording. The playback wave file is lower, but you'd have to go in and listen to each one of those sounds.  If triggered by the sound recording it is going to be triggered by a noise level regardless of the source.  If somebody walks by and says, "What is this?" and it’s also going to be triggered  by a car door slam.  The concern is the audible noise and what is the ambient, but the way to measure that is not going to be incredibly difficult to pick it up if it's quieter than the other noises. 
	Vice Chairman Erickson asked if there any tools that will do AI analysis on what the sounds actually are or a similar technology. 
	Ms. Ormsby said Trinity Consultants currently does not use any use them.
            Mr. Freidman said if you set up a sound meter in Cedar Valley development, begin recording stuff and all of a sudden you're seeing the decibel levels go above, can't you observe that point in the recording and be like, "What is this noise? Oh, that's the dogs." Or, "No, that's the kids playing next door." 
	Ms. Ormsby responded yes, that's exactly what we would do. What I am saying is that becomes difficult if noise from animals are quieter than everything else going on within that street or the most typical activity going on within that street. Trying to find these specific noises /sounds we would essentially be listening to the full 96 hours.  
	Mr. Freidman said that would assume that the ambient sound is above the 60 decibel levels that's separate from the 60db or for the 50db. 



	Ms. Ormsby said we set out meters to take a trigger and to record noise, we're looking at what is the level currently going on regardless of any ordinance. If it's very quiet, we might set the trigger 
down to 30 or 40 db.   If we're discussing traffic noise and all we want is to get rid of sirens, we might set it up higher to 90 db.  There a point for adjustment using a microphone that we set out to record.   I'm just being transparent that it may be very difficult to get any usable data.
	Ms. Coleman said what I'm hearing you say is that we might not be able to identify the dog noises that are leading to the residents’ complaints, because the ambient noise might be below that number.   The people can hear it, but you're saying that the system potentially won't pick it up in those areas. 
	Vice Chairman Erickson said what is being said is that it could skew it either way. It could either pick up false negatives and or false positives.
	Chairman Cioppa asked could you lower the ambient in Cedar Valley Homeowners Association monitors.  Were specifically looking at an eighth of a second dog barks.  The Board is looking for dogs barking. Is there a way to set the monitors at lower ambient lower level to be located in Homeowners Association?  The technology should be able to pick up a dogs sharp barking sound.
	Ms. Ormsby said yes, we can set the threshold lower.  The ambient condition is going to be whatever it is.  A lower threshold can be set.   If the ambient is 40, 45 dB compared to the 60 dB that is within the ordinance, a monitor threshold can be set lower to 30, 35 dB so that anything above that ambient triggers the recording. It may be the full 96 hours and that becomes very hard to parse through. 
	Mr. Freidman said can you explain where we're coming from to assist with understanding. The site is basically like a mountain, and the building sits on top of the mountain.  If you go to the property line that's closest to Cedar Valley, which is basically on Route 55, is the right side for a proposed monitor, which is a 70 foot drop from where the dogs are housed or play areas?  The elevation is lower. What’s been theorized, is the sound travels out across 55, where the Cedar Valley neighborhood sound hits.  If you're recording down 70 ft. at the property line, you're not going to hear what they're hearing in Cedar Valley.  This is the reason why I think that's important is because the area variances and the application have all been predicated upon there being no objectionable noise for the neighbors.  While this may not override the code, this Board approved the site plan with the neighborhood in mind and this is an issue for them and the Town.  If we're trying to measure at the border, are you really picking up the sound noise Cedar Valley is hearing?  This Board doesn’t know the answer to that, but this is our way of resolving an important factor for all parties.   
	Ms. Ormsby said for that application, yes, if you're concerned as to what they are hearing in Cedar Valley, which does make more sense.  Trinity Consultants approached the noise from the Town Code perspective.   The other potential issue is if we measure in Cedar Valley, what if there are animals not associated with the facility and, if so, can the threshold be set lower.  
	Chairman Cioppa said that could happen on the property line as well. 
	Ms. Ormsby said what it means is looking at the hours the facility is in use, as to when the animals are outside, and reviewing other measurements to kind of triangulate where it's from.  But that would be a similar concern of if we have this data, it could be determined that these are not animals from the facility.
	Vice Chairman said a related question is it possible to put a recording device higher in the air. 
	Ms. Ormsby said she would not recommend that. Most industry standards, the ANCIE and ISO standards, everything we use, you want to be about a meter off the ground. One concern, I would probably have with that is wind. High wind can risk damage to our equipment coming out of a tree, but it also can create noise at the ground level.
	Mr. Freidman asked can wind carries sound.
	Ms. Ormsby said wind can. It's not going to really make an inequitable difference for these measurements.


	Vice Chairman Erickson said the plan is that any hour where an event is higher than the threshold we set, someone’s going to listen to that. That would be part of our data analysis. 
	Ms. Ormsby responded, yes.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said does the data analysis presents events, hours to contain all data. 
	Ms. Ormsby said yes, I think this might pivot if we're looking at the property line in the ordinance versus noise that just might be objectionable.  According to the Towns ordinance if the noise level above the 60db is not found, that's would be how the levels are filtered out. If the concern is noise in the HOA, regardless of the ordinance, then the approach is slightly different.  We would go through any noise event that could be considered an animal noise, not just filtering out noises. Typically, we look at what is the dB, decibel limit.  If it's below the threshold, it can be filtered it out without having to go into further detail.  If that goes away and we're looking at the ambient condition, then we'd have to go through more of the data just to see if there is any animal noise, and what is picked up.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said I can hear traffic along Route 55 at my house and it's far away, but the amount of trucks that are going by there are letting off their air brake.
	Mr. Bernard said the trucks are probably jake braking. 
	Vice Chairman Erickson said there are probably a lot of these types of noise to filter or sort through. There are many times within an hour I can hear these trucks from my house.  Nonetheless, I'm concerned we're going to get a lot of that type of noise.  It's not continuous road noise, it’s these big bursts of noise by trucks in route. 
	Mr. Freidman said there'll be other types of continuous noises to determine. 
	Ms. Ormsby said I'm very aware of that from Route 55 and 22 roadways.  The Board needs to be aware that when we set the threshold lower, the more those other noises may occur.   It might be a constant noise recording until 2 or 4 in the morning that we'd have to review data.
	Ms. Coleman said what I'm hearing is that this isn't going to give us a report that provides all the answers. For this reason we're going to get a lot of noise that we have to filter through and then ask the question, what's really affecting the residents versus what's under the ordinance and then being able to look at that data. Your understanding is great, because then we're looking at it more holistically together as a group to be able to say what do we really think is happening here, because I understand you're saying the risks are we might not get the exact data that explains it could be a dog from the neighborhood or it might not pick up an animal noise or whatever our challenges are. I think we just have to be aware that it's not a perfect system that we’re going to address together.
	Chairman Cioppa said he agrees with Jenn. He asked how everybody else feels about putting sound monitors in Cedar Valley.
		Ms. Boalt said as far as determining whether it’s a dog barking in the valley or a dog barking at the ASPCA, would you be able to determine that based off of different monitors location which devices went off first?
	Ms. Ormsby said potentially all of our devices would have closely synced clocks down to the second. So if we saw an event on one, for example, at a place monitor in the HOA and we see an event here that also shows up on this one, but maybe not those two, then that does help us sort of triangulate where it's coming from. But again, it's not a perfect science. You could have one that pops up in here that doesn't pop up there. That would lead us to believe it is occurring in the neighborhood, and this microphone is now shielded from it, meaning it's occurring at this other level and not there.  Similar to Jennifer's point is we can try to narrow down the data as best as possible, but when we step away from  above 60 dB or not, it becomes a little more of a gray area and then it results in how much can we get out of the information collected.
	Vice Chairman Erickson asked if there is any way of directionality monitoring such as baffling or any parabolic or any sort of measurements or at the facility measurements.
	Ms. Ormsby said all of our equipment's on the directional.


		Mr. Freidman said do you have anything like a shotgun, microphone that could be direct.
		Ms. Ormsby said a class one meter needs to be on directional. 
		Mr. Gainer said isn't it possible to basically identify whether the noise which may exceed standard or not comprise the need to understand the source of it.   We are discussing the ordinance, identifying the property line as a control point.  He asked if you could place one or two monitors immediately adjacent to the facility up on site.  That would not be a measurement in the ordinance, nonetheless, it would give them an understanding for a frame of reference as to where that noise is coming from, whether it's your site or as you get away from the facility.
	Chairman Cioppa said what I am hearing correctly, which piggybacks off of Britney's comments.  If you have a noise monitor on the site, and then have noise monitors towards Cedar Valley, you could back track to where the sound originated. One possible conclusion is the sound originated at the ASPCA.   Especially, if a monitor is on the property line during the same data timeline.  Several monitors would provide that benefit if we place them where Mr. Gainer is suggesting, near the fenced area where the pens are located. 
	Vice Chairman Erickson said it would be just be a better corroboration if it came from the ASPCA.  Sounds closer to the site would be clearly louder, versus the sound at the elevation drop off.  The Board would have that data from more than one sound monitor.
	Ms. Ormsby said it’s something I would need to discuss with the ASPCA.  What we also don't want to do is put it too close that the noise over any of the structures could be shielded.   If there's any fencing or the building itself, the sound may be shielded.  It is something we can look at by putting a monitor between one point and another point further away.	
	Chairman Cioppa said what the Board is saying is we prefer a monitor close to the building where the kennels are located, this way we understand where the sound originates.
	Ms. Ormsby said yes and no, I'm not disagreeing. It's just that there's something that we call a barrier effect. If you see the highway barriers and you stand right up against it, you're kind of in this shadow zone from the sound that's going over the barrier. We would just want to make sure if we put another microphone somewhere between the property line and facility that we're not inadvertently shielding noise from the facility.
	Mr. Gainer said that's exactly correct. What you're hearing from the board is that all the issues of concern are basically from two locations, along Fenwood Drive and Cedar Valley.  It's directional towards Fenwood and towards Route 55 / Cedar Valley.  These are two control points the Board wants to understand, specifically in terms of what noise is emanating from the facility.  These locations up near the site that's internal to the property line can satisfy the Boards concerns. 
	Vice Chairman Erickson said the fences are constructed with a very thin fabric like perforated material.  There's not a lot of density, but you could place a monitor higher than the fence and it doesn't matter if it's within one meter zone because it's not for measurement, it is for reference.
	Ms. Ormsby said I am agreeing.  The next step is to pick a location if it's going to serve that purpose.  The geometry has to be looked at.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said within the line of Cedar Valley a monitor should be placed. 	Vice Chairman Erickson said on the output, for a given hour, are you sampling every eighth of a second. The sample rate is a 1/8 second for data that is one second an average.  Therefore, every eighth of a second you're taking a sample. If one of the eight samples in a given second spikes above the threshold, does it write that 1 second there was a higher spike.
	Ms. Ormsby said one of the statistics we record is called an L max, for the fast response, the 1 second, it's going to record the maximum noise level in that second, which is designed to capture the impulsive highest of the eight samples, if one of them is above the threshold. The threshold is slightly different because it's about what's triggering the recording.  The monitor can be set low enough, but the data that we get out of it creates a max, there's a peak, it's not averaging out.


	Vice Chairman said you’re getting that for every second.  No matter you will have a max associated with it the second.  If one of those is above whatever the ordinance of 60 db.  The ordinance does not have what metric to use.  The data can be viewed to examine what is actually exceeding to ensure that it's accurate. We can talk about the ordinance and what's in the report.  I'm just trying to understand what the report is going to provide to discuss the next steps.   If there is sound that is x high, and it is determined what is that specific noise, a person is going to listen to that.  He asked if a person going to listen to the recording to understand what that noise was and then write it down.  For example, it was a truck, a dog or bird etc.
	Ms. Ormsby said we don't typically provide the recordings with our report. She asked if this was a request.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said I'm merely trying to understand what the data in the report shall provide.  Is there a table that outlines one second  or one hour, we hear a bird and then 5 seconds later there was a truck sound then and 20 seconds later there was a dog barking.  Is that what the Board will be reviewing or is it for this hour we had birds, trucks and dogs aside from animal noise, it would usually be more general and then be detailed focused in an hourly report.  Is the data per hour or per second basis?
	Ms. Ormsby said there's a higher elevated measurement for the hour and then we can dig into it on the second level and find out when the events during that hour occurred
	Vice Chairman Erickson said for each event each second that is above a specific higher dB level, will a human being's noting these sounds be in a report. 
	Ms. Ormsby said we would have to go through the data and say if it's not the property line, the intent is just to capture what's happening off of the property line for the 48 hours of the 96 hours. The elevations can be identified for the noise level and then through our analysis we've identified that these elevations are due to animal noise that we believe is coming from the facility or we also have these elevations have been ruled out as other sources, such as trucks birds, people playing etc.  It would be a summary. 
	Vice Chairman Erickson said for a given hour a summary there would be 96 summaries.  How many recording points is there for at least one event in an hour?  He asked if this includes four recording points’ equal 400 summaries.
	Ms. Ormsby said potentially there may be a better way to present the data then a table.   A log may end up being the best way to present the data.  It will depends on how much data is recorded.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said that's part of the issue because our code is not as precise and clear for a specify duration of time. For instance, at 60 dB a second, a day, an hour, half a second, it doesn’t say. Leaving options for a fair amount of judgment.  The Board preference is to judge the data than have someone else judge the data and then make a general summary. In terms of what that level could be I would want to understand what you were planning.  That type of granularity could this be evaluate by  hour, for instance,  it was 22 dog barks or 200 dog barks or two dog barks because that's materially different.
	Ms. Ormsby said until we make the recording I just may not know how many dog barks there are, if it's 200 are you looking for a list of second by second of every dog bark?
	Vice Chairman Erickson said I can’t tell you what I'm looking for until starting with an understanding as to what you’re planning to provide in your proposal.
	Ms. Ormsby said our proposal is based on the 60 dB at the property line.  The plan is to provide an hourly summary and if there are exceedances in the hourly summary we would have to identify them and when they occurred for all monitors. 
	Vice Chairman Erickson asked for all three monitors, separately.  For each hour you were planning to list any of those exceedances.




	Ms. Ormsby said typically what is presented, first is a there's a table of the measurement locations. The goal is to set them out at the same time, to provide a table of the hours over the 48 hours, x minutes, 16 seconds per hour period column for each meter.  There would be an hourly value for each.  We could highlight the hours that showed exceedances.  There be an additional table that provided data of each noise exceedance measured.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said I'm worried that the truck noises will be a consistent source of ambient noise. Furthermore, the Board would want to know the number of dogs barking. We are trying to imagine a human being listening to 96 times four and then writing or counting the number of dog barks.  This is why I suggested if there's a way to use AI, it's probably better.
	Ms. Ormsby there is two points to an objective, and if AI could work.
	Ms. Coleman said there must be a way to crunch the data, by not listening to a recording then rewinding.  My assumption is the data is imported over 18 or so seconds and then if it's over 60db it goes into this bucket and then they can listen to those segments.
	Ms. Ormsby said if we have a set threshold, that's exactly the process.  The concern you guys have is not about the 60.   It's what is anyone hearing at any time within the HOA?  Does that mean to your point listening to a recoding. Depending on the ambient setting listening to a continuous recording is a very big undertaking,
	Mr. Moore said you'd be providing these reports for each of the monitoring locations.  The Board is contemplating seven monitors with a potential monitor near the facility.   The number is three across the street on Timberline Drive and then additional monitors on Fenwood Drive, on the north property line.
	Ms. Ormsby said she has three on her protocol.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said we are recommending three monitors total on Fenwood Drive, one at the North property line, and then three on Timberline Trail.   We're talking about two interior potentially to collect data for reference.  If you start with 48 hour continually recording that's a lot of data.  The important point for consideration is how the data is going to be parsed. 
	Mr. Freidman said the one thing that I'm struggling with, relating to the Code is you can't change the code.  The objectable circumstances are when you’re living in a residence and you hear a machine humming along at 60 dB, it may be less objectionable or intrusive, not as sharp as short dog barks at 40 db.  A person in their home would notice a higher sound that's consistent.  In general principle intermittent sources can be seen as more disruptive than consistent noise.  What could be happening with these dog barks are not necessarily exceeding the limit.  However, they are intrusive.
	Ms. Ormsby said when looking at the barking, if the dog barking is audible but not necessarily louder than the existing condition, that's going to be very hard to record a number.  Currently, I'm talking into the microphone about 65 db.  If there was a sound level meter here, it's would pick up my talking.  The AC unit is humming away at 55 db. The meter is not going to know that AC is humming / running even though that's audible and loud to me.  If we were to collect this data, it may not tell the full story.  The goal is not to invalidate anyone's experience of hearing the dogs barking, nonetheless, the data might not show it.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said a human being listening to the recording could count the dogs barking. 
	Ms. Ormsby said only if we set up continuous recording, is it possible.  But then again, we would be parsing through multiple days of recordings, not data that we can filter out.
	Ms. Coleman said the other alternative or one of the alternatives is to first set the ambient sound in the area.  If we’re in Cedar Valley with a measurement of at 30 dB, could the meter be set lower to potentially pick up below the ambient sound. Is that what you're saying? To pick up potential noises that people are hearing that are still underneath the ordinance?



	Ms. Ormsby said yes.  If we set the threshold for the recording lower, it may pick that up. But then back to what Vice Chairman Erickson said is there's something that the data numbers will tell us and then there's what do the sound files tell us. The data number are not going to present this information. 
	Ms. Coleman said does this mean listening to recording for 4 days, but they would only pick up what's that sweet spot of where you're going to pick up these audible sounds.  
	Mr. Freidman asked if you got 60 dB during the day, is 45 dB a good number?  Is 40 dB a good number?  The Board doesn’t understand the appropriate recording numbers.   We don’t have control over people's activity, their outside AC units, or any of that. If a noise starts that's going to set the recording.  Is your technique to set the triggers at the code levels?
	Ms. Ormsby responded not exactly at the code levels.  It depends on several factors, are we trying to see what's below the level or higher?   If I'm looking to see if we had different mechanical  controls turn on and off, these measurements could be taken and then you would turn the mechanical equipment on and off and validate the noise.  The objective is to set the threshold slightly below the 60 dB so that we know when it picks up, it's capturing noise within that range. The other thing that comes into play is a continuous recording to identify what noise occurred that needs to be noted, not necessarily quantifying how many times. The possibility is to put a recording on for 30 seconds so to view that data, and if elevated for 30 seconds a minute then you know animal, trucks or other noise. Record. To go through this process for every single impulse that might be an animal barking, it expands the data collection time. 
	Ms. Ryan Esq. said as far as Cedar Valley recordings go, would it be possible to have some sort of control, for example the facility allowing the dogs out at set times so that these recordings are during the time that the dogs are out and we can see what the noise is at that time. 
	Ms. Ormsby said she would have to speak with the ASPCA on those controls, nonetheless, the recordings could be set to 9 to 5, 8 to 6.  It’s a continuous recording, not overnight to cut down on the hours.  The problem still comes back to the wave file that if someone hits play and we crank it up, we can hear birds, cars, or talking.   There is a possibility an animal is heard, and then the question arises what animal it is. Meters are set back to help identify where the noise sounds louder or if it's not coming from the facility.  Numerical value of that data may not tell the full story. The numerical data is going to be a max, which could be any one of those sound sources. The max could be somebody parking right in front of our meter slamming the door.  
	Ms. Ryan Esq said the concern is when the dogs are going to be outside can the neighbors hear the dogs while they're outside.  Then if we know the time when this is happening, can you record these levels and listen to that specific time period.  
	Mr. Freidman said ultimately what we're saying is we know the dogs are barking.  We know the neighbors can hear them. How loud are the dogs and how often is it?  
	Vice Chairman Erickson said that what we're trying to figure out, is clearly a very complicated sound to measure, let alone understand, and then make a judgment around.  I'm inclined to at least simplify it to the property line just because that's what the code is, taking these false positives out. 
	Mr. Freidman said it's already very complicated. The problem with that is, it's not just the code that we're working with here. We're working with zoning, the ZBA's variance and the language that they put in around noise, the neighbor’s letters and the original studies that the ASPCA put forth.  There's other language in there that isn't just about the property line that in my opinion should be considered.
	Mr. Bernard asked what are the mitigation measures sought if we find out that the dB is above Town code. On the south end, the Board knows the berm was a foot lower than and not as long as approved to be constructed. Obviously, additional plantings and or fencing, whatever the mitigation measure may be are open for discussion if the dB is above.  


 To the North, if decibel level is above, the Board approved the landscape plan to plant additional trees that may help.  Nonetheless, some of them are actually more downs slope than directly across from Cedar Valley residents. 
	Ms. Ormsby said if we come back and there's an exceedance, the question comes up, how much is that exceedance?   These result tends to steer the Board into a specific mitigation direction.  Is it a level over by 1 dB, or by 20 dB?  Let’s prefer to speak from an acoustic standpoint, knowing these results could help.
	Ms. Coleman said maybe we start at the property line, which could provide us an idea of what's happening within the ordinance.   The question is the location for where is it really loud, up near the facility or lower elevation.  Then there could be a secondary more controlled study within the neighborhood.
	Mr. Freidman asked why we would consider two separate studies.
	Ms. Coleman said the Board gets one bite at this and this is the first one, in terms of evaluating if the ASPCA is exceeding the noise ordinance.
	Mr. Freidman said the problem that I have with that is that the property line is not relevant. It's on a highway.  He explained nobody lives on the highway, to be in to be intruded upon. The people that are being intruded on live on the other side of that highway at a higher elevation where they're hearing the dogs.
	Ms. Coleman said where we draw the line that we decide for this sound ordinance we go into a neighborhood.  It has to be clear that we're making an organized assessment of why the Board is deciding the perimeters for this noise study.  I'm totally sympathetic to the residents of the Town hearing noises. How does the Board assess that?
	Mr. Freidman said the Board assess it is because we have zoning variances by the ZBA that consist of specific language for any future noise. We have submitted studies, and letters from their zoning land use attorneys that mention that there will be no objectionable noise in any of the surrounding neighborhoods.   This is what makes the difference
	Ms. Ormsby said when you're talking about objectionable noise, is there a metric that might help us refine a study?
	Mr. Freidman said unfortunately, that's what we're trying to figure out.  If the study is to determine that these intermittent dog barking were happening at 45 dB, the Board would understand that metric.  It would answer the question that the noise is intrusive.  
	Ms. Ormsby said are we measuring a noise level from the animals and then just labeling that noise. 
	Mr. Freidman said there is no way to determine what is intrusive beyond what people are complaining about.  The neighbors’ complaints are facts.  The Board has to take the neighbors’ complaints in good faith and they're not calling in noise complaints because they feel like it. 
	Ms. Ormsby said are we deeming a metric decibels, if were going through 96 hours of data. How a metric could be analysis.  
	Mr. Freidman said in my opinion I don't think we need to deem it anything.  The Board needs to understand the noise. We need to know what we're listening to and what the neighbors are hearing. 
	Chairman Cioppa asked if the noise study doesn’t break 60 dB, what are the Boards options. Are we saying that the ordinance of 60 dB is the measurement?   The options are how the Board analyzes the noises versus mitigation factors.  The mitigation measures could arise that we consider soundproof fencing. 
	Mr. Moore said regarding potential sound attenuation and fencing is if you have a noise generator that's creating a problem, usually the easier way is to try to curb it right at the source. So if you know depending upon the results of the study, then potential sound attenuation fencing or more
up at the level of where the sound's being generated from would prevent it from propagating. 



	Chairman Cioppa said the indoor outdoor kennels could be mitigated.
		Vice Chairman Erickson said as far as protocol there's been many ideas discussed.  The consideration of a human being reviewing a thousand hours of continuous recording probably is more expensive than any of us can afford.  The next step is for the engineers to work together to get to a proposal that works. In his opinion there needs to be some refinements.  He explained a friend has worked with a shot spotter company that puts microphones in different cities locations and war areas where they can pinpoint triangulation when a shot is fired within a meter. I would encourage you to look at their triangulation location to identify running separately a count on the number of dog barks from this location with a high degree of accuracy.  This is one thought and potentially the other thought is can we use AI to review data. 
		Mr. Moore said he would like to verify the total number of monitors, as that number has changed.  The proposal is for one at Route 55 property line, three down by Fenwood Drive and we're contemplating one or two at the facility, along with one or two on Timberline Trail.	
	Chairman Cioppa asked if the members of the Board are comfortable with having the engineers talk about the noise study and then a proposal for a report outlining the structure. 
	Mr. Moore said the proposed monitoring periods are two consecutive weekdays, one weekend, with a number of locations to be approved.  We’ll discuss the form of deliverables, once a sample presentation of how the wave files, acoustic measurements and metric data would ultimately be organized and presented as part of the completed noise study. 
	Chairman Cioppa asked if Vice Chairman Erickson will take the lead with Mr. Freidman and Ms. Boalt as a subcommittee.  
	Ms. Ormsby said currently Trinity submitted protocol and the Board is requesting additional measurements and studies.   
	Vice Chairman said Ms. Ormsby and Mr. Moore can work directly and then schedule a zoom meeting with both consultants.   A document can be shared with the board members. I would just request from my perspective that our engineer has access to the raw data wave files and the metric data
	Mr. Freidman said we've all been around enough dogs. There's one type of dog bark and then there's the yippy dog that barks 20 times in 30 seconds and it's a very different experience. So counting the barks, if that's possible, could assist the Board.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said could you provide a sample table or form just so we understand the data. 
	Ms. Ormsby said she will check on that one, it might be heavily redacted data. She cannot share other project information.
	Vice Chairman Erickson said the Board wouldn't ask you to share any proprietary information, just a sample of what the report data might look like.  
		Chairman Cioppa said the ASPCA was sent a letter requesting additional information on the operation of the facility.
		Mr. Caris said they are working on the reply. It should be ready in a day or two. 
	The Board and ASPCA discussed planting of the trees.  The Board had approved these field changes.
	Vice Chairman Erickson confirmed the landscape plantings were approved as field changes.
	Ms. Ryan Esq. said the concern with regard to the landscaping plantings were based on field change conditions.   If one of the mitigation measures is potentially a solid fence then there are potential visual mitigation for the Boards consideration.  




	Mr. Bernard explained when the Board approved the landscape planting. 
	Mr. Caris said the applicant concerns is could a component of the noise mitigation be forthcoming to include additional landscape plantings. 
	Mr. Freidman’s said what the applicant is saying is we don't know what you're going to say tomorrow, that could affect the current approved landscape planting plan. 
	Mr. Bernard said the ASPCA just advised the Board that the window's closing. It’s a bit confusing the ASPCA want to move forward with the plantings and now you don't want to do it for the spring season. 
	Chairman Cioppa said the ASPCA received approval to move forward with the plantings.
 	Mr. Freidman said the ASPCA stated the plantings should be done sooner rather than later.	Mr. Alvarado said the ASPCA submitted an entire application.  The plantings were proposed as a field changes to the original landscape plans, as they were not planted according to the approved plans.  The ASPCA seeks an approval in writing for the landscape part of the plan.  If plantings, need to be planted in the future for sound mitigation purposes, depending upon the sound study, that's a separate conversation.  The ASPCA would like specific closure to the landscape planting plan. 
	Chairman Cioppa said the berm along the portion of the property that abuts Fenwood Drive remains an open issue as that wasn't built according to the approved site plan. 
	Vice Chairman Erickson said the Board approved the landscape plan.  The Board is only discussing the front of the ASPCA where there were missing trees that were never planted from original approved plans.
	Mr. Alvarado said the sound attenuation is not part of the landscaping plan. 
	Chairman Cioppa said the deficiency is we've never really addressed the berm to date.  These are two separate issues. The Board agreed on field change because it didn't really include the back of the property by Fenwood Drive where additional noise mitigation may be warranted as the berm was not built to specs.  
	Mr. Alvarado said to date both parties never really touched on sound mitigation. To be forthcoming the ASPCA is undertaking planting a significant larger number of trees.  We're incurring a large cost and we're happy to do it.  What I'm trying to do is protect the ASPCA by not going through the process to plant another 50 trees in the future.  
	Ms. Boalt said if it’s your concern that the Board is going to have you move or remove trees that are being specifically planted in the driveway area.
	Mr. Alvarado said out in the field we discussed the additional plantings with the dedicated locations. The Board and landscape architect moved the stakes and were all in agreement on the approved plan. 
	Ms. Coleman said the Board went to a site inspection for the purpose of revising a landscape plan.  The revised landscape plan is closed based on the minutes, approving the field changes. 
	Mr. Caris said I think we're requesting something more formal than minutes.
	Chairman Cioppa asked when does the planting season end or what is the best time to plant for maximum growing season?
	Mr. Caris said our landscape architect would be the authority on the best planting times for maximum benefits for the trees to stabilize and grow. It is not ideal during the month of June, July or August. 
	Vice Chairman Erickson said a motion and voting on a motion is more formal than a letter from an individual member, the chair, or myself.  A motion is on record. The ASPCA is saying if there is landscaping that's required for sound mitigation, that is separate discussion and approvals. 
It's a little frustrating that the Board approved the field changes and the window is almost closed. 



	Ms. Ryan Esq. said what I'm hearing is you want a certified resolution. It was at the April 20th meeting.  
	Ms. Hughes Morey said I'm about to ask a question because I'm there every day. The thing that I keep looking at is really simple to me and I am getting mixed up in all of this. For me, I want to know that we are meeting compliance with what we initially said we would do, step one, but also I'm trying to get a fence.  So, the trees and everything else are for me ultimately part of being able to fence in that property.  I get confused exactly where you just said when we start talking about the landscape for compliance and not separating it.  I'm a simple woman. I just want my fence. That’s where I'm getting mixed up and also why I was assuming you all held back on approving the trees because we hadn't got to the fence yet.  Assuming that the sound and the fence had been rolled into one application because I've just got my eye on the fence. So at the end of the day, we're going to do what we need to do to get there.  But I just need to know that what we do next gets me one step closer to the fence of my dreams. That is truly where I'm trying to get here. Whatever else we have to do to get the site plan moving, I just need to know I'm getting a step closer to fence.
	Mr. Freidman’s said there's a lot of things that went wrong from the beginning of this application. You know, this has been six years. There are three things that are happening here. There's one which is compliance with the approved Site Plan, there is an amended site plan which the ASPCA submitted for a change of use, which is a different use from the originally approval. There are noise complaints which was built into your original approvals. The next step is the Board has to conduct noise studies and then figure out if there's mitigation that can be done.  So there's three technical and statutory items that are happening here.  When it comes to the proposed fence that falls under the site plan amendment. Before the Board can address specific items we require the responses back from our letter to determine as to make a determination on whether or not it is a change of use.  Is the use a major or minor intensification?  Until we have those answers, we can't really evaluate the use changes. That is where the path for the fence falls under. 
	Ms. Hughes Morey responded thank you for the clarification.
	Chairman Cioppa said the Board’s goal is to sort out all aspects of the amended site plan, special use permit and then the noise complaints. The Board originally began working with the ASPCA in 2020.  We want to work cohesively together to benefit the community and applicant.  He thanked the ASPCA for their time this evening. 

ADJOURNMENT

    		On a Motion by Mr. Bernard and seconded by Ms. Boalt to adjourn the meeting at 9:00 p.m.  All were in favor and the Motion carried.

		Respectfully submitted,
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		JoAnne Daley
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