Minutes of the Public Hearing for an Introductory Local Law of 2023 Establishing a Three-Month
Moratorium Prohibiting the Review and Approval of Certain Land Development Application, of the
Board of Trustees, of the Village of Montgomery, held at the Montgomery Senior Center, 36 Bridge
Street, Montgomery, NY 12549, on Tuesday, November 21, 2023 at 6:30pm.

Present: Mayor Brescia, Deputy Mayor Andolsek, Trustee Hembury, Trustee Lindner (Absent), Trustee
Picarello, Atty. Will Frank, Deputy Village Clerk Murphy, PB Chrm. Conero, Don Berger, Cynthia
Nokland, Mary Lippincot, Johanna Sweikata, Walt Pahucki, Sue Hembury, Al Baty, Sylvi Rainaldi, Karina
Tipton, John Cappello, Skip Chambers, Amy Frisbie, Bob & Cindy Reynolds, Mike Setteducato, Peter
Bambino, Acquisitions Marking Videographers William Ibberson and Jose Rojas.

CALL TO ORDER - PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Mayor Brescia opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING:

Moved by Deputy Mayor Andolsek, seconded by Trustee Hembury, the Board opened the Public Hearing
for Introductory Local Law 4 of 2023 at 6:38pm. Motion carried 4-Ayes, 0-Nays, 1-Absent (Trustee
Lindner).

Mayor Brescia asked Deputy Village Clerk Murphy if all the proper papers were filed to hold the public
hearing.

Deputy Village Clerk Murphy replied, yes, all the proper papers were filed.

Atty. Frank said, the purpose of the public hearing is to establish as written right now, a three-month
moratorium prohibiting the review and approval of applications, certain land development applications in
the Village of Montgomery and as the legislative findings section notes, the villages water supply is at a
critical point and the purpose of the moratorium long and short of it is to place a halt on the approval of
certain applications until the Village gets a better handle on water sourcing and how they're going to deal
with the various projects that are before the planning board; contemplated projects and things of that nature.
The purpose of the public hearing is to hear the board, discuss the matter, and to hear any comments from
the public with respect only to this proposed local law at this time.

The mayor opened the public hearing for public comments, limited to 3 minutes per person.

Don Berger — He said, at the October 17" meeting, I agree with the moratorium because I believe they
desperately need it, but as I said at that meeting, I do believe it should be extended. I had suggested a year
and whether it be a year or six months, but I certainly think three months is not adequate at all. I don't think
three months does anything for the problems we're having with water at this time. The other aspect, that |
think extending it a little bit longer, as I said at the October 17th meeting, gives you guys the ability to,
during that period, decide whether we need to continue with the moratorium or not. You could make that
decision as a board, and if you need to cancel the moratorium, you can cancel the moratorium at any time.
The problem with the three-month, Steve, I believe, is that it's not cost-effective to the Village. You're going
to have to pay every time you want to flip it three months, whether it be on the legal end of it or wherever
it is you’ve still got to pay out money. So, why are we paying out money, Steve? I believe that me and you
are thinking the same thing but from different directions and I know that you're searching for water now. I
know that you haven't completed that yet, I don't believe, but I think even Buddy said, at the meeting on
the 17th, that it could take up to three years to get this resolved. We have the Hoyt well, as you all know
it's been going on almost a year now and that's not resolved, so, I just think that you should extend it, I
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suggest a year and you guys as a board could work to reduce it if needed; if not needed you just let it play
out for the year. Again, my second choice would be six months but certainly not three months. I hope you
guys would consider that.

Karen Tipton — 225 Union Street — She said, I have some questions specifically related to Section 3 and
they do go in alignment with Don’s suggestion that this should go for longer than three months preferably
a year at least. This specifies that the village will take a comprehensive review of the water supply and
ensure the short- and long-term reliability of its water supply to all property owners current and existing in
the Village. | have questions on how this will actually happen? Who will do this review? Will you contract
out for professional services? Will this require sampling geologic investigation? Will you have to pull in
other subcontractors to do exploratory work? I would think that would ensure for the long term you would
have to find something that's pretty iron clad. And, as a taxpayer, I'd like to know how this is going to be
paid for. To get anything done and I'm a professional engineer in a consulting capacity, to get anything
done under short notice costs money, and as a taxpayer [ would rather that you took longer to do it the right
way, to build out a strategy to put together areal planto ......... with the consultants are going to be and to
understand how we're going to fund this as a Village. It would require a full year to do that in a really
thoughtful way. I also would like to make sure that any kind of final determination includes costs for any
of the recommendations so that the Village board can make a really good decision based on a cost basis if
there are recommendations for additional wells or partnerships with other communities around here. I think
that's a really important piece of information that you need.

On Section 4, I would suggest defining the term “new use” which is used under item A4, Section 4 just to
be super clear what a “new use” is for the use of the building department. If they do have to issue a certificate
of occupancy or certificate of compliance.

And then Section 7, for the hardship, if you must keep this at three months, I suggest you strike this section
entirely. The time frames that are outlined in the hardship section gives the village board 45 days after
receipt of the completed application to schedule a public hearing with five days written notice in a
newspaper then to hold a public hearing so we're already 50 days if you can get it done that quickly, .and
then thirty days after the public hearing. We're talking about a month and a half if you stick to these
deadlines and I understand these are the outside time durations these are what you would be held
accountable to but for a three month moratorium, to use half of that time through an application process,
will just distract you with a very real work of understanding how to ensure a solid water supply for us as
Village residents and businesses to operate in the Village. Thank you.

Mayor Brescia said, before the next speaker, I will clarify that I'm going to request to the Board that we
make this a six-month water moratorium. You did ask for a two-year moratorium, not a one-year. They did
receive a letter from the Planning Department suggesting that we not make the moratorium too long, but
the Board can decide to extend it after six months. That's going to be my suggestion.

Trustee Hembury asked if he could make a positive comment. I appreciate what you're saying (to Ms.
Tipton) and I appreciate what you’re saying, Mr. Berger. However, 8 months ago I disapproved of the
project on Railroad Avenue. The number one thing is we didn't have the water. You thought it was a good
idea and now you're on board and I think this is good. We don't have the water, that's why I didn't approve
Railroad Avenue and I didn't approve Factory Street, but I respect everybody's opinion. But I saw this
coming.

Dan Byam — 92 Union Street — I don't know what the water situation is I mean it's supposedly dire, but I
don't know how that translates into how many gallons we have, how many gallons we have in any particular
time frame period, of you know the year or whatever, it fluctuates so on and so forth. I know the years
we've lost water supply, wagon wheel apartments the old brick house, there that was a source that we lost
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and you know, maybe that could be brought back on, I don't know, there’s a development there now but
maybe still be brought back on, it wasn't there years ago. But I agree with Mr. Berger that you know, three
months really doesn't...it sort of encourages people that have, you know, proposed plans to...okay, three
months left I'll submit it and then you get into a whole organized, I want this, you know Bill has to deny it,
you know so forth and back and forth. It should be at least a year moratorium. I'd like to see more figures
as to the actual water supply; you know, how many gallons we have, when are we really lacking in water,
when do we need more, what is proposed the solutions are that everyone involved is searching for. There's
a lot of stuff that’s just up in the air and I don't understand it and I wish I did, but it should be at least a year,
maybe two years. | agree, you know that we have a moratorium to get a handle on otherwise you're going
to encourage people to make some issues. That's all I have to say. Thank you.

John Cappello of J&G Law and resident of Village of Walden. First, I just for the record say I want to
agree with Don and say Happy Thanksgiving to everyone. I'm here on behalf of KSH, just so you know put
in some concerns. They've had an application before your Board, probably close to two years. I did notice
there is an exemption for a certain date but the date is blank in your laws to when there was exception,
which would have a lot to do as to what I would, you know, have to say but you know I agree you know
you need to have water and that water needs to be safe so having a moratorium to say no building permits
will be issued until we solve the problem or even know final approval or map sign, but to say someone
given the length of the review process in New York State, to say we're not going to take or review any
applications now you're in, especially if you have a moratorium for six months or a year, now you're putting
people who want to improve their businesses or apply to the Board, behind the 8 ball because they have to
wait that whole time to start the process which could take another year or more so I would ask the board to
reconsider that. I would ask them to acknowledge those who are here because while you're reviewing, as is
Ms. Tifton said, some of the costs and some of the information you will have from the people in the review
will be information you could use to maybe identify a source of water or identify ways to take it. For
instance, KSH sounds like a big development but for a distribution center, the water level of that entire
development is about 11 four-family homes. There's not going to be much difference that you would zone
it but they review they could obtain the information that could help you in your decisions. I would just ask
that the Board consider those applications that may have been before your Board for an extended period of
time, to continue the review of that if you determine that we're not going to issue building permits for that
until we know we have a water source. I can’t argue that we want safe water but I would ask that you make
accommodations in that law, provide a date that would allow those who have been before the Village,
working with the Village, to get the approvals allowed to continue and also maybe consider for new people
to come, at least for them to start the process, get the information before the Board so you have a fuller
picture as you do your deliberations.

Mayor Brescia asked Atty. Frank to clarify if they are in the pipeline or in the process, that they could
continue on.

Atty. Frank said that would be up to the Board, based on the language that the Board ultimately decides
here.

Mayor Brescia said, right that shouldn't be halted, we discussed before...
Atty. Frank said, we can consider that before the Board.
Trustee Hembury asked what this is.

Mayor Brescia said, if the project is before the Planning Board, when it’s in the planning process...
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Trustee Hembury asked, would Orange County stop us though, because Orange County is the one who
stopped us.

John Cappello said they don't stop the review, ultimately yes, before you can turn the spicket on you need
health department approval you need to demonstrate you have the water.

Atty. Frank said the moratorium can prevent issuance of final approvals and building permits but if the
Board wishes the applications can continue through the review process if that's what you want to do.

Mayor Brescia said I certainly hope so, that was the intent.
Atty. Frank said okay, well then, we may have to change some of the language a little bit.
Trustee Hembury said [ just don't want to drink sulfur water.

Al Baty — Union Street — what’s best for the village residents as well as this village, is that the moratorium
be for a minimum of a year. The water issue is there. The hydrolysis report that you folks got, and I foiled
a copy of states by your hydrolysis that incomplete data was submitted. Moving forward, the numbers
supplied by others shouldn't be relied on. The wells definitely can be investigated moving forward but with
the help from Orange County and New York State DEC on board, otherwise you as board taking the
comprehensive review of its water supply and assess whether current measures being taken by the village
are sufficient to meet anticipated demands don't cut it. Until the Department of Health and DEC are on
board and they say yes to these wells and whatever else, that you have the water to move forward on these
future housing projects and stuff, I feel a minimum of a year moratorium because once you got the
department health involved and the DEC, a year is going to look like child's play.

Don Berger — I just want to remind this Board I had discussed with all you guys that I asked you guys
twice to read the aquifer report. The KSH project Steve, all of you have to understand, the KSH project is
on top of our aquifer. There's going to be contamination to our water supply during the construction phase
of this building and it may maybe further. I personally, in fact the planning of with KSH has been postponed
three to four months we haven't been at a meeting and one of the issues, there were four issues that the
planning board agreed to one was the water and the aquifer so this board really has to understand what
you're getting yourselves into when it comes to KSH and what Mr. Capello is telling you to ask for here.
It's on the middle of our aquifer. It's going to contaminate in part our already limited water supply so I'm
urging you guys to do your homework and know what you're doing on this one Steve, this is a big time and
I'm going to bump it back up to a year, it's got to be a year. This whole idea we haven't even discussed the
aquifer other than the map that I brought into the Planning Board. We haven't even got into full discussions
on that because we've been doing this noise study. The aquifer’s up next and if you're seeing the study in
which was submitted to this Planning Board does not show where the aquifer really was not until I provided
the county map is when this Planning Board was seeing where the aquifer really was, so the report that they
got was not accurate. [ just urge you guys, this is the third time, look at that report.

Trustee Hembury said, I’ve done my homework. I was against this from the beginning.

Bob Reynolds — 76 Weaver Street — [ know [ had suggested this back when the Medline project was being
built that we have the water line that came from the town to bring that up and hook it into the Village. I
don't know if that's ever gone forward or not or any more discussion on that but that would be a backup
plan for us and the town to both have water sources there. Also, obviously, I used to live on 17K forever
and it was always discussed that there was a master plan of a water line coming from Scotts Corners down.
It was going to be a tower up there at Scotts Corners, it never got done and that was going to feed 17K and
also feed the Village. Again, I don't know if that's been discussed I'm going forward with that; two good
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water sources that would back up both the town and the Village. I hope that that gets considered. We talk
about things and never get it done and you’ve got to have that done first before you can start building and
doing this stuff. KSH, great idea that they got an aquifer there. I'm sure you had said they're in the pipeline.
I don't know if that was a play on words but maybe they're the pipeline to get us water.

Mayor Brescia said, if there's no other comments, I'll entertain a motion to close the public hearing.
CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING

Moved by Deputy Mayor Andolsek, seconded by Trustee Picarello, the Board closed the Public Hearing
for an Introductory Law to “Establish a Three-Month Moratorium Prohibiting the Review and Approval of
Certain Land Development in the Village of Montgomery,” at 6:58 pm. Motion carried 4-Ayes, 0-Nays, 1-
Absent (Trustee Lindner).

Mayor Brescia said, we will be adjourned for the public information meeting at 7:00 pm in conjunction
with the Town of Montgomery Board Supervisor Feller and Town Board Members.

Tina Murphy, Deputy Village Clerk
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Minutes of the Joint Informational Meeting Regarding the Annexation of Town Property into the
Village with the Town of Montgomery, of the Board of Trustees, of the Village of Montgomery, held
at the Montgomery Senior Center, 36 Bridge Street, Montgomery, NY 12549, on Tuesday, November
21,2023, at 7:00pm.

Present: Mayor Brescia, Deputy Mayor Andolsek, Trustee Hembury, Trustee Lindner (Absent), Trustee
Picarello, Atty. Will Frank, Deputy Village Clerk Murphy, PB Chrm. Conero, Don Berger, Walt Pahucki,
Sue Hembury, Cynthia Nokland, Victoria Seaman?, Colin Fischer, Karina Tipton, Sylvie Rainaldi, RJ
Smith, Jay Samuelson, Dan Byam, Nick Fitzpatrick, Richard Niedermeyer, Scott Meyer, Amy Frisbie, Bob
Reynolds Sr, Sophia Romano, Joe Keenan, Sid Vanderley, Johanna Sweikata, Jared Casteneda of Wallkill
Valley Times, Ron Feller, Cindy Voss, Michael Setteducato, Carol Monroe, Mary Lippincott, Daniel
McDermott, Madison Greene, Acquisitions Marketing Videographers William Ibberson & Jose Rojas.

CALL TO ORDER - PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Mayor Brescia opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.
OPEN JOINT INFORMATIONAL MEETING

Mayor Brescia laid down some ground rules. RJ Smith is there to answer questions with Jay Samuelson,
N ick Fitzpatrick and John Cappello. He and Ron will jointly run this meeting and whoever wants to ask
questions or make comments, please limit it to 3 minutes and try to make it, if somebody asks a question
let's not try to repeat the subsequent speaker to that speaker. Let’s just try to have a calm meeting. This is
basically on the proposed annexation; we've had an application filed with the Village for many months now
and this is finally the public information meeting. The Boards don't have a stance on this one way or the
other right at this point. There are some merits to it and there are some, probably some negatives as well.
So, we want to hear what they're presenting and open it up to public questions.

Atty. Frank if they could just note, Mr. Mayor, this is not the joint, the official joint public hearing, this is
just an informational meeting tonight. There will be a subsequent, as required under general municipal law,
there will be a subsequent joint public hearing which will be part of the record and neither board can vote
on anything this evening because this is not a scheduled public hearing. It is just an informational meeting
for both boards and for the public. And also note that I will more than likely be asking the Town Board to
have Planning Board Attorney Hoyt, represent the Board on this one because my firm has done work in the
past for the applicant. Thank you.

John Cappello of J&G Law. I'm here today on behalf of Nick Fitzpatrick, Aden Logistics, the owner of
the parcel of land in question. I was going to leave with what Will just said. This is an informational
meeting. It's not the official public hearing. The annexation process will require each Board to hold a public
hearing you can do it jointly as we move through. It will require the Board to conduct a SEQR review. So,
what we're here tonight is just to express the ideas. Nick is going to provide his vision of his property and
discuss the fact that just the way this is situated with the municipal boundary as many of you are aware
from the food pantry, you have roads that start into town go through the village and then end up in the town
so wherever this parcel is located, or whatever occurs on it, it probably makes a lot of sense to have it in
one municipality as it relates to water sewer use just for a more cohesive development in whatever you
arrive at. The other issue Nick is going to explain and then RJ will supplement and then we have Jay who
will present the plans, is different development options. There's a unique opportunity that Nick and RJ want
to pursue that will take some action from the Board. You know I have been up here before at meetings
telling boards that you know it's in the law, this is what you have to do, but the purpose of this meeting is
to say you have the ability to do it. I'm not going to come here and stop and say you have to do it, but we
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believe, and the team believes, it could be a good idea with many benefits for the Town and Village. So,
we're just asking you to listen and consider it. We'll consider the issues from the public and move forward.
With that, I'm going to introduce it over to Nick.

Happy Thanksgiving everybody, I'm Nick Fitzpatrick, local landowner in both the Town and the Village
of Montgomery, as John just spoke. With me is RJ and Jay Samuelson. I appreciate the opportunity to speak
tonight. I appreciate everybody's time here. We're here to transparently inform the Board and the public of
several possible options for the future of the 111 acres of industrial zoned land located between the Medline
building and the Food Bank on State Route 416. I think it's right there on the map. So firstly, as John said,
the land is bridged between the Town and the Village with 88 acres in the Town and 23 acres in the Village.
The access road starts in the Village and then goes into the Town. For reasons of simplicity and services,
we would like to annex the entire acreage into either the Village or the Town to have access to utilities from
either one. There could be significant benefits in the form of future ratables for the local taxpayers of either
municipality, whichever one the acres annex into.

Secondly, in always seeking the highest and best use of the land, we'd like to present two future development
options for the entire site. The first option as it's now zoned would be a corporate park consisting of
approximately 17 buildings ranging in size up to the maximum allowed in the zone of 80,000 square feet.
The tenants would likely be a combination of distribution, manufacturing, trucking, and other allowed uses
in the current zone, and this would take place over some time. The second option would require variances
or concessions from the municipality. This option would be to have one single building of 1,000,000 square
feet, similar to Medline that's next door. Under this scenario, the existing infrastructure on the site would
be changed and a single project would take its place. We’ve discussed this option with several interested
parties and have presented a possible 5-million-dollar community benefit fund for the Town and the Village
to use for any public use needed. Under either scenario, we'd also like to offer a possible site on the north
side of the property for a water well development. There’re several proven wells right across the line on
the Devitt property that I think we're aware of and there's pretty easy access to Chandler Lane to tie into the
water main. ['ve settled in my mind that both use options have the highest and best use of land for us and I
would be pleased to go either way, but there is pros and cons with each option that may be considered by
the neighbors. We’re here to answer any and all questions you may have while we prepare to take a direction
on the future project. Thank you.

Good evening, RJ Smith representing Nick, and just want to highlight some additional points of interest
and build on Nick's comments. As was said by both John and Nick, the purpose of this information and the
petition is to consolidate ownership into one municipality, either the Village or the Town. The petition is
to have the property be annexed into the Village so all the common ownership, single comment ownership
is in one municipality, the village. You want to avoid overlapping sights, as Nick indicated, and John
indicated. We had a challenge with the Food Bank. We didn't want to have a building in two municipalities.
We had a nice site all laid out for the Food Bank then the FAA interrupted our plan, and we had Jay and
Engineering Properties reconfigure it and it was a challenge to reconfigure it in the lot that we figured is
not optimal but because we wanted it to be in one municipality, not in one or the other. A couple of other
examples where you have overlapping municipalities; Cardinal Healthcare, the front of the building is in
the Town, the back of the building the building itself is in the Town of Hamptonburgh. Do It Best has the
same configuration, the back of that property is in Hamtonburgh, the front is in the Town. Good land use
planning, you want to consolidate into one municipality. Why is the petition the Village and as Nick said,
he would go either way. I want to set up an opposition here as to which way to annex the Village because
in talking with Nick, it made the most sense the Village had a greater impact. The Town: the residents of
Walden or Maybrook or Coldenham or Saint Andrews, they're not really impacted, and this was found out
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with the hearings and the meetings with Medline. You look at the audience of all the hearings and meetings
that we had, it was packed with residents of the Village because the Village really has a greater impact, yet
the Village Boards had no say with the Medline project, or any of the other projects. The Village needs
ratables and it's stuck right now facing a challenge with this water system and not necessarily the resources
to work with it. While the Village needs ratables, the Town would continue to realize revenue because the
residents of the Village and the businesses in the Village still pay taxes to the Town, pay taxes to the Village,
and pay taxes to the school district. An example of this is Medline. This year paid $1,740,000 in taxes.
Once the 485 B winds out over the next few years, that will go up to up with $3,000,000 not $1.00 goes to
the Village, it all goes to the Town, school district; the County Fire department alone has almost $100,000
annually in revenue but the Village has no revenue from that. This development of the balance of the Aden
Brook property, the site is seeking an arrangement where it will have access to water and sewer. While the
site’s development will support the Village and its efforts to address its water and sewer needs, as Nick
says, he's quite confident based upon the aquifer that they have. The Devitt family has drilled wells that
tested 185 gallons per minute, which is about my understanding would double the capacity of the Villages
water supply. Those two wells and that can be expanded into the Aden Brook property with the additional
wellhead and very accessible to the existing water lines and the ability to loop a line because there's a water
main coming down, as we speak to the Food Bank. So, for those reasons, we had determined that the petition
itself made most sense to petition the property to be in the Village, however as Nick said, he's open to either
alternative, but to be in one municipality, not divided by two. Jay, you have those two plans.

Jay Samuelson — (Indicating on the site plan) So, just to give everybody the lay of the land, this is the
existing property this shows Nick’s current facility, and this proposed Food Bank that's under construction.
This is Route 416, this is 211, Chandler Lane is up here. The first plan is the one that Nike’s talked about
with multiple buildings maximizing out of 80,000 square feet and of course with the Village zoning code,
again, these are conceptual layouts. As Nick said, one of these buildings could go away to increase or to
install a well. But this was just a conceptual layout showing the possibility of multiple buildings at
maximum 80,000 square feet and this plan here shows the single building that Nick had discussed. I'd be
happy to stand here and flip back and forth if people have questions, to point to which one you want...

RJ — ...and accept comments on the two alternative plans. The first plan, plan A, is according to the current
code; current Town code and current Village code. If we were left with the option of dealing with the two
municipalities, that's what it would look like. We have buildings in the Village, we have buildings in the
Town, we have the road network that goes through the Town and through the Village, so that is according
to the code. It has Nick’s existing property, it has the Food Bank property, so there's already two buildings;
one built and occupied and one under construction that is incorporated into this plan. As it turns out, this
plan generates more square footage than a single building. It also, studies will show, would generate more
traffic. This would be multiple tentative buildings. This is a very common corporate park structure. We
have 48,000 sq ft occupants. As Nick said, it would be varied in occupancy from manufacturing to
distribution to other types of businesses and smaller businesses. This plan has 300 docks, the plan with the
single building has 128 docks. This plan has 856 car parking spaces. The single building plan has 489
parking spaces. This plan at best has a 20-30 year build out; built as needed so there’s constant construction.
The single building is an 18 month build out. Construction is done over 18 months, landscaped, finalized,
the site is prepared and occupies to the terms. We’re dealing with a single building; we're dealing with one
national company very often a fortune 500 company who has much deeper pockets than the multiple
tenants. We have the ability to say no pilots, we have the ability to negotiate a community benefit fund, all
of which we're finding and we're doing it in other communities and doing it to the municipality's acceptance,
all of those conditions. With this single building plan is less land use, greater open space, more green space,
more landscape space, less traffic and the assumption was when you do a master plan, you're zoning for
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smaller buildings that you're necessarily going to get less traffic and less buildings. As these two alternatives
play out, and studies can confirm, it's time to say the case is that having a plan with multiple buildings, to
end up with greater intensity of use and the use that's much more difficult to monitor. If you have one tenant,
one building, one occupant, you can deal with them one-on-one. You have 20-30 occupants, you've got to
manage that and if you get some in there that aren't behaving according to the preference of the community,
that can always be a headache. So, we're open to any questions or discussions anybody will have.

Mayor Brescia - I just want to make one comment, I'm going to put this out there that we would be looking
more for a dedication of a well that's developed privately, rather than just land for exploration whether it's
in the Town, the Village or both as it is today. I’d definitely like to see that. It's much cheaper to develop a
well privately than it is publicly.

RJ — Off the point but we're doing that Pine Bush right now with this Pine Bush water district, town of
Crawford and a private property owner, a client of ours, developed at newly add water supply, developed
two wells he was going to sell the water to the Town, the Town wanted to buy the water, the health
department said no. You’ve got to own the property. So, the Town acquired the property. In this case, Nick
is saying that he will give the property to the Town, and I know to the Village. I know the Devitt’s had
indicated the same thing.

Mayor Brescia - Well, that's good to know. I think that's important.

Ron Feller — My main question is, you said there's two options: a one million square foot warehouse versus
17 smaller ones, one is according to code the other one is not according to code. So, when we have a
developer or somebody that's willing to buy into a situation where he doesn't even know if he's going to get
that approved, or is that going to be questioned down the line?

RJ — Well, we have had discussions with national developers. To get these projects done, you work with
the national development. Nick has entered into a joint venture, long term joint venture agreement with the
national developer who has tenants all over the country. Fortune 500 tenants. So, what we would do is bring
to the table; not only that developer but the prospective tenant and it would require accommodation of the
municipality with the zoning. If the zoning is not permitted in either municipality, the limitations...so the
question will be, will the municipality in the community prefer to have one building and we'll amend the
zoning of making accommodations to permit that, as opposed to the other plan.

Ron Feller - That'll be a decision that's made by the Zoning Board and the Planning Board people.
RJ - Or the Village or Town Board.

John Cappello - It would have to be a zoning amendment action of whatever municipality the property
ends up in. So, it would be two steps concurrently or one step which would be an annexation and then a
zoning amendment.

Mayor Brescia - The supervisor and the deputy supervisor, the deputy mayor and myself have had brief
discussion on this and we talked about that host community agreement, and we had discussed splitting
between the Town and the Village. But if that were to happen that would all have to be signed, sealed and
delivered before the approval process in a sense or a condition of the approval. That's one of the main
reasons that it would be considered in the first place. I just want to put that out there, as well.

Trustee Hembury — My concern here is you said we need ratables but at what cost? At what cost? We’re
a bedroom community and we’re doing pretty good; I’m not going to sell the soul of the Village for ratables.
Everybody would like to keep their taxes the same, down, but I don't want...you build this, you want water
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right away. But say we don’t get water in the ground. Say there's no well done right away. Now you're
tapping and you already have a problem.

RJ - the same moratorium we don't know if this is 12 months out of 12 years out.
Jay Samuelson - The development of well could be a condition of the approval.

Trustee Hembury — I'm here for the duration. My family, the kids bought houses here. I really, really need
to think about something like this.

Mayot Brescia — That’s why we’re here tonight. We'll open it up to public questions.

Don Berger - Montgomery - That's just an idea. Where are the existing buildings now on that map?
Jay Samuelson — This one? Right here.

Don Berger — No, | mean the existing buildings that Nick has up there already?

Jay Samuelson — Right in the middle of that one.

Don Berger - That's going all the way up by the hill?

Jay Smuelson — Correct. All the way back through.

RJ - That building would go away.

Jay Samuelson — For this plan, the building would go away right. For this plan, the existing building would
be gone.

Don Berger — Alright. So, it's kind of weird for me to say but [ am in favor of this project or this annexation.
There's a lot of good reasons why I believe this can and should go into the Village. Ratables are always
something that's brought up. It's funny because when KSH was first brought to us, you guys loved the
ratables. This is a ratable here. I did sit down with the town assessor to get an idea of what kind of money
that would bring in. So, just based on four walls, nothing in the building, just based on four walls, that
would bring in $495,000 at 900 square feet, that's the number we used.

Mayor Brescia - 900,000.
Don Berger — Excuse me?
Mayor Brescia — 900,000

Don Berger - What did I say? I'm sorry. The other thing that you know you guys mentioned Medline.
Medline, I and my co-chair is over here, came to the Village Board many, many times arguing about
Medline that we believe that the Village Board should be involved in the process, at least talk about it.
What was always said, it's not our problem, it's the town. We can't do anything about it, which is true, but
you could always have a conversation. This here, if you guys do decide to annex it in, it's going to give you
the position that you've never had before. You guys are going to make those decisions and those decisions
are going to be very important. Ifit's in the Town, it's just going to be worse than what we have here today.
I mean, during the Medline project, myself, my co-chairs and RPM, we argued, and we came up with an
agreement with Medline with traffic. And Medline, as you are well aware of Steve, they haven't had their
trucks come in here like they did at the very beginning because we pushed back. Right? We pushed back
real hard, and they honored that agreement. Those are the type of things that this Board has to do when this
gets developed. You guys have to get proactive and set the rules and that's what I see that's not happening.
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You guys have the ability to set the rules and I think what they're saying here, this group here, saying we'll
be more than happy to listen to you and see what we can get out of this. So, we're going to have a great
ratable here and I do believe because of all the things that you guys have talked about at Village Board
meetings, water/sewer coming to town, bonds and all this kind of stuff. It’s pretty sure we need some
money in this Village, this is a a good way of getting that money. I think to be able to control the traffic
and everything else that happens in there, the design of this building, I think the Village, when you use it
properly, has a much better, a much better landscape design plan than the Town does. You look at the Town
buildings, they’re disgraceful, they're landscape designs. We have fought very hard at the Village Board
meetings talking about landscape designs. and I think in order for this to fly you have to have a beautiful
landscape design in this thing. I think services, we're going to have police services and all this type of deal.
I think that in your community benefit type agreement, I think you have to have the discussion that, okay,
you need to pay us one full-time police officer. We need to get an additional cop out here to maintain that.
We need a car to maintain that. Those are the type of things I think, perhaps the developer and whoever the
end user is going to be, are very happy to entertain. I just think if you guys decide to annex, you guys got
to be stronger than you've ever been and get the things you guys want and the residents of this Village. I
think it is a good idea that we don't have the Medline situation happen again and put it in control of the
Village. Sorry about that Ron. Thank you.

Dan Byam — Union Street - I’'m an avowed capitalist so I think people should have the right to do something
with their property that they want to do. At the same time, Mr. Hembury, I'm glad that you're looking at the
possible consequences and saying that we really have got to take everything into account because once it's
done it's done. And that much change on property so close to the Village will affect, could affect, possibly,
probably will affect the water supply so you know the Village really does need to take a look at how it can
change and what we can do to mitigate that. The property is subsumed by the Town rather than the Village
and I agree that it be grateful for the Village but if it is subsumed by the Town there may be, rather than an
outward giving to the town, maybe a permanent easement could be made so that some of those monies
could come back on a yearly basis rather than just giving it out. If it comes to the Village, great. Then you
know we get control. If it goes to Town, maybe it should be done rather than, as you know, a sale or
annexation, pure annexation, a permanent easement. A temporary probably wouldn't work but permanent
easement could work. I think you know it could be positive for the Village, but you guys are the ones who
are going to make yourself.

Joe Keenan - Town of Montgomery - I didn't write anything down so it's all off the top my head, sorry.
Can you go back to the first plan A? So, this plan, that's the 111 acres and 32 are in the village, correct?

RJ — 23 are in the Village.

Joe Keenan — 23, and this concept meets both the Village and the Town code? Yes? But the other one is
going to require an amendment to the code and the town just went through comp plan two years ago. Then
you're going in and you're going to open the door for spot zoning because everybody else is going to want
to do it, #1. And #2 if it was all annexed into the Village, either way even though the Town gets some tax
benefit it's greatly reduced. The majority is obviously going to go to Village, which is great for the Village,
and I mean that's just the way it is with two different folks. In this concept, you both kind of win a little bit
from getting the ratables; the Village gets some, the Town gets some. Maybe don't annex the whole thing
and I know it's for ease and you don't want to split the line and all, but that happens, sometimes it happens.
It happens with fire districts. We’re in one town, go in another town and we have to have an equalization
rate for taxes and it's just everything's not square here like when they built (inaudible), you know everything
is square. All the counties are square down South and up here they're all however they divided rocks, chains,
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links in the ground. So, I'm just asking you all just to consider all the options and all the pros and cons,
that's all. Thank you.

Mayor Brescia — I’'m going to ask a quick question with this scenario, the $5 million host community
agreement is not there. That's an equation that's factored into the... right that's a big factor.

Sophia Romano - I just want to ask, are these the only two scenarios we were offered?

Jay Samuelson - At this point, these are the two that we've come up with. If there's suggestions for others,
they would be happy to look into it.

Sophia Romano — Yeah, there's like too many small buildings, where's the green area, where's this, where's
that? You’re scrutinizing in the planning board part of it.

RJ - These are plans that illustrate the difference, you know, the potential difference. We have it proved
that you know, I don't want to tell the Board this is proved out a week ago, build this tomorrow. It would
take a lot of engineering and discussions it's really to illustrate the different patterns...

Sophia Romano - Maybe they could show us a couple more scenarios.
Trustee Picarello - What's the average size of the buildings that are pictured?

Jay Samuelson - Max is 80. The average is probably mid-50s, I don’t have the average total. They range
from 25 to 80.

Karin Tipton — 225 Union Street - I have a lot of questions and my first question is this plan, conceptual
plan in accordance with the Town or the Village comprehensive plan.

Jay Samuelson - We looked at the town code but this is a conceptual sketch.

Karin Tipton — Not the code, the comprehensive plan that was passed by the Town in 2021.

RJ — The Town was required to adopt zoning consistent with their comprehensive plan...

Karin Tipton — The comprehensive plan defines what 12, airport or aviation industry (inaudible)
RJ - Well what I would say is that...Karina, there's a lot to go here...

Mayor Brescia — Let’s keep it consistent here.

John Cappello - I don’t mean to get, you’re entitled to ask all your...I'm not butting heads, I'm just trying
to give you an answer. The Town was required to adopt zoning that's consistent with the comprehensive
plan so when you adopt zoning immediately after the comprehensive plan, if it's not consistent, then the
town would have to change their zoning. So this is consistent with the zoning and it may well, I'm not
saying that this plan is consistent and wouldn’t need to go for a lot of review and determination and
considering the comprehensive plan by definition, zoning that was adopted after the comprehensive plan is
the Town's vision of what the Town board believes is consistent with the comprehensive plan because that's
what the law requires. That's what we're going off here, but any development would require an
environmental impact statement and require all these questions to be addressed in sections. I can’t, I'm not
going to say this plan has been proved out to ask all your detailed questions. I'm sure you could have a lot
of, you know, drainage it's illustrative to the two options we want.

Karina Tipton - To your point John, the comprehensive plan is illustrative of what the zoning intent should
be and so if'this is not (inaudible) intent of the comprehensive plan, which describes the intent of the zoning
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plan as adopted, then it's not going to (inaudible) with the comprehensive plan. So, that's really all I was
asking. I know the Village of Montgomery also has a hard-fought comprehensive plan as well, which I
believe calls for high density mixed-use development in this area, and I don't think this is adequately
described as a mixed-use development, so I was going to also ask if this meant the intent of the Village of
Montgomery comprehensive plan for this area, as well. And then the same questions I would have for the
second conceptual plan and does that meet the intent of the Town comprehensive plan, which it does not.
12, industry, airport industry, aviation industry is intended to minimize the amount of traffic that's going to
be going around in part because of its adjacency to the Village of Montgomery, the Town (inaudible) during
this development of the comprehensive plan. That was my first question.

I had a question about how many variances were expected to be required for the larger building.

John Cappello - It wouldn't be variances they would ask for, it would be an amendment to the zoning, to
change the zoning to permit that. It's not permitted now, so you wouldn't ask for a variance, it would be a
request to change.

Karina Tipton — So, we're not talking about (inaudible) coming in with 21 variance requests to the zoning
board.

John Cappello — No, this would be a change in the law, which would require the Board to review its
comprehensive plan when they adopt it.

Mayor Brescia - Can you let me back up that one? Kevin Conero chaired our master planning committee.

Kevin Conero — When we had the moratorium, there was a group of us that met. I was chairman of the
comprehensive plan and we met with a group that looked at zoning and looked at warehouse criteria in
particular, because of this pending KSH project. The group that was involved with that, there was 10 or 12
of us, struggled with whether to have a large building of 250,000 square feet versus the smaller corporate
style house buildings of 80,000 square feet. So, what's built out there, Jay I believe 80,000 square foot
buildings, because if you plan on bringing it into the Village you'd be under the industrial zone and you
know the maximum size is 80,000 so if you did annex it in, you have to annex it into our current industrial
zone and seek the change from there. Again, [ would just like to point out that I think that the comprehensive
plan group did struggle with the fact that you want one big building for or smaller buildings and it's a
challenge to figure this out because it's... you can get something that looks like this, which I don't really
favor that too much, because of the smaller building size. I think it's pretty maxed out but there is a lot of
benefits to having one bigger building, a