Newfield Planning Board Meeting — MINUTES
April 1, 2026

Newfield Town Hall, Newfield, New York and Via Zoom

PRESENT: Mike Allinger, (Town Supervisor); Lynne Sheldon, (Planning Board Secretary); Kevin Hulbert,
(Chair); Sam Parlett, Tammy Van Orman, Steve Wright (Planning Board Members); Zach
Hubble (Town of Newfield Resident); JT Stone, Tompkins Weekly

EXCUSED:

ABSENT:

1. Call Meeting to Order

The meeting of the Newfield Planning Board was called to order at approximately 7:00 PM by Chair Kevin
Hulbert.

2. Revisions to Agenda

Chair Hulbert asked whether any revisions to the evening’s agenda were requested.

No revisions were proposed.

3. Approval of Meeting Minutes — March 4, 2026

The Board reviewed the minutes from March 4, 2026, Planning Board meeting. Members indicated they
had the opportunity to read the minutes in advance. No corrections or amendments were suggested
during the discussion.

Motion: To approve the March 4, 2026, meeting minutes
Moved by: Steve Wright

Seconded by: Tammy Van Orman

Vote: All in favor

Result: Motion carried



4. Open Privilege of the Floor (3-minute limit per speaker)

Chair Hulbert opened the privilege of the floor, reminding attendees of the three-minute time limit
per speaker and inviting members of the public to address the Board.

Zach Hubble, Town of Newfield resident, stated that he was exploring the possibility of subdividing
a property (identified as the Ryan property) into multiple lots, potentially five or more. He explained that he
was in the early stages of the process and was seeking general guidance from the Board on how to
proceed.

The Board engaged in a detailed discussion with Mr. Hubble regarding subdivision procedures and
applicable thresholds. It was explained that subdivisions of up to five lots may proceed without full
Planning Board review, whereas subdivisions exceeding five lots would require formal review and
approval by the Planning Board. Board members further clarified that if the development involved
disturbing more than one acre of land, a site plan review would likely be required. Additionally, they noted
that projects of a certain scale may also trigger a State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR), depending
on the scope and potential impacts.

The conversation also addressed minimum lot size requirements, particularly in relation to septic
system design and compliance with Tompkins County Health Department regulations. Board members
explained that lot sizes are often constrained by the need to accommodate septic systems, wells, and
required separation distances, which typically necessitate parcels of at least one acre or more. Mr. Hubble
indicated that he was considering lots of approximately one acre in size but had not finalized any plans.

No additional members of the public spoke, either in person or via Zoom. The Chair then closed
the privilege of the floor.

5. Comprehensive Plan (Discussion)

The Board held an extended discussion regarding the Town of Newfield Comprehensive Plan and
the need for updates. It was noted that the current plan was adopted approximately thirteen years ago and
has not undergone formal review within the recommended five-year interval. Board members discussed
whether the existing plan continues to adequately reflect the community’s needs and priorities.

Several members expressed the view that, while the core principles and intent of the plan remain
relevant, certain language and sections may be outdated and in need of revision. The plan was described
as a “living document,” suggesting that periodic updates are necessary to ensure it remains responsive to
changing conditions, demographics, and land use trends.

The possibility of engaging a professional planning consultant was discussed at length. It was
noted that the development of the original Comprehensive Plan involved significant time and resources,
including consultant support, and that a similar approach may be beneficial for an update. However,
concerns were raised regarding the Planning Board’s annual budget, estimated at approximately $6,500,
and whether sufficient funds would be available to support such an effort. Board members acknowledged
that obtaining cost estimates and exploring potential funding options would be necessary next steps.

The discussion also explored whether a full-scale rewrite of the Comprehensive Plan was
necessary or whether a more targeted update could be undertaken. Some members questioned whether
the Board should focus on addressing specific emerging issues as they arise, rather than attempting to



comprehensively revise the entire document. Others emphasized the importance of maintaining a forward-
looking plan that proactively addresses new land use challenges.

Emerging topics identified for potential inclusion in an updated plan included the regulation and
impact of cannabis-related operations, as well as the increasing interest in data centers and other high-
demand infrastructure projects. Board members noted that these uses were not contemplated in the
original plan and may warrant careful consideration moving forward.

No formal action was taken on this matter, but there was general agreement that further research,
including consultation with other municipalities and potential consultants, would be appropriate.

Additional Business / Ongoing Matters
A. Bothar Construction — Site Plan Application (Meadowbrook Stockpile Area)

The Board discussed the status of the Bothar Construction project associated with the
Meadowbrook stockpile area. It was noted that, despite prior discussions and expectations, the applicant
had not submitted a formal site plan application. As a result, the Board was unable to proceed with any
formal review of the project.

Board members reflected on previous meetings during which the applicant had presented
materials, including drawings and project descriptions, and had indicated an intention to submit the
required application. The Board reiterated that submission of a complete application is necessary before
any official action can be taken.

There was also discussion regarding the scope of the project and whether the level of land
disturbance exceeds one acre, which would trigger site plan review requirements. Some uncertainty
remained regarding the exact extent of disturbance, and it was suggested that further clarification may be
needed from the Code Enforcement Officer or other Town officials.

The matter was effectively tabled pending receipt of a complete application, and no formal motion
was made.

B. Building and Development Activity (General Discussion)

The Board engaged in a general discussion regarding recent building and development activity
within the Town. Topics included an apparent increase in generator installations, which members
attributed to a perceived rise in power outages in recent years. This led to a broader conversation about
infrastructure reliability and homeowner responses to service disruptions.

Board members also discussed a recent construction incident in which a building reportedly
collapsed during a wind event. The discussion highlighted concerns about construction practices,
including bracing and sheathing, and the importance of proper building techniques and insurance
coverage during construction projects.

While no formal action was required, the conversation served as an informal exchange of
observations related to development trends in the community.



C. Planning Board Training Requirements

The Board reviewed training requirements for Planning Board members, noting that each
member is required to complete a minimum of four hours of training annually. Discussion included
available training opportunities, such as those offered by New York State planning organizations and
county agencies. Board members were advised to seek out relevant courses and to submit proof of
completion, typically in the form of certificates, to the appropriate Town records.

D. NYSEG “Flare Project” (Transmission Line Upgrade)

A significant portion of the meeting was devoted to discussion of the NYSEG “Flare Project,”
which involves proposed upgrades to electrical transmission infrastructure along Florey Hill Road and
extending through the region. The project includes the installation of new utility poles, potentially up to 100
feet in height, within an existing right-of-way that dates back several decades.

Board members discussed information received indicating that NYSEG may comply with the
Town’s Site Plan Review Law, particularly for structures exceeding the threshold height specified in local
regulations. However, questions were raised regarding the extent of the Board’s authority in relation to
utility projects operating within established rights-of-way, as well as whether state-level determinations
might supersede local requirements.

The Board expressed concern about the potential visual and environmental impacts of the
proposed infrastructure, as well as the implications for affected property owners. Discussion included
whether site plan review would need to be conducted for each individual structure or whether a broader,
consolidated review approach might be appropriate.

Members also considered the potential for community engagement, including the possibility of
holding a public information session to better inform residents and gather feedback. There was recognition
that, while the project may be difficult to prevent, the Board could potentially play a role in mitigating
impacts or advocating for modifications.

It was suggested that the Town Attorney be consulted to clarify legal questions regarding
jurisdiction and the applicability of local regulations.

No formal motion was made, but the Board agreed that further investigation and coordination
with Town officials would be necessary.

E. Data Centers and Emerging Land Use Issues

The Board engaged in an extended discussion regarding data centers and other emerging land
use issues that have begun to surface in neighboring municipalities. Members noted that data centers can
involve significant infrastructure demands, particularly in terms of water usage, energy consumption, and
environmental impact.

Discussion referenced recent developments in other towns where data center proposals have
generated controversy, including legal disputes and community opposition. Board members expressed
concern that the Town of Newfield currently lacks specific regulations or guidance addressing such uses,
which could create challenges if a proposal were to arise.



The Board considered the importance of proactively addressing these types of developments,
either through updates to the Comprehensive Plan or through zoning and regulatory measures. There was
interest in researching how other municipalities have approached data center regulation and in potentially
incorporating similar provisions into the Town’s planning framework.

The conversation also touched on broader themes of land use planning, including the need to
anticipate new industries and technologies and to balance economic development with community
character and environmental protection. No formal action was taken, but members expressed interest in
continuing the discussion and gathering additional information.

6. Closing Privilege of the Floor

The Chair opened the closing privilege of the floor and invited any final comments from
attendees. No formal comments were made by members of the public or those participating via Zoom.
The Chair then closed the privilege of the floor.

7. Meeting Adjournment
The Chair requested a motion to adjourn the meeting.

Motion: To adjourn the meeting
Moved by: Sam Parlett
Seconded by: Steve Wright
Vote: All in favor

Result: Motion carried

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 7:35 PM.

Respectfully submitted by Lynne M. Sheldon, Planning Board Secretary, Town of Newfield



