
Chair Cooper, 
 
Pursuant to your request at the 11/30 ZBA meeting, as well as responding to your email of yesterday 
and the 5 attached emails contained therein, below is an additional narrative regarding certain points. 
 
1.            The 6 day classes will be held throughout the year with the same maximum of 15 students.  The 
other issues raised in the 11/23/21 letter to PB Chair Gontier attached in your email were already 
responded to in documents given to you on 11/30. 
 
2.            Concerns about CCDOH and Building Code requirements are addressed in the two engineer 
letters which you were given at the 11/30 meeting and no further response is needed.  I have asked the 
engineer to contact CEO Heim regarding their disagreement that a public water supply is required, but 
that is not the ZBA purview anyway. 
 
3.            The criteria requirements in Sections 2 and 3 of the General Standards contained in Article IX B 
are all met. 
 
4.            As to the General Standards, the following is a response to subsections 1(a) through (j): 
 
(a)          Refers to “harmony with and general purposes” as stated in Article I.  Number 6 listed purpose 
is “To foster the creation of economic development activities within the Town consistent with rural, 
small-town character yet capable of providing goods, services and jobs to Town residents.” 
 
The only other yoga private school in the Town has not been active for almost 2 years and it is unknown 
if it will continue after COVID.  This application will allow the owners of this property to make some 
money and bring visitors to the area with no impact that the public will feel.  The maximum amount of 
students is 15.  The maximum classes is limited to 7 weekends and 6 day classes.  My home has more 
guests over a normal year than this small private school will have students attending and the school will 
be fostering economic development activities in line with the character of the town. 
 
Please note that the 11/25 aforementioned letter, as well as a specific member of the PB, state that they 
do not want  any “commercial activities” in a residential neighborhood.  As stated by the Chair of the 
Planning Board and myself, the Town’s elected officials enacted the zoning law.  They are the only 
authority to do so.  If a member of the public does not like that, they should have the law changed.  The 
facts is, the zoning code allows low impact activities with a special permit and such permits have been 
granted.  Their opposition, although may be philosophically justified, is misplaced and irrelevant for this 
application. 
 
(b)          The 8.6 acre lot is more than sufficient. 
 
(c)           is met since the adjoining properties will not be affected at all any more than a family visit to 
someone’s home.  The maximum is 7 weekends and 6 days, so similar to holiday get togethers. 
 
(d)          is met since this was a restoration of an old barn that was already in existence. 
 
(e)          is met. 
 



(f)           is met.  As stated above, this maximum students and days per year is no different than house 
visitors. 
 
(g)          N/A. 
 
(h)          the existing barn was appropriately renovated, so it has appreciated all values. 
 
(i)            is met as stated above since minimal impact and no more than home visitors of the neighbors. 
 
(j)           according to two engineers, no other approvals are needed, but all required permits and 
approvals will be obtained before any operation commences if determined that any are needed. 
 
 
Mitchell Khosrova, Esq.  
Law Office of Mitchell Khosrova 
20 Park Row 
Chatham, NY  12037 
(P) 518.392.3329 
(F) 518.392.0766 
(E) mitch@mknylaw.com 
 

mailto:mitch@mknylaw.com

