
 

Upper Delaware Council 

PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES   

May 26, 2026 

  

Committee Members Present:  Larry Richardson, Al Henry, Aaron Robinson, Harold Roeder, Bill 

Dudko, Christine Martin (Zoom), Cathleen Breen 

Committee Members Absent:  Jeff Dexter 

Staff:  Laurie Ramie, Kerry Engelhardt, Stephanie Driscoll 

NPS Partners:  Carly Marshall (Zoom) 

Guests:   None 

 
 

The UDC’s Project Review Committee held its monthly meeting on Tuesday, May 26, 2026. Chairperson Richardson called the 

meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. There was no public comment on the agenda.   
 

Approval of April 28, 2026 Meeting Minutes: A motion by Robinson seconded by Dudko to approve the 4/28 meeting 

minutes, carried.  
 

Resources and Land Use Specialist Update: 

DRBC Dockets – The DRBC has not posted a Notice of Applications Received for May. 
 

Town of Delaware  

There was an article in the April 28 issue of the Sullivan County Democrat (included in report) about the Callicoon Riverside 

Park, indicating that the cleanup is almost finished.  
 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Projects 

The DRBC has not posted a Notice of Applications Received for May. 
 

Open Substantial Conformance Reviews 

 

FY 2026 Technical Assistance Grants 

Final project completion is due August 21.  

 
 

Land Use Complaints: 

Tower Road, Town of Delaware: The state of the unofficial access was brought up at last week’s WU/RM meeting by UDC Town of 

Delaware Alternate Bob Lindquist. The WU/RM committee decided to write a letter to the Central New York Railroad which owns the 

property, to inquire about their potential interest in developing and/or maintaining the access and/or identifying another entity willing 

to do so. 

Ramie asked whether we have had any responses from the Town of Lumberland on our letter requesting information on the status of 

Slumberland and The Outpost projects. Engelhardt said no.  
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2025 Code Enforcement Report 

We have received responses from Westfall and Delaware. 

New Business:  

Substantial Conformance Review 2026-09: Cochecton Pumphouse: Engelhardt said it is quite difficult to obtain a use variance in 

NYS. In this case, the UDC is reviewing the application for a use variance only for the Cochecton Pumphouse in the Town of 

Cochecton for substantial conformance. This is an existing eating and drinking establishment that has been operating for a number of 

years. The town recently determined that the business doesn’t have the proper permits in place. The Town of Cochecton Zoning 

Schedule table is included in the report. Eating and Drinking Establishments are not a principal permitted use or a special use in the 

Agricultural Conservation District (AC) Zoning District: “This zoning district is intended to complement agricultural districs and 

protects these and other conservation areas from development which is not compatible therewith, while allowing farm and other large 

landowners flexibility to earn a reasonable return.” The applicant is therefore required to obtain a use variance to continue the use at 

this location. It appears that one or more area variances are required as well; however, the applicant has decided to bifurcate the 

application and is seeking a use variance only at this time and will pursue the area variance(s) if and when the use variance is granted. 

Existing parking is in the State Highway right-of-way. She said this committee should only vote on the use variance at this time. If 

they obtain the use variance, they will need to come back for any area variances. They should submit plans that show contours on site, 

and calculations on impervious coverage. There is a small stream located on the southern property line. The structure is a large 

roofless brick structure. The current business has seating inside and outside the structure, with food preparation, beverages, and 

restrooms located in structures around the site. This business started as a small food truck and as it became more established, the 

proper permits were not obtained. In the Land and Water Use Guidelines, Eating and Drinking Establishments are listed as an 

appropriate use in the Recreation Segment. She went through the relevant questions in the Land and Water Use Guidelines checklist. 

The business is set so far back from the river, there aren’t any river related issues. The questions she answered are:  

1. Will the project detract from or degrade the unique landscape characteristics (aesthetic or functional) of the Upper Delaware River 

Corridor? The re-use of the historic pumphouse structure helps enhance the unique character of the river corridor.  

2. Does the project protect, encourage, or promote the continuation of traditional land use and water uses that existed at the time the 

final River Management Plan was adopted? While “eating and drinking establishment” is not exactly a unique use, it is certainly a 

traditional use at the time the final RMP was adopted.  

4. Will the project have an adverse impact on the visual character and traditional land use pattern of the affected segment of the river 

corridor, whether Scenic, Recreational, or Hamlet? The removal or abandonment of the historic pumphouse could have an adverse 

impact on the historic character of the river corridor, but not its current/proposed use. Although there is parking currently along Route 

97, the new buildings from which food and drink are served are located far below the grade of the highway and are not visible from 

passing motorists. Even when within the grounds of the establishment, the buildings are not overwhelmed in significance by the 

looming pumphouse.   

Engelhardt recommends that the Cochecton Pumphouse in the Town of Cochecton substantially conforms to the River Management 

Plan based on the Guidelines criteria. If the applicant returns for an area variance, a new review will be conducted.  

Richardson said as Vice-chair of the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA), he hopes they will have enough information for a determination 

on the use variance at next week’s meeting. There are issues with the area variance, such as not enough acreage. The applicant shared 

that one of the reasons they aren’t applying for an area variance at this time is because they are trying to work with the state on 

something that will satisfy Cochecton’s attorney; a commitment from the state that would satisfy minimum lot size after they purchase 

acreage. They will probably have to come back for a setback variance. After the ZBA, the application goes back to the Planning Board 

for site plan review and a special use permit. The ZBA is focused on whether issuing a use variance would be detrimental to that 

known district. Dudko asked if they have any idea where the lot would have been before Rt. 97, historically? Richardson said no. 

Henry asked, so this business is not in substantial conformance with the town, but we are going to find that they substantially conform 

to the RMP? That doesn’t seem right. Richardson said yes and no; we’ve had some discussion in the past on whether we should 

approve a project that the town hasn’t approved yet. If you look at it though, would it conform to the RMP? There’s nothing in this 

project that would put it out of substantial conformance. Ramie said the UDC’s opinion is meant to inform the town – it’s a 

recommendation. Richardson said the Cochecton Planning Board asked if we would be able to make a ruling tonight. He told them it 

isn’t official until the NPS accepts the UDC’s recommendation but he would report back on this committee’s action.  

Henry asked if an engineer has ever checked the structure? Richardson said he doesn’t think so. The last time they tried to demolish it, 

they couldn’t. The walls didn’t move. But that is within the Planning Board’s purview. Henry said the safety of the structure is a huge 

risk. A motion by Martin to recommend to the National Park Service that the Cochecton Pumphouse in the Town of Cochecton 

substantially conforms to the River Management Plan, seconded by Dudko, carried with Richardson abstaining.  

Other: None. 
 

Old Business:  

AI Data Centers Position Paper Discussion: Engelhardt said unfortunately, she wasn’t able to get this position paper finished by 

tonight’s meeting. Her intent had been to get the different sizes of data centers. She had taken a webinar a month or so ago that 
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mentioned a tier list that seemed to be widely accepted. After doing some research, she found it was not. There are several tier lists on 

how reliable the data centers are, but not the sizing. She has no new information on the topic. Richardson said he was concerned when 

the DRBC gave their presentation to the full council on AI data centers and said they are going in all over the place and we may not 

know about it because of their small size. The planning boards should be notified somehow. The technology is evolving quickly. We 

should put something together to share with municipalities. Henry said as a source, we can reach out to Lackawanna County 

Commissioners. Lackawanna County has around 30 prospective sites for data centers being proposed. They likely have some kind of 

position (paper) we can review. We’d want to get both sides. Richardson said the UDC could benefit from a presentation like we had 

for solar and fracking.  
 

Other: None. 
 

Public Comment: None. 
 

 Adjournment: A motion moved by Dudko, seconded by Roeder to adjourn at 6:58 p.m. carried.  
 
=     

 Minutes prepared by Stephanie Driscoll, 5/28/2026 

 


