
Pledge of Allegiance 
Roll Call 

MEETING AGENDA 
TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD 

Old VFW Hall, 34 Kemble Ave., Cold Spring, New York 10516 
June 15, 2017 

7:30 PM 

Approval of Minutes - May 18, 2017 

Old Business: 
1. Index Industrial Design, 1602 Route 9, Garrison TM# 71.20-1-17 
The applicant is seeking approval for a proposed 2 story steel building addition with a full basement, 
storage and garage for adjacent existing building. The applicant has just received the ZBA approval for 
the proposed addition. 

2. Rockman-Berquist, 67 Old West Point Road, Garrison TM#82.-2-32.1 & 32.2 
(Revised drawings for proposed Site Plan of a new Residential Estate which includes a main house, 
detached garage, guest house pool house and outdoor pool The proposal is now going to take place in 
two phases.) 

3. Hudson Highland Reserve, Rte 9 & Horton Road. 
(continued review which includes a Full Environmental Assessment and revised preliminary drawings) 



PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD 
MEETING MINUTES 

May 18, 2017 

The Philipstown Planning Board held its regularly monthly meeting on Thursday, May 18, 2017 at the 
Episcopal Church of St. Mary-in-the-Highlands (Parish House), 1 Chestnut St., Cold Spring, New 
York. 

Present: Anthony Merante (Chairman) 
Kim Conner 
Dennis Gagnon 
David Hardy 
Peter Lewis 
Neal Tomann 
Stephen Gaba, Counsel 
Ronald Gainer, Town Engineer 
Susan Jainchill, AKRF, Consultant (Hudson Highland Reserve proposal) 

Member absent: Neal Zuckerman 

Chairman Merante opened the meeting at 7:32 P. M. with the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Roll call was taken by Ms. Valentino. 

A. Minutes: 
The minutes of April 20, 2017 were reviewed. One correction was noted. Ms. Conner moved to adopt 
the minutes as amended and Mr. Hardy seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 
Anthony Merante Aye 
Kim Conner Aye 
Dennis Gagnon Abstained 
David Hardy Aye 
Peter Lewis Aye 
Neal Tomann Aye 
Neal Zuckerman Absent 

Chairman Merante welcomed new Board member, Dennis Gagnon. 

B. Public Hearing: 
Stonecrop Gardens, Inc., 81 Stonecrop Lane, Cold Spring, TM#39.-2-10 
Ms. Valentino read the following legal notice: "The application involves a 67.25 acre parcel which has 
been developed as an educational institution. The former visitor's center on the property was destroyed 
by fire and the center now proposes to replace the structure, generally on the same footprint, with a 
larger facility which will encompass a welcome Center and also incorporate a workshop area. Parking 
at the site will also be expanded and include a handicapped accessible walkway to the new structure." 

Mr. Glennon Watson from Badey and Watson represented the applicants. Mr. Watson noted that the site 
is 67 acres. The property is located on Route 301 opposite Dennytown Road. The back of the property 
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borders Glynwood Farm and the Equestrian Center. The applicants are proposing to rebuild a structure 
that had been partially destroyed by a fire and the remainder of the building had been taken down. The 
proposed building will be called a "Bothy" and will be used as a welcome center where one can 
purchase tickets to get into the gardens. The proposed parking lot will be tucked into the woods to 
minimize the number of trees that will need to be removed. Parking spaces will be located by and 
around trees. The parking lot will be circular shaped but people who need the handicap parking will be 
able to drive through the parking lot to the upper area where they will find handicap parking. 

The proposed building will be located in the Ridgeline Protection Area. The Ridgeline Protection Area 
has a height restriction of 30 feet rather than the normal 40 feet. Due to the height of the tower on the 
proposed building the applicants had to go before the Zoning Board of Appeals for a variance which 
had been received. The tower will not be visible to anyone off site. 

Chairman Merante opened the meeting up for public comments. There were no comments from any 
members of the public. 

Mr. Gainer noted that the required referrals had been done. The Board is now ready to go through the 
SEQRA process. There are a couple of technical issues that remain open. The applicant is still waiting 
for Putnam County Health Department approval for the new sanitary disposal system. Mr. Gainer noted 
he prepared a draft negative SEQRA Declaration and a draft Special Permit and Site Plan Approval 
resolution as directed by the Planning Board, for consideration at tonight's meeting. 

Mr. Lewis asked how the "Night Sky" lighting issues get addressed? Mr. Gainer responded that he 
identified this issue as a concern in his Technical Memorandum and that it has to be resolved as a part 
of the approval conditions that need to be satisfied by the "draft" Planning Board resolution. Ms. 
Conner asked if the Board spoke about the lighting at all? Mr. Gainer responded that the Planning 
Board had not had a discussion on the issue of lighting, but lighting had been brought up in other prior 
technical reviews. 

Ms. Conner noted that the lights at the equestrian center are very bright. Ms. Conner asked Mr. Watson 
to explain how he would make the site "Night Sky" compliant and Mr. Watson responded that he can 
make the site "Night Sky" compliant. 

Chairman Merante asked Mr. Watson to review the most recent layout of the proposed parking. Mr. 
Watson responded that the Planning Board expressed a lot of concern over making the handicap 
parking closer to the proposed building and explained that the applicants are trying to minimize the 
traffic in that area. Mr. Watson noted that the driveway was extended out from the parking lot which 
will accommodate one handicap parking space. The ability to transport handicap people, if needed, still 
remains. People can still call ahead for services if they are handicapped and require any special 
accomodations. 

Caroline Burgess, Executive Director of Stonecrop gardens explained the term "Bothy" as being an 
ancient term that means a house that usually is alongside a larger house where the garden is located. 

Ms. Conner moved to close the public hearing and Mr. Lewis seconded the motion. The vote was as 
follows: 
Anthony Merante Aye 
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Kim Conner Aye 
Dennis Gagnon Abstained 
David Hardy Aye 
Peter Lewis Aye 
Neal Tomann Aye 
Neal Zuckerman Absent 
The public hearing closed at 7:46 P. M. 

Mr. Tomann moved to adopt the Negative SEQ RA Declaration on the matter, and Mr. Hardy seconded 
the motion. The vote was as follows: 
Anthony Merante Aye 
Kim Conner Aye 
Dennis Gagnon Abstained 
David Hardy Aye 
Peter Lewis Aye 
Neal Tomann Aye 
Neal Zuckerman Absent 
The motion passed unanimously. 

Mr. Lewis moved to adopt the resolution for approval of a Special Permit as well as Site Plan approval 
with the requirement that the technical comments that were raised and discussed at this meeting are 
satisfied by the Planning Board, and that the applicant receives Putnam County Health Department 
approval for the Sanitary Disposal System. Mr. Tomann seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 
Anthony Merante Aye 
Kim Conner Aye 
David Hardy Aye 
Dennis Gagnon Abstained 
Peter Lewis Aye 
Neal Tomann Aye 
Neal Zuckerman Absent 
The motion passed unanimously. 

C. New Business: 
Martin McHugh, 200 Lake Surprise Road TM# 27.-1-29 
Mr. Glenn Watson from Badey and Watson represented the applicant. Mr. Watson noted that the 
proposed subdivision is greater than the 10% that is allowed without Planning Board approval. There 
are two parcels of land. One parcel of land is owned by Mary McHugh and her husband. The second 
parcel of land is owned by Mary McHugh and three siblings. Mary McHugh would be receiving 16 
acres from the sibling lot (her share of the lot) and the siblings would like to sell the remainder of the 
property (which Mary McHugh would no longer be a part of). Mr. Watson noted that a referral to the 
Zoning Board of Appeals is needed as the lot frontage is non-conforming. The proposal is to reduce the 
non-conforming frontage by 22 feet, which will make the McHugh family lot more non-conforming. 
The property is located just past the entrance of Deer Hollow Road. Mr. Watson noted if ZBA approval 
is received the same plan that is being submitted now will be resubmitted for Planning Board approval. 
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Ms. Conner questioned the deed which showed three separate parcels. Mr. Watson replied he did not 
know why the deed showed three parcels but he believed one of the lines was the original parcel from a 
separate source of title. 

Ms. Conner requested to know what the status of this deed is? Mr. Watson replied it is all taxed as one 
parcel and is on one deed. 

Mr. Gaba responded that if the applicant comes back with the variance that they are requesting, and if 
this Board grants the two lot subdivision that the applicant is looking for, one condition of approval 
will be that a form can be filed with Putnam County for lot consolidation. Usually it's separate tax lots. 
They can do a deed from themselves. At the time of the subdivision the deeds can be put together and 
presented to the Board. Mr. Gaba noted after the Board receives the deeds he will look them over. 
When it's all done there will be two separate lots, the smaller one and the larger one. Mr. Gaba noted 
that subdivision by deed is now illegal. 

Mr. Gainer noted the Board has a technical memo which was written by his office dated May 15, 2017. 
The smaller lot is not being made any more non-conforming and therefore it does not require any 
action from the ZBA. Mr. Gainer noted that the Board may choose, but is not required, to schedule a 
site visit. 

Mr. Lewis moved to refer the application to the Zoning Board of Appeals for a variance and Mr. 
Tomann seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante Aye 
Kim Conner Aye 
Dennis Gagnon Aye 
David Hardy Aye 
Peter Lewis Aye 
Neal Tomann Aye 
Neal Zuckerman Absent 

Ms. Conner moved to send the proposal to the Putnam County Department of Planning for a 239m 
referral and Mr. Tomann seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 

Anthony Merante Aye 
Kim Conner Aye 
Dennis Gagnon Aye 
David Hardy Aye 
Peter Lewis Aye 
Neal Tomann Aye 
Neal Zuckerman Absent 

A discussion ensued over whether or not a site visit was needed. The Board members agreed that, being 
only a lot line adjustment without any new improvements proposed, a site visit was not necessary. 

D. Old Business: 
Hudson Highland Reserve, Route 9 & Horton Road 
Mr. Glenn Watson represented the applicants. Mr. Watson reviewed the proposal by noting that the plan 
is still developing but believes there are only minor changes that need to be made. Mr. Watson noted 
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that his office is currently working on a set of plans that will require action by the Planning Board. Mr. 
Watson reviewed the following changes to the proposal: 

• The westerly cul-de-sac around the pond has been shortened. 
• One house around the pond will be moved which will allow a corridor to open. 
• One of the existing houses is now being proposed to be restored and made into one residential 

lot. This existing house was previously being considered as a "clubhouse" for the HOA. 
• The proposed "clubhouse" will now be placed in a section of the barn. 

Susan Jainchill from AKRF reviewed the joint memorandum that she prepared along with Mr. Ron 
Gainer dated May 18, 2017. The findings resulted following a site walk on the proposed property. Ms. 
Jainchill noted that the only difference between the site walk she went on compared to the Planning 
Board members site walk was an updated site plan. Ms. Jainchill reviewed the following items: 

• There are now 25 buildings rather than the original 29 buildings. 
• The access road is still from Route 9, but is now a spine configuration rather than the loop 

configuration. 
• One main road goes through the property. 
• The proposed houses will either front on the main road or on the cul-de-sac. 
• Design continues to protect the historic roadway. 
• Addresses topography better. 
• The proposed houses are not on the steepest terrain. 
• Roadway that goes to the west side of the pond has not been changed, but is of concern because 

Clove Creek and the pond needs to be preserved. 
• Two questions remain - How is the 100 foot buff er defined? Does the public have access to the 

pond? 
• Since one house has been removed it allows better access for the public to get to the pond. 
• The impact from the houses around the pond is still questionable. 
• It's a good idea that one existing structure is going to be used for a residence. 
• Items that still need to be addressed are maintenance and removal of sewage from the 

equestrian center. 
• Three dead end roads follow grade better now than previously shown. 
• Open space provides more connectivity for human use, because it has a better flow. 
• Concerning whether to consider a Positive or Negative SEQRA Declaration, during the EAF 

process the Board can ask for a yield plan which would show how many lots can be on the site. 
The Yield plan can be asked for at any time. 

• It is preferable for the Hudson Highlands Land Trust to take/accept the Conservation Easement. 
• Recommend keeping Hudson Highlands Land Trust in the loop as much as possible. The Board 

should consider the values of the Hudson Highlands Land Trust. 

Mr. Lewis asked about public access to the pond. Mr. Watson noted that the question of public access is 
still not ready to be answered. The applicant is still open to the idea of public access and to get density 
bonuses they have to provide public access. The applicants will have to get the lot count of 25 for them 
to allow public access. Currently there is a discrepancy of one lot between Mr. Gainer's recent 
calculations and the calculation that Mr. Watson had done. There will be parking available around the 
barn, and other parking can be made. 
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Mr. Lewis asked why there was no Horton Road access. Mr. Watson noted that during the very first site 
visit early in the application process residents of Horton Road got together attended the Board's site 
inspection and explained that they did not want Horton Road to be used as an access to the property. 
There is a point on Horton Road that has a very sharp turn, and it would be very costly to correct that 
tum. The possible use of East Mountain Road North had the same kind of issues as Horton Road. The 
steepest part of the proposed access road off of Route 9 will be 12%. Due to the sandy soil most of the 
storm water should be able to be captured on site. 

Mr. hardy read a line from the letter written by the Conservation Board dated February 16, 2017 that 
had been resubmitted to the Planning Board, which read "CB to advise the Planning Board to consider 
issuing a positive declaration in regard to the SEQR process" and asked if there were any problems or 
objections to what was going on. Mr. Gainer responded that the original letter was received by the 
Board in February and was discussed briefly at that time. The Planning Board, as well as the 
Conservation Board, understands that there are open issues that still need to be addressed. At the time 
the letter was written the plan was still evolving, and is still evolving today. With this latest plan, the 
site disturbance has been significantly reduced by eliminating the loop road concept. The other 
concern the Conservation Board had were the lots that were located around the pond. So, it is 
premature to discuss whether to consider a Positive SEQRA declaration until the development plan is 
finalized and more detailed engineering is performed. It will be good to revisit issues once a formal 
plan has been issued by the applicants. The Planning Board has previously noted various technical 
issues that require formal response, which the Board is still awaiting. 

Ms. Jainchill noted that it would be good for the applicant to respond to some of the concerns. Mr. 
Watson responded they will with the next version of the EAF that will be submitted. 

Mr. Tomann noted it will be great to incorporate the response to concerns during the next submission. 
Mr. Watson responded they will incorporate what they feel are appropriate. 

Ms. Conner noted she reviewed the zoning and asked where the idea of preserving the road came from 
and read the following section of the Town Code (Section 175-31) - "Wherever feasible, retain and 
reuse existing old farm roads and lanes rather than constructing new roads or driveways". Mr. Watson 
responded that in the conservation analysis the woman that did the architectural review for the 
applicant made specific note of the historic character of the specific road, and noted the historic 
character should be preserved. Mr. Watson noted that it cannot be done and still have a serviceable road 
because there is not enough space between existing walls for that road to be used. 

Ms. Conner asked about changing the "M" Zone district which does not allow for housing, and noted 
the land in the "M" Zone was being counted as part of the calculation. Mr. Watson noted that land must 
be preserved and noted it is very constrained land. Mr. Watson noted that a petition has been prepared 
and delivered regarding changing the "M" Zoning. Mr. Gainer responded that question of allowing the 
applicant to utilize the "M" zone acreage in the density calculation remains to be answered. The Town 
Code is silent how it should be addressed in a Conservation Subdivision. The formula is provided in the 
Town's "Conservation Subdivision" provisions for the applicant to use. Mr. Gainer noted that in the 
density calculations performed to date, the applicant obtains two lots by including the "M" Zone in the 
density calculation. 
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Chairman Merante asked Mr. Gaba how long it should take for the zone change to be processed by the 
Town Board. 

Mr. Gaba responded that the Town Board must go through the same SEQRA process as the Planning 
Board and the Town Board cannot act on the zone change until the SEQRA process has been completed 
by the Planning Board. The Planning Board will have to make some assumptions during the SEQRA 
review regarding the potential zone change. The absolute minimum time for the zone change to happen 
will be 60 days, but this will take longer because of the SEQRA factor. The most important thing will 
be to see if the town is willing to undertake the change. The local law will have to be drafted, a public 
hearing is needed before the "M" zoning can be changed. The proposal will have to be referred to 
Putnam County Planning. 

Ms. Conner commented on the existing buildings on the property which are not being considered in the 
lot count, and noted that the Board will need to know what is going to happen to those buildings. 

Ms. Conner noted she did not see any outdoor space or paddocks for the horses shown on the plans. Mr. 
Watson pointed to the location of the barn and the paddock on the drawing. 

Ms. Conner asked how many horses the barn could house. Mr. Watson responded 40 horses. 
Ms. Conner noted she reviewed the code regarding agricultural use or a riding academy. Ms. Conner 
noted that this use is a riding academy and read the following part of the Town Code (Section 175-49) 
"Maintenance of animals on residential properties" - "The amount of land required for keeping large 
animals shall be 40,000 square feet, allocated to the residence, plus 40,000 square feet per "large 
livestock unit" (LLU). One cow, horse, bison, pig, or similar large animal shall be considered one 
LLU." 

Ms. Conner asked Mr. Gaba how this applies to this use and whether there is enough land to support 
the 40 horses being considered at the equestrian center. Mr. Gaba responded he cannot answer the 
question regarding the amount of land, because that will need to be reviewed. The riding academy and 
the stable for the horses is all one "agricultural use". Mr. Gaba noted he believed this property could be 
used as an agricultural use. Mr. Gaba noted he will pull out the memo that was distributed early on in 
the review process and he will resubmit it to the Board members. Mr. Gaba noted the applicants are 
proposing one agricultural use, and this is considered an open space use which goes hand and glove 
with the Conservation Subdivision. 

Ms. Conner asked if there was anything in the code which allows the Planning Board to determine if 
there is a limit on how many animals are allowed on a property? Mr. Gaba responded yes. When a 
Conservation Subdivision is approved, the open space is looked at and it must be confirmed whether 
the elements that need to be conserved are being appropriately maintained in the open space. If the 
Board feels that something in the open space, in this case the agricultural aspect, which do not 
appropriately preserve the conservation elements that you want to preserve you can limit it. Mr. Gaba 
noted he just sent Mr. Gainer a copy of that part of the code that addresses what he just discussed and 
he will forward that to all the Board members. But the Board must tie the changes to whatever it is that 
is being conserved in that area. Mr. Gaba noted that part 3 of the EAF will require some answers to 
these questions relating to animals. 
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Mr. Gainer noted that the Board should recall that they also received a letter from Hudson Highlands 
Land Trust dated February 21, 2017 that identified concerns that HHLT had. Mr. Gainer noted he spoke 
to Mr. Watson about both the CB and HHLT letters, and requested that all of their concerns be 
responded by the applicant. Mr. Gainer noted he was told by Mr. Watson that they are working on 
addressing the concerns. 

Chairman Merante asked Ms. Michelle Smith from Hudson Highlands Land Trust, who was in the 
audience, to resubmit that letter to the Board members. 

Mr. Hardy moved to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Lewis seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: 
Anthony Merante Aye 
Kim Conner Aye 
Dennis Gagnon Aye 
David Hardy Aye 
Peter Lewis Aye 
Neal Tomann Aye 
Neal Zuckerman Absent 

The motion passed unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 8:42 P. M. 

Date approved _____________ _ 
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Respectfully submitted by 
Linda Valentino 
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Town of Philipstown 
238 Main Street 

Cold Spring New York 10516 

PLANNING BOARD 

SITE PLAN APPLICATION PACKAGE 

MAJOR PROJECT 

Project Name: PROPOSED ADDITION TO 1602 ROUTE 9, GARRISON, NY 

RECE\VED 

M~Y 2 5 20'1 

~ 

D t 
3/02/17 Revision 1:5-15-17 a e: 
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Town of Philipstown 
Planning Board 

238 Main Street, PO Box 155 
Cold Spring. NY I 0516 

Office (845) 265- Fax (845) 265-2687 

Application for Planning Board 
Special Use & Site Plan Approval 

Date: 3/02/17 TM# 71 .20-01-17 

P . t N PROPOSED ADDITION TO 1602 ROUTE 9 
roJeC ame: --- ----------------------

Street Address: 1602 ROUTE 9, GARRISON, NY 10524 

Fee Amount: --- -
Bond Amount: ----

Applicant: 

N 
ANDRE' GRASSO ame ______ _____ _ 

Address 1602 ROUTE 9 

GARRISON NY 10524 

T I I 
845-424-4111 e ep ione __________ _ 

Design Professional: 

N 
INDEX INDUSTRIAL DESIGN ame ___________ _ 

Addre:;s 1602 ROUTE 9 

GARRISON, NY 10524 

T 1 ho 
845-424-4111 e ep ne __________ _ 

Received: ------

Received: ------

Tenant: 

Name _ ___ _______ _ 

Address _____ ______ _ 

Telephone - --------- -

Surveyor: 

Name ___________ _ 

Address ___________ _ 

Telephone-----------

Property Owner (if more than two, supply separate page): 

N 
ANDRE'GRASSO ame _______ ____ _ 

Address 1602 ROUTE 9 

GARRISON, NY 10524 

T I I 
845-424-4111 

c ep 1one -----------

Name ___________ _ 

Address ___________ _ 

Telephone 
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TM# 71 .20-01-17 

Project Name: PROPOSED ADDITION TO 1602 ROUTE 9 

Project Description: 2 STORY STEEL BUILDING ADDITION WITH 

STORAGE AND GARAGE FOR ADJACENT EXISTING BUILDING 

(revised 5-15-17 to remove basement) 

ZONING INFORMATION 

J 75-7 Zoning District: _H_C __ 

175-10 Proposed Use: COMMERCIAUINDUSTRIAL STORAGE & GARAGE 

Proposed Accessory Use(s): 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

t 75-7 Overlay Districts on the property: 

17 5-13 Floodplain Overlay District - N FIP Map ----------------------- (FPO) 

175-18. J Mobile Home Overlay District --------------------------------- (MHO) 

175-14 Cold Spring Reservoir Water Shed Overlay------------------- (WSO) 

175- 15 Scenic Protection Overlay------------------------------------------ (SPO) 

17 5- 16 Aquifer Overlay Distri ct ------------------------------------------- (AQO) 

175- 18 Open Space Conservation Overlay District ---------------------- (OSO) 

175-35 Within I 00 foot buffer of Wetlands or Watercourse -----------

175-36 Steep Terrain---------------------------------------------------------

175-36 Ridge Line Protection -----------------------------------------------

17 5-3 ?Protection Agricultural----------------------------------------------

Yes or No 
NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 
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TM# 71.20-01-17 

Project Name: PROPOSED ADDITION TO 1602 ROUTE 9 -- - --- - -- --------- --- - -

175-1 J Density and Dimensional Regulations 

Zoning District HC Required Existing Proposed Complies Variance 

Minimum front yard setback 

Measured from the travel way Town Road 25' N/A N/A N/A 

Measured from the travel way County/State 35' 52' 118' y 

Minimum side yard setback 15' 14'-10" 15' * y 

Minimum side yard setback (2) 15' 18'-1" 29' y 

Minimum side yard setback (3) 15' N/A NIA N/A 

Minimum rear yard setback 35' 187' 137'-9" y 

Maximum impervious surface coverage 60% 59% 69% N 

Maximum height 40' 24-28' 24' y 

Maximum footprint non-residential structures 40,000 3600 5400 y 

*NOTE: existing structure is 14'-10 from side i1ard, nevi constructi t:m is 15' frc m side yard 

SUBMISSION: 

13 copies with one electronic file in .pdf format of the following; 

I. Pre-Application meeting decision and comments 

2. Application 

3. Proof of Ownership 

4. Site Plan 

5. A long-fonn Environmental Assessment Fonn or Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement. 

6. An agricultural data statement as defined in § 175-74, if required by§ 175-3 7C. 
7. The Site Plan application fee, as established by the Town Board and any required 

escrow deposit for review costs, as required by the Planning Board. 

8. FEE: Received: ------
9. Escrow: Received: ----- ------
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ARCHITECTS 

June 1, 2017 

Attn: Anthony Merante, Chairman 
Planning Board 
Town of Philipstown 
238 Main Street 
Cold Spring, NY 10516 

RE: Rockman-Berquist- Tax Map ID 82.-2-32.-1 & 82.-2-32.-2 

Dear Chairman Merante, 

We are pleased to submit 13 copies of the following revised drawings for your review: 
1. T-001 & T-002 (General Notes, Drawing List and Location Map) 
2. SITE-100 thru SITE-105 (Site Plans) 
3. A-101 thru A-304 (Main House plans and elevations) 
4. A-111 thru A-312 (Cottage plans and elevations) 
5. A-121 and A-321 (Garage plans and elevations) 
6. A-131 and A-331 (Pool House plans and elevations) 

We are proposing to divide the project in 2 phases. 

Phase 1: 
Infrastructure - septic system, site drainage & fire department turnout areas 
Cottage 
2-Car Garage 
Pool & Pool House 

Phase 2: 
Main House 
Stonewall enclosure at building area and Gates 

We are providing updated forms (Planning Board Site Plan Application Package Major 
Project and Full Environmental Assessment Form) to reflect this change. Our revisions 
are highlighted in yellow for your convenience. 

RECEIVED 

tll1 ' " , zu17 
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We are also providing the following additional documents to support our application: 
1. Two design inspirational photos depicting the materials, colors, and finishes 

that we are pursuing on this project. 
2. Product cutsheets of the proposed site drainage products and lighting fixtures. 

Please note that all light fixtures are LED types with full or low cut-offs to 
minimize environmental impact. 

3. Badey and Watson will provide the updated septic system design. 
4. A landscape professional will select appropriate native plants for the site. 

Note that lot acreage has been updated to match deed. 

Best Regards, 

James P. Hartford, AIA. LEED AP, CHPC 

cc: Clients - Glenn Rockman and Darron Berquist 

178 Main Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 t. 845.2652254 f: 845 265.2273 • 
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We put water in its place 
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Design Your S5 System 
An effective onsite stormwater system can 
be designed in 5 easy steps: 

Identify Sources - Stormwater runoff may come 
from point sources like downspouts, as sheet flow 
from parking lots, irregularly through drainage ways 
in the landscape, or even as elevated groundwater. 

Select Method of Capture - Each runoff source has 
a practical method of capture for conveyance to the 
detention and infiltration area. 

II Determine Peak Flow and Detention Volume -
The quantity of runoff for a given rainfall event over 
a defined area is easily calculated when surface type 

II 

and rainfall intensity are known by using the Rational 
Method formula Q = CIA. Applicable regulations 
generally provide guidance on the rainfall intensity 
to use for a given set of circumstances. 

Size the System - Detention and infiltration devices 
have measured holding capacities. Select the 
appropriate quantity and arrangement of devices to 
handle the predetermined runoff volume calculated 
above. Also consider the capacity of conveyance and 
overflow piping. 

Determine Field Layout - Site constraints including 
setbacks, landform, soil types, fixed objects and open 
space, among others, will inform the location and 
arrangement of system components. Each element 
of runoff capture, filtration, conveyance, detention, 
infiltration and overflow must be considered. 

We put water in its place 

CAPTURE 
Catch basins receive runoff from downspou 
and landscaped areas. Channel drains accept 
sheet flows from paved walks and parking. 

FILTRATION 
Basins and channel grates provide a front 
line of debris filtration; adding fabric filters 
contributes further removal of fines from 
stormwater, extending system life. Chamber 
systems have advanced filtration options. 

I 
CONVEYANCE End cap 

Smooth-wall and corrugated pipe with compatible fittings and 

Basul 

adapters convey stormwater from the point of capture to the detention 
and infiltration area. Select pipe type and set pipe slope to handle 
the anticipated runoff volumes based on established pipe-flow 
characteristics. Using EZflow for conveyance may reduce the footprint of 
downstream detention and infiltration areas. 

DETENTION & INFILTRATION 
Flo-Welle manufactured dry wells provide 50 gallons of detention 
volume. Each unit has multiple connection points including sidewall 
and top-cover knock outs to receive 3" to 8" pipe. Flo-Wells are 
stackable and can be arranged in multiple configurations. 

Triton'" Stormwater Chambers provide a lower cost alternative to 
drainage pipes for conveyance, with added benefits of groundwater 
recharge and water quality enhancement. Offering up to 46% 
greater capacity than competitive products, chamber storage is 
equivalent to a 43" diameter pipe. Chambers eliminate the need 
for restrictive holding ponds and can be double-stacked in many 
applications to reduce footprint and save valuable land space. 

EZflow411 engineered French drains are 1 O' bundles of Poly-Rock 
aggregate witfl or without corrugated drain pipe. Bundles are 
available in 7", 10" and 15" diameters, with or without 3", 4"or 
6" pipe, respectively. A standard infiltration trench consists of a 
1 O" bundle with 4" pipe atop two 15" aggregate-only bundles, 
providing over 100 gallons of detention volume. 

OVERFLOW ~-
Pop-up emitters allow excess runoff beyond 
system capacity to discharge in a safe location. 
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SUSTAINABLE STORMWATER SOLUTIONS 

NDS S5 components can be configured 
to meet a wide variety of residential 
and commercial applications. 

CAPTURE 
SS offers several options to collect stormwater from various sources. 

• Catch basins function effectively as area drains and for downspouts from roofs 
• Channel drains intercept sheet flow from paved surfaces 
• Permeable grass and gravel paver systems with underdrains collect stormwater from 

walkways and parking areas when used as alternatives to traditional impermeable solutions 

FILTER 
Prevent debris and other suspended solids in stormwater from impairing system function. 

• Basin and channel grates provide a front line of mechanical filtration 
• Fabric filters contribute further removal of tines from stormwater, extending system life 
• Grass and gravel paver systems naturally filter and clean stormwater while 

flowing through the SS permeable paver solutions 
• Triton'" Stormwater Chambers eliminate the need for costly pre-treatment devices and provide 

an alternative to drain pipe that offers groundwater recharge and water quality enhancement 

CONVEY 
Move stormwater from its sources to downstream detention, infiltration and overflow components. 

• Smooth-wall and corrugated pipe with appropriate fittings and 
adapters have known flow characteristics to get the job done 

• Using EZflow® for conveyance will also increase systerndetention and 
infiltration, effectively reducing the footprint of the downstream detention area 

DETAIN 
SS detention components provide efficient volume ro mfnimize runoff and maximize infiltration 

• Flo-Well® dry wells and EZflow® infiltration-trench arrangements have defined volumes for this purpose 
• Flo-Well® has 250% more detention volume than traditional stone-filled dry wells 
• Triton"' Stormwater Chambers offer unique underground capacity that is up to 46% 

greater than competitive products 

INFILTRATE 
Arrange Flo-Well® dry wells, Triton'" Stormwater Chambers and EZflow® infiltration trenches in customizable 
configurations and at depths suitable to existing site conditions, soil types and groundwater elevations. 

• Flo-Well® has an open bottom and side knockouts to allow direct infiltration, and EZf!o~ 
maximizes soil-contact area for effective infiltration 

• Triton"" Stormwater Chambers eliminate the need tor restrictive holding ponds, allowing 
for more buildable area and green space opportunities 

OVERFLOW 
Allow for excess storrnwater beyond the design storm to overflow from 
the system in a safe, suitable downstream location. 
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SUBSURFACE DRAINAGE & INFILTRATION 



We put water in its place 

THE NOS SOLUTION 

Whether you need a dry well, French drain or infiltration trench, NOS has you covered with innovative and proven 

subsurface drainage and stormwater infiltration products. EZflow·~, French drain system, Triton'" Stormwater Chambers 

and Flo-Well'b dry well provide trusted performance for multiple applications and are lightweight and easy to install. These 

engineered solutions are proven time-and-labor savers that outperform traditional systems in flow through and storage 

capacity. When performance and sustainability matter, NOS solutions are the preferred choice of contractors. engineers 

and landscape architects. EZflow®, Triton'" Stormwater Chambers and Flo-Well® are made in the USA and each 

contribute to project LEED credits when used as part of the stormwater management design and by contributing 

to the proportion of recycled materials. 

EZflow® 
EZflow® offers an engineered and 

gravel·free alternative to a traditional 

French Drain system. EZflow~ can be 

used to lower subsurface groundwater 

elevations; protecting property and 

improving the heafth of playing fields and 

planted areas. It can also be used as an 

infiltration trench for managing stormwater 

runoff. Available in multiple diameters with 

or without pipe, this versatile product is 

an effective component of subsurface 

drainage and infiltration systems. 

• Installs in half the time of traditional 
gravel systems 

• Better flow capacity than traditional 
stone-and-pipe systerns 

• Up to H-10 load rating with 12" of 
compacted soil cover 

• Over 100 million linear feet installed 

Triton TM 

Stormwater Chambers 
Stormwater Chambers provide a lower 

cost alternative to drainage pipes for 

conveyance, with added benefits of 

groundwater recharge and water quality 

enhancement. Significantly lighter, larger 

and stronger than conventional chambers, 

Triton"' Stormwater Chambers are the ideal 

solution for stormwater detention and/or 

infiltration, providing easy installation and 

greater design flexibility to meet target 

stormwater runoff rates, volume control. 

and water quality requirements. 

• Eliminates the need for costly 
pre-treatrnent devices 

• Eco-friendly soy-oil based and 
carbon-neutral product 

• Eliminates the need for restrictive 
holding ponds and creates new 
opportunities tor green space with 
unique underground capacity 

• Achieves up to 18 LEED credits 
and Zero Discharge goals 

Flo-Well® 
Flo-Wene engineered dry well presents 

an easy to install and sustainable 

solution for managing stormwater 

runoff. Flo-Well"' is a gravel-free 

alternative to a traditional dry well with 

up to 250% more detention volume. 

Used independently or as part of a larger 

system, Flo-Well9 units collect and detain 

stormwater allowing for groundwater 

recharge. Units are modular and can be 

connected in series or stacked to meet a 

variety of project needs. 

• Up to 50 gallons of detention 
volume per unit 

• Connect units in series for larger 
volumes or stack for reduced footprint 

• Fast and easy installation with no 
heavy equipment or gravel needed 

• Manufactured from 100% 
recycled materials 
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EZFLOW®: A BETTER FRENCH DRAIN 

EZflow® Drainage Bundles 

EZflow1" drainage bundles are 10 feet in length with a slotted pipe 

surrounded by expanded polystyrene aggregate and enclosed in 

geotextile mesh. Configurations are available in 7-inch bundles 

with or without a 3-inch pipe, 10-inch bundles with or without a 

4-inch pipe, and 15-inch bundles with or without a 6-inch pipe. 

Accessories include 3-inch, 4-inch, and 6-inch internal couplers 

and end caps. EZflow~ bundles can also be used with internal tees, 

and internal wyes. The 15-inch bundles are available with the pipe 

located in the center or bottom of the bundle for varying applications. 

Unless specifically required by code or other requirement. 

the pipe can be either centered or at the bottom of the bundle. 

Applications 

French/Interceptor Drains Planter/Retaining Walls 

GEOTEXTILE 
MESH FABRIC 

GEOSVNTHETIC 
POLY-ROCK 

AGGREGATE 

Foundation Drains 

SLOTTED 
CORRUGATED 
DRAlN PIPE 

Basement/ Crawlspace 

EZflovl~ drainage systems are appropriate for a wide range of applications and are a convenient alternative to traditional stone and pipe 

drainage, storage and infiltration systems. EZflow"' drainage systems can be used as a substitute for stone in most applications where the 

stone is not utilized for structural support. A professional engineer, landscape architect or other qualified design professional should be 

consulted for complex applications. 

Product selection is relative to the desired application and benefits from establishing anticipated flow into, through and out of a proposed 

drainage system configuration. Selection considerations include: bundle sizing and storage volume. the presence or absence of pipe, pipe 

size and location within the bundle, and arrangement of bundles. Design factors may include: length of system. watershed area. soil type and 

permeability, groundwater levels and system discharge opportunities. EZflow.;. drainage storage volumes and pipe discharge rates are listed 

on the next page. 
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Tufftrack™ 
Grass&. Gravel Paver 

EZ Roll™ 
Grass Paver 

EZ Roll™ 
Gravel Paver 

, ~ 1s1t n spro.com for specs, 851 N. Harvard Ave .. Lindsay, CA 93247 @) N Ds 
"" il v· . d NDS Customer Service 

" detail drawings and case studies Phone: 800.726.1994 · 559.562.9888 
We ut water in its lace Fax: 800.726.1998 · 559.562.4488 





Installation As Easy As 1-2-3 

Roll it out 
Manufactured in pre-assembled 
rolls for fast and easy installation 
over prepared base 

Clip it together 
Lateral snap-lock system 
allows rolls to be connected 
without any special tools 

Fill with gravel 
Use clean gravel that is 
uniform in size, 3/16" and 3/8" 
angular stones work best 



1onal paving 

MADE IN 
ndspro.com USA 
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What are Permeable Pavers? 
Part of the SS Sustainable Stormwater Solution, NOS Permeable Pavers provide 
a high-performing alternative to traditional paving methods. Creating a strong 
and durable grass or gravel surface that can support heavy vehicles, they 

. . ... , . . ~ . .. 
maintain permeable surface areas, eliminating or' reducing stormwater runoff. 

Benefits 
Greatest Compressive Strength* - Offering a high load-bearing capacity, NOS Permeable 

Pavers feature hexagonal cells that connect together to form a flexible grid system capable of handling 
significant structural loads. 

Easy Installation - EZ Roll"·' products come in large rolls that are easily placed and clipped together. 
Tufffrack'" features an integrated easy to assemble clip, that greatly reduces installation time. 

Reduced Maintenance - Less expensive to maintain over time than traditional hardscaping 

and reduces demands put on landscape drainage systems. 

Environmentally Friendly - NDS Permeable Pavers contribute to LEED credits and are 

made of 100% recycled plastic. 

Sustainable - Grass and gravel paver systems allow for greater infiltration, naturally filtering 

stormwater and reducing runoff that can pollute waterways. 

·compare the strength of NDS Permeable Pavers to the competition. 

SS Sustainable 
Stormwater Solution 
$5 by NDSw offers solutions in line 

with Low Impact Development policies 

by managing stormwater as close to 

its source as possible, through run-off 

reduction and quality enhancement at 

the site scale. 

Pavers play an important role by 

reducing stormwater runoff that can 

introduce pollutants from hard surfaces 

into waterways, effecting water quality 

and causing severe erosion. 

" . . . l 



5131/2017 www.ylighting.com/bega-7239-7249-pathway-bollard/print-sheet 

cliok h••• ro "''"' fu• •••• ~Oa..M AW• !9f:,itQ..U \ S,-e L I G H T I N G LED Garden and Pathway Bolian;!,- 877239/877249 

Options: Model: 
In-Ground 
Surface Mount 

Color: 
Graphite 
Bronze 

Item Code: BGA-877239-877249 

Description: Material(s): Aluminum, Stainless-Steel, Glass, Steel, 
Polyester 

Dimensions: 3"L X 4.9"W X 27.S"H 

Lamp Type: LED 

Bulbs: 1X3.4W (SW total system watts) 12-24V: 3000K; 
85CRI; 270 lumens 

Listing: IP64, WET-LOCATION, CSA, CS~-US 

Instructions: Instructions Sheet 1, Instructions Sheet 2 

Price: Price: $367.00 
+Free Shipping 

BEGA's Home and Garden collection is a selection of luminaires from their overall range which are particularly suitable for the illumination and design 
of your private exterior. Pathway bollards with light directed downwards for illuminating paths, terraces and house entrances. Full cutoff ensures safe, 
glare-free illumination of ground surfaces while being dark-sky conscious. Cost-effective and durable thanks to modern LED !eM\nology with a warm 
white light color. 

These pathway lights can be ordered with an anchorage unit (in-ground) for setting into concrete or soil, or with a screw-on base (surface mount) for 
installation on foundations or paved surfaces. Made of die-cast aluminum, aluminum, stainless steel and matte safety glass, anchorage unit or screw
on base made of hot-dip galvanized steel. Available in a graphite or bronze electrostatically applied polyester powder coat finish. 

BEGA's LED Home and Garden collection require magnetic transformers. These fixtures can be used with existing low-voltage landscape lighting 
systems provided the system uses a 12V or 24V magnetic transformer. Recommended spacing is 11 feet apart (3.Sm). 

If you have questions, call (866) 428 9289 

L..u .... 11. ....... .. ,i;,..hi: ...... .., __ 11-.---..... 7"l'"Jn 7'lAn ....... +i...,,,_, i.... .... 11 ...... ,J/..., .. :-• ......... _, 





Options: Color Temperature: 
3000K 
4000K 

Lens: 
Diffuser 
Metal 

Finish: 
Bronze 
Charcoal 
Gray 

Voltage: 
120V 
2TN 

Options: 
None 
In-Line Fuse (+$24.00) 

Item Code: TEC-KONIAL-5-LED-OUTDOOR-WALL 

Description: Material(s): Aluminum, Stainless-Steel 

Dimensions: 5"W X 5.6"H; 6.3" Extension 

Lamp Type: LED 

Bulbs: 1X12.9W 120Vor 277V LED module; 3000K or 
4000K, 80+ CRI, 525 lumens (included) 

Listing: ETL, CETL, IP65, TITLE-24 

Manufacturer Information: Click to download specifications. 

Price: Price: $216.00 
+Free Shipping 

Contemporary architectural geometry manifests in the triangular, conical shape of the Konial 5 LED Outdoor Wall Sconce. With generous openings at 
the top and bottom, these sconces create soft up and down LED lighting. The shades are available in either a translucent white acrylic for ambient 
illumination or opaque metal that creates directional, up and down accent lighting. 

The contemporary Konial design is a unique outdoor light fixture that features a durable, marine grade powder coat finish available in three finishes: 
Gray, Charcoal or Bronze. The Konial Collection features stainless steel hardware and impact-resistant, UV stabilized frosted acrylic lensing for 
added durability and stability. IP65 wet listed. L70, 70,000 hours. 5-year warranty. 

Product Features: 

• Powerful, long lasting (L70, 70,000 hours) dimmable LED tested against the highest quality standard 
• Die-cast aluminum structure, marine-grade powder coat finish, and stainless steel hardware 
• Universal 120-277 volt driver with integral transient surge protection at 2.5KV 
• Wet listed, IP65 (International Protection rating indicating resistance to dust and water) 
• Two shade options: translucent white acrylic or metal 

Optional Features: 

• In-Line Fuse - An added safety option, the in-line fuse (mounted within the fixture) interrupts excessive 

httn·/A11\AnAt \1linhtinn l"l"l"W"li horh_f inhti l"V"t- Vr.ni~J .. &;;; ... lorLn1 1t~_\t.1-::)ll_linhtlnri,...+_rhoo+ 11') 



meck-lt<f-l19ht1ng/the-ori91nal-wari?hous.e-led-gooseneck-l1ght.html 

~. LED Barn L.ri1 LED ~ LED Goos t, LI;l .. t foe Ongrrml.,.. \11.trehoUse LEO Goosrne: k Llgt:! 

The Original™ Warehouse LED Gooseneck Light 

Click to enlarge 

CCDE . 8LE-G·\'\iHS-PC-LEC 

$276.00 

Shade SizE' 

Finishes (?) • 

Gooseneck Arms(?) 7 

Gooseneck Arm Finish 
1?). " 

Wire Cage 

C::ige Finish "' 

Lumens ~ 

Color Temperature (?)· "' 

LED Lens ('°') " 

~ ~ 
(hover c 

12· Shade 

Select Option 

Select Previous t 

Select Previous 1 

I Select Previous • 

Selec t Previous 1 

Ot\. ADD TO SHOPPING CART 
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LED AND DRIVER SPECIFICATION SHEETS 

POWERED BY: 

Flat Lens Dome Lens 

*2000, 3000 & 4000 Lumens take Dome Lens Only -

CORD 

1 ~3/4" 
.. ,,, 

4112" 

LED FEATURES 

Cree TrueWhite111 Technology; >90 CRI for all avai lable CCTs (2700 K to 4000 K) 

>95 LPW Light Soure Efficacy 

850, 1250, 2000, 3000 & 4000 Lumens Nominal -Power input: 120V 

Dimming options include: 1-lOV/O-lOV, DALI and DALI Touch Dimming 

Supports dimming to 5% 

UL Approval 
California Title 24 compliance (120V) 

LED LM-80 data avai lable 

Available in 2700 K 

!".._90 CRI for all CCTs 
5-year Limited System Warranty 

Designed to last S0,000 hours at L70 

No UV in light ouput 

No Mercury In light source 

GOOSENECK STEM 

21'/4" - I 
I 

l 
4112" 

-~ 



r<oa MA1'.l~:'L~ts:r 
Locaaon: . 

-+flROGRESS 
LIGIITING 

STeP Lt6H,.~l9-TO~~i.L. 
P6829 & P6832 LEI15tep/Wall • Wet Location PROGREssi::.V 

Specifications: 

Description: 

The P6829 and P6832 LED Step Lights are ideal for a wide variety of interior and exte rior 
applications incl1Jding residential and. commercial. The Step Lights feat1Jre a 120V alter
nating wrrent so1Jrce and eliminates the need for a traditional LEO driver. This mod1Jlar 
approach results in an encapsulated luminaire that unites performance, cost and safety 
benefits. 

Construction: 

· Available in Brushed Nickel (·09), Antique Bronze (·20), White (·30) and Black (·31) 
· Heavy Steel construction 
. Flicker-free dimming to 10% brightness with most ELY type dimmers (See Dimming Noles) 
. Vertical and horizontal hood design 
• Horizontal mounting on a single gang recessed wallbox (2" min. clearance) 
. ADA Compliant 

Performance: 
--------------------------··--
Number of Modules 

Input Power 

In put Voltage 

In put Frequency 

Lu mens 

LPW 

CCT 

CRI 

EMl/RFI 

Min. Start Temp 

Max. Operating Temp 

Warranty 

Labels 

Catalog number: 

Base 

P6829 ·Vertical Hood 

P6829 · Horizontal Hood 

4.SW per module 

120V 

60Hz 

84 (P6829) 
65 (P6832) 

21 (P6829) 
16 (P6832) 

3000K 

84+ 

50,000 (L70/TM·21) 

FCC Title 47, Part 15, Class B 

-30 c 
30 c 
S yrs. 

cC5Aus certified for Wet locations 

Finish 

09 ·Brushed Nickel 

20 ·Antique Bronze 

30 ·White 

31 · Black 

For more information visit our website: www.progresslighting.com 

Color Temp 

30K • 3000K 

P6829 SERIES 
Images: 

... 

Dimensions: 

2114' 

P6832 SERI ES 
Images: 

Dimensions: 

2 114· 

,--•ao•· ---i '318' 

c~~ 

Progress Lighting. 701 Millennium Boulevard· Greenville, SC 29607 



1-_)H()(; HESS 
LICl ITIJ\C 

P6829 & P6832 

Photometrics: 

ELECTRICAL DATA P6829 & P6832 Series 
Input Voltage 

Input Frequency 

Input Current 

Power Faclor 

Opera ling 

120V 

50/60 Hz 
0.04A 

~0 .95 

Temperature -30 C to 32 C 

Dimming Yes* 
Over-voltage, over-<:urrent, sharkircuit prolecled 

*See Dimming Notes for more information 

P6829·30/ 30K 
LED Light Engine: 3000K, 84+ CRI 
System Wattage: 4.4 
Fixture delivered lumens· 87 

Mounting Height: 1.5 feel 

Mc)l!mlNO l l[l(JtH Is re l 

1---== ,,,,, z ,,. 1 
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FROM WALL 
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2 
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t 

3 4 

DISTANCE ALONGSIDE WALL 

(FEET) 

Test No 15.00136 

INITIAL 
HORIZONTAL 

FOOTCANDLES 

GROUND LEVEL 

5 

For more information visit our website: www.progress lighting.com 

LED Step/ Wa ir · Wf.• Loca tion PROGRESS LEO 

P6829 & P6832 SERI ES 

P6832·30/30K 
LED Light Engine: 3000K, 84+ CRI 
System Wattage 4 .4 
Fixture delivered lumens: 84 
Mounting Height: 1 .5 feet 

M04JN'l1NO HEtCHT; 16 FtH 
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! 
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Test No. 15.00137 
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iFEET) 

5 

Progress Lighting• 701 Millennium Boulevard· Greenville, SC 29607 



P6829 & P6832 LED Step/Wall · Wet Location 

Dimming Notes: 

P6829 and P6832 1s designed to be compatible with many Electronic Low Voltage (ELV-Rcvcrse Phase) controls. 

The following 1s a partial list of known com pat ble dimmer controls: 

Electronic Low Voltage ELV Reverse Phase Controls 

Lutron Diva Series (Part Number DVELV-300) 

Lutron Nova T Series (Part Number NTELV-300) 

Lutron Vicrti Series (Part Number VTELV-600) 

Lutron (Part Number MAELV-600) 

Lutron (Part Number SPELV-600) 

Leviton (Part Number AWRMG-EAW) 

D1g1tal type dimmers are not recommended. 

01mm1ng capabilities will vary depending on lhe dimmer control, load, and rncu1t installation. 
Always refer to dimmer manufacturer instructions or a controls spec•alist for specific requirements 

Dimmer control brand names where 1dento~ed above are trade names or registered trademarks o( each respective company 

PROGRESS D) 
'- -

P6829 & P6832 SERIES 

For more information visit our website: www.progresslighting.com Progress Lighting . 701 Millennium Boulevard• Greenville, SC 29607 



REVISED: 06101/2017 

Town of Philipstown 
238 Main Street 

Cold Spring New York 10516 

PLANNING BOARD 

SITE PLAN APPLICATION PACKAGE 

MAJOR PROJECT 

Project Name: ROCKMAN-BERa u 1sT ESTATE 

Date: 0310212017 

REVISED: 06/01 /2017 

RECEIVED 

JUN Jv l017 
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REVISED: 06701/2017 

Date: 03/02/2017 

Town of Philipstown 
Planning Board 

238 Main Street, PO Box 155 
Cold Spring, NY I 0516 

Office (845) 265- Fax (845) 265-2687 

Application for Planning Board 
Special Use & Site Plan Approval 

82.-2-32.-1 
TM# 82.-2-32.-2 

Project Name: ROCKMAN-BERQUIST ESTATE 

Street Address: 67 OLD WEST POINT ROAD EAST, GARRISON NY 10524 

Fee Amount: $1,975 Received: ------
Bond Amount: $5,000 Received: ------

Applicant: 
JAMES HARTFORD 

Name RIVER ARCHITECTS 

Address 178 MAIN STREET 

COLD SPRING NY 10516 

Telephone 845-265-2254 

Design Professional: 
JAMES HARTFORD 

Name RIVER ARCHITECTS 

Address 178 MAIN STREET 

COLD SPRING NY 10516 

Telephone 845-265-2254 

Tenant: 

Name N/A 
------------~ 

Address------ - ------

Telephone------------

Surveyor: 
GLENNON J WATSON 

Name BADEY & WATSON SURVEYING & ENGINEERING 

3063 ROUTE 9 
Address-------------

COLD SPRING NY 10516 

Telephone 845-265-9217 

Property Owner (if more than two, supply separate page): 

Name GLENN ROCKMAN 

Address 67 OLD WEST POINT ROAD EAST 

GARRISON NY 10524 

Telephone 845-265-2254 

Name DARRON BERQUIST 

Address 67 OLD WEST POINT ROAD EAST 

GARRISON NY 10524 

Telephone 845-265-2254 -------

2 



82.-2-32.-1 
TM# 82.-2-32.-2 

Project Name: ROCKMAN-BERQUIST ESTATE 
---

REVISED: 06101 /2017 

• • • CONSTRUCTION OF NEW RESIDENTIAL ESTATE, WHICH WILL INCLUDE MAIN 
Project Description: -HOUSE, DETACHED GARAGE, GUEST HOUSE. POOL HOUSE AND OUTDOOR 

POOL. PROJECT IS ENVISIONED AS TWO SEPARATE PHASES. CONSTRUCTION 
--------"-OF GUEST HOUSE, GARAGE. POOL HOUSE AND POOL ARE PLANNED FOR 

PHASE 1 AND CONSTRUCTION OF MAIN HOUSE IS f?LANNED FOR PHASE 2. 

ZONING INFORMATION 

175-7 Zoning District: RR-RURAL RESIDENTIAL 

175-10 Proposed Use: RESIDENTIAL 
-----------------------~ 

Proposed Accessory Use(s): RESIDENTIAL 
-------------------~ 

175-7 Overlay Districts on the property: 

175-13 Floodplain Overlay District - NFIP Map -----------------------(FPO) 

175-18. l Mobile Home Overlay District-------------------------------- (MHO) 

175-14 Cold Spring Reservoir Water Shed Overlay-------------------- (WSO) 

175-15 Scenic Protection Overlay ------------------------------------------ (SPO) 
· · . (ENTIRE NEIGHBORHOOD 

l 75-16 Aquifer Overlay D1stnct "fAIL.s"ffNDERiFffS'LiEsrGNATION)(AQO) 

175-18 Open Space Conservation Overlay District ---------------------- (OSO) 

175-35 Within 100 foot buffer of Wetlands or Watercourse-----------

175-36 Steep Terrain--------------------------------------------------------

175-36 Ridge Line Protection ----------------------------------------------

17 5-3 ?Protection Agricultural-----------------------------------------------

Yes or No 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 
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82.-2-32.-1 
TM# 02.-2-32.-2 

REVISED: 06101/201 7. 

Project Name: ROCKMA_N_-_BE_R_a_u_.1_s_T_E_S_T_AT_E _ ___ ____________ _ 

175-11 Density and Dimensional Regulations 

Zoning District RR Required Existing Proposed Complies Variance 

Minimum front yard setback 

Measured from the travel way Town Road 60 NIA 
-~ 

1220'-2" YES 

Measured from the travel way County/State 60 NIA N/A NIA 

Minimum side yard setback 30 NIA 130'-1 O" YES - f 

Minimum side yard setback (2) 

Minimum side yard setback (3) 

Minimum rear yard setback 50 NIA 457'-6" YES 

Maximum impervious surface coverage 10% NIA 1% YES 

Maximum height 40 NIA 36'-6" YES 

Maximum footprint non-residential structures 4,000 NIA 0 YES 

SUBMISSION: 

13 copies with one electronic file in .pdf format of the following; 

1. Pre-Application meeting decision and comments 

2. Application 
3. Proof of Ownership 

4. Site Plan 

5. A long-fonn Environmental Assessment Form or Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement. 

6. An agricultural data statement as defined in §175-74, if required by §175-37C. 

7. The Site Plan application fee, as established by the Town Board and any required 

escrow deposit for review costs, as required by the Planning Board. 
8. FEE: $1 ,975 Received: - ------
9. Escrow: $5,000 Received: -------

4 



Full Environmental Assessment Form 
Part 1 - Project and Setting 

Instructions for Completing Part 1 

Part l is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor. Responses become part of the application for approval or funding, 
are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification. 

Complete Part I based on information currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to 
any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist, 
or is not reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to 
update or fully develop that information. 

Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B. In Sections C, D & E, most items contain an initial question that 
must be answered either "Yes" or "No". If the answer to the initial question is "Yes", complete the sub-questions that follow. If the 
answer to the initial question is "No", proceed to the next question. Section Fallows the project sponsor to identify and attach any 
additional information. Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the information contained in 
Part I is accurate and complete. 

A. Project and Sponsor Information. 

Name of Action or Project: 
ROCKMAN-BERQUIST ESTATE 

Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map): 

67 OLD WEST POINT ROAD EAST, GARRISON NY 10524 

Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need): 

CONSTRUCTION OF NEW RESIDENTIAL ESTATE, WHICH WILL INCLUDE MAIN HOUSE, DETACHED GARAGE, GUEST HOUSE. POOL HOUSE 
AND OUTDOOR POOL PROJECT IS ENVISIONED AS TWO SEPARATE PHASES. CONSTRUCTION OF GUEST HOUSE, GARAGE, POOL 
HOUSE AND POOL ARE PLANNED FOR PHASE 1 AND CONSTRUCTION OF MAIN HOUSE IS PLANNED FOR PHASE 2. 

REVISED: 06/01/2017 .. 
Name of Applicant/Sponsor: Telephone: 845-265-2254 

JAMES P. HARTFORD, AIA, RIVER ARCHITECTS (SPONSOR) 
E-Mail: james.hartford@riverarchitects.com 

Address: 178 MAIN STREET 

City/PO: COLD SPRING State: NY Zip Code: 10516 

Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role): Telephone: 

SAME AS SPONSOR E-Mail: 

Address: 

City/PO: State: Zip Code: 

Property Owner (if not same as sponsor): Telephone: 845-265-2254 

GLENN ROCKMAN AND DARRON BERQUIST E-Mail: james.hartford@riverarchitects.com 

Address: 
67 OLD WEST POINT ROAD EAST 

City/PO: GARRISOr:J State: NY Zip Code:10524 

RECEIVE:U 
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B. Government Approvals 

B. Government Approvals, Funding, or Sponsorship. ("Funding" includes grants, loans, tax relief, and any other forms of financial 
assistance.) 

Government Entity If Yes: Identify Agency and Approval(s) Application Date 
Required (Actual or projected) 

a. City Council, Town Board, oYes~o 
or Village Board of Trustees 

b. City, Town or Village liZ!YesDNo Town of Philipstown Planning Board In progress 
Planning Board or Commission Putnam County, NY 

e. City Council, Town or 0Yesli2]No 
Village Zoning Board of Appeals 

d. Other local agencies liZ!YesDNo Town of Philipstown Building Department Building Permit 
Putnam County, NY September 2017 (projected) 

e. County agencies li2]Yes0No Putnam County Board of Health- SSDS Pre-approved 2016- design plans to be 
Putnam County Dept of Planning (GML 239m ref) submitted 9/17 for conformance review 

f. Regional agencies 0Vesli2]No 

g. State agencies DYeslillNo 

h. Federal agencies 0Vesli2]No 

i. Coastal Resources. 
i. Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway? DYesliZJNo 

ii. Is the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program? D YesliiZINo 
iii. Is the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area? D YesliiZ)No 

C. Planning and Zoning 

C.1. Planning and zoning actions. 

Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or regulation be the DYesliiZJNo 
only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed? 

• If Yes, complete sections C, F and G . 

• If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part 1 

C.2. Adopted land use plans. 

a. Do any municipally- adopted (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site DY esliiZINo 
where the proposed action would be located? 

If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action OYesDNo 
would be located? 

b. ls the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway DYesliiZ)No 
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan; 
or other?) 

If Yes, identify the plan(s): 

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan, 0Yesli2]No 
or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan? 

If Yes, identify the plan(s): 
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f. Does the project include new residential uses? 1i21Yes0No 
If Yes, show numbers of units proposed. 

One Family Two Family Three Family Multiple Family (four or more) 

Initial Phase 1 

At completion 
of all phases 1 

g. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)? 0Yesli2!No 
If Yes, 

i. Total number of structures 
ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: height; width; and length 

iii. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled: square feet 

h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impoundment of any OYesliZINo 
liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage? 

If Yes, 
i. Purpose of the impoundrnent: 

ii. If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water: D Ground water D Surface water streams OOther specify: 

iii. If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source. 

iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment. Volume: million gallons; surface area: acres 
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure: height; length 

vi. Construction method/materials for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete): 

D.2. Project Operations 

a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining, or dredging, during construction, operations, or both? 0Yeslt!No 
(Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or foundations where all excavated 
materials will remain onsite) 

If Yes: 
i . What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging? 

ii. How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the site? 

• Volume (specify tons or cubic yards): 

• Over what duration of time? 
iii. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them. 

iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials? 0Yes0No 
If yes, describe. 

v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated? acres 
vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? acres 

vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? feet 
viii. Will the excavation require blasting? 0Yes0No 
ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan: 

b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or encroachment 0Yes!t!No 
into any existing wetland, watcrbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area? 

If Yes: 
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic 

description): 
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ii. Describe how the proposed action would affect that waterbody or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, placement of stmctures, or 
· alteration of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feel or acres: 

iii. Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? O YesO No 
If Yes, describe: 

iv. Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation? 0Yes0No 
If Yes: 

• acres of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed: 

• expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion: 

• purpose of proposed removal (e.g. beach clearing, invasive species control, boat access): 

• proposed method of plant removal: 

• if chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s): 
v. Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance: 

c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water? liZ!YesGlo 
If Yes: 

i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per day: 600 gallons/day 
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply? O Yes liZINo 

If Yes: 

• Name of district or service area: 

• Docs the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal? 0 Yes0 No 

• Is the project site in the existing district? 0 Yes0 No 

• Ts expansion of the district needed? 0Yes0 No 

• Do existing lines serve the project site? 0 Yes0 No 
iii. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project? OYes liZINo 
If Yes: 

• Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: 

• Source(s) of supply for the district: 
iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site? D YesliZINo 

If, Yes: 

• Applicant/sponsor for new district: 

• Date application submitted or anticipated: 

• Proposed source(s) of supply for new district: 
v. Jf a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project: 

Single ~rivate well will be drilled 
vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity: 5 gallons/minute. 

d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes? liZI YesONo 
If Yes: 

i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day: 600 gallons/day 
ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, describe all components and 

approximate volumes or proportions of each): 
sanitary wastewater typical of single-family residential use 

iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities? OYesliZJNo 
If Yes: 

• Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used: 

• Name of district: 

• Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project? 0Yes[]No 

• Ts the project site in the existing district? 0Yes[]No 

• Is expansion of the district needed? 0Yes[]No 
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• Do existing sewer lines serve the project site? 0Yes0No 
• Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project? 0Yes0No 

If Yes: 

• Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: 

iv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed lo serve the project site? 0Yesli2]No 
If Yes: 

• Applicant/sponsor for new district: 

• Date application submitted or anticipated: 

• What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge? 
v. Jfpublic facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewater treatment for the project, including specifying proposed 

receiving water (name and classification if surface discharge, or describe subsurface disposal plans): 
standard SSDS sized aeeroeriatel~ for number of bedrooms, and aeeroved b~ PCHD 

vi. Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste: 

e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoff, either from new point 0Yesli2]No 
sources (i.e. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point 
source (i.e. sheet flow) during construction or post construction? 

If Yes: 
i. How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel? 

__ Square feet or __ acres (impervious surface) 
__ Square feet or __ acres (parcel size) 

ii. Describe types of new point sources. 

iii. Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (i.e. on-site stormwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties, 
groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)? 

• lfto surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands: 

• Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? 0Yes0No 
iv. Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervious materials or collect and re-use stormwater? 0Yes0No 

f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel 0Yesli2]No 
combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations? 

IfYes, identify: 
i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles) 

ii. Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushers) 

iii. Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric generation) 

g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Penni!, 0Yesli2]No 
or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit? 

If Yes: 
i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet 0Yes0No 

ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year) 
ii. In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate: 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide (C02) 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Nitrous Oxide (N20) 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Pcrtluorocarbons (PFCs) 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent ofHydrotlourocarbons (HFCs) 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) 
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h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants, 
' landfills, composting facilities)? 

0Yesl!Z!No 

If Yes: 
i. Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric): 

ii. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., combustion to generate heat or 
electricity, flaring): 

i. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes, such as 0Yesl!Z!No 
quarry or landfill operations? 

If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust): 

j. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate substantial 0Yesl!Z!No 
new demand for transportation facilities or services? 

If Yes: 
i. When is the peak traffic expected (Check all that apply): 0Moming 0 Evening 0Weekend 

0 Randomly between hours of to 
ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of semi-trailer truck trips/day: 

iii. Parking spaces: Existing Proposed Net increase/decrease 
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? OYesONo 
v. If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change in existing access, describe: 

vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within Yz mile of the proposed site? 0Yes0No 
vii Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of hybrid, electric 0Yes0No 

or other alternative fueled vehicles? 
viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing 0Yes0No 

pedestrian or bicycle routes? 

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand 0Yes0No 
for energy? 

If Yes: 
i. Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action: 

ii. Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or 
other): 

iii. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation? 0Yes0No 

l. Hours of operation. Answer all items which apply. 
i. During Construction: ii. During Operations: 

• Monday - Friday: 8amto612m • Monday - Friday: NIA 
• Saturday: 8 am to 512m • Saturday: NIA 
• Sunday: • Sunday: NIA 
• Holidays: • Holidays: N/A 
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m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels dunng constniction, 0Yes'2!No 
operation, or both? 

If yes: 
i. Provide details including sources. time of day and duration: 

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or screen? 0Yes '21No 
Describe: 

n .. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? '2!Yes0No 
If yes: 
i. Describe source(s), location(s), height of fixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures: 

LED bollards around residential area, porch lights and entrance lt9hlln~ all dark-sky compliant with full cut-off. Site lighting may operate C?n motion 
sensors. 

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen? 0Yes '21No 
Describe: Minimal tree clearing is planned, build area has limited v1s1b1li!}'. from off-site, and substantial!~ awa~ from neighboring properties 

o. Docs the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? 0Yes '2!No 
If Y cs, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest 
occupied structures: 

p Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (combined capacity ofover 1,100 gallons) 0Yes '2!No 
or chemical products 185 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground storage? 

If Yes: 
1. Product(s) to be stored 
ii. Volume(s) ___ per unit time (e.g., month, year) 

iii. Generally describe proposed storage facilities: 

q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides, 0Yes ONo 
insecticides) during constniction or operation? 

If Yes: 
1 Describe proposed treatment(s): 

-
ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices? 0 Yes 0No 

r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal 0 Yes ONo 
of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)? 

If Yes: 
i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility: 

• Construction: tons per __ __ (unit of time) 

• Operation: tons per (unit ofhme) 
ii. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as solid waste: 

• Construction: 

• Operation: 

iii. Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site: 

• Construction: 
- ---

• Operation: 
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s.' Does the proposed action include constmction or modification of a solid waste management facility? 
If Yes: 

D Yes~ No 

1. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting, landfill, or 
other disposal activities): _ 

ii. Anticipated rate of disposal/processing: 
• Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or 
• Tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment 

iii. If landfill, anticipated site life: _years 

l. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous 
waste? 

If Yes: 

0Yes~No 

r Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility:------------

i1 Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents: ----------------

iii. Specify amount to be handled or generated __ tons/month 
iv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents: - ------------

v Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility? 0Yes0No 
If Yes: provide name and location of facility:-------------------------------

If No: describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility: 

E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action 

E.l. Land uses on and surrounding the project site 

a. Existing land uses. 
i. Check all uses that occur on, adjoining and near the project site. 

0 Urban 0 Industrial 0 Commercial '21 Residential (suburban) '21 Rural (non-farm) 
'21 Forest 0 Agriculture 0 Aquatic '2J Other (specify): Institutional: Franciscan Friars of the Atonement retreat center 

II If mix of uses, generally describe: 

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site. 

Land use or Current Acreage After Change 
Covertype Acreage Project Completion (Acres+/-) 

• Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious 
surfaces 0 .2 +.2 

• Forested 15+/· 15+/· 0 

• Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (non-
0 

agricultural, including abandoned agricultural) 
.5 +.5 

• Agricultural 0 0 0 
(includes active orchards, field, greenhouse etc.) 

• Surface water features 
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.) 

0 0 0 

• Wetlands (freshwater or tidal) 0 0 0 

• Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill) 1+/· 5+/· +.5 ,____ 
• Other 

Describe: 
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation'! 0Yes0No 
i. If Y CS'. explain: 

d. Arc there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabi lities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed 0Yesli2'.!No 
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site? 

If Yes, 
i. Identify Facilities: 

-

e. Does the project site contain an existing dam? 0 Yesli2'.!No 
If Yes: 

i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment: 

• Dam height: feet 

• Dam length: feet 

• Surface area: acres 

• Volume impounded: gallons OR acre-feet 
ii. Dam's existing hazard classification: 
iii. Provide date and summarize results of last inspection: 

- -

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility, 0 Yesli2'.!No 
or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility? 

If Yes: 
i. Has the facility been formally closed? 0 Yes0 No 

• If yes, cite sources/documentation: 
ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility: 

-
-

iii. Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities: 

- --

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or docs the project site adjoin 0 Yesli2'.!No 
property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose of hazardous waste? 

If Yes: 
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred: 

- -
- --

h. Potential contamination history. Has there been a reported spill at the proposed project site, or have any 0 Yesli2'.I No 
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site? 

If Yes: 
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site 0 Ycsli2'.!No 

Remediation database? Check all that apply: 

0 Yes Spills Incidents database Provide DEC ID number(s): 
0 Yes Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s): 
0 Neither database 

ii. If site has been subject of RCRA corrective activities, describe control measures: 

iii. Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database? 0 Yesli2'.!No 
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s): _ 

iv. If yes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status of sitc(s): 
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i·. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? OYesliZINo 

• If yes, DEC site ID number: 

• Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or easement): 

• Describe any use limitations: 

• Describe any engineering controls: ---
• Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place? 0 Yes0No 

• Explain: 

E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site 

a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site? varies: Oto 30'+/- feet 

b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site? ll] YcsO No 
If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings? <1% 

e. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site: Chatfield-Hollis-Rock outcroe 1-15% 29.9 % 
Chatliflld-Hollis-Rock outcm 15-;l5o/o 28.1 % 
HQ11i:2-Rock outro1:1 35-60% :21Qpe__ 37.8 % 

d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site? Average: __ >30 feet 

c. Drainage status of project site soils:121 Well Drained: _!QQ_% of site 
D Moderately Well Drained: __ %ofsite 

D Poorly Drained --% of site 

f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: 121 0-10%: __!()_%of site 
121 10-15%: __&%of site 
121 15% or greater: __ 10_ % of site 

g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site? 0Yeslil]No 
If Yes, describe: 

h. Surface water features. 
i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers, 0 Yeslil]No 

ponds or lakes)? 
ii Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site? lil]YesONo 

If Yes to either i or ii, continue. If No, skip to E.2.i. 

iii. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any federal, llJYesONo 
state or local agency? 

iv. For each identified regulated wetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information: 

• Streams: Name Classification 

• Lakes or Ponds: Name unnamed pond east of driveway at Old West Point Rd Classification D 
• Wetlands: Name unnamed wetland sJw of site Approximate Size +/-8 acres 
• Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC) 

v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation ofNYS water quality-impaired DY es l!ZIN'o 
waterbodies? 

Jfyes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired: 

i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway? OYesllJNo 

j. Ts the project site in the I 00 year Floodplain? 0Yesll!No 

k. ls the project site in the 500 year Floodplain? OYesllJNo 

I. Ts the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifer? ll!Yes O No 
If Yes: 

i. Name of aquifer: P_rincipal Aquifer 
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m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site: 
upland game- deer, turkey, coyote 

- -
n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? li2'.)Yes[]No 
If Yes: 

i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designation): 
Chestnut Oak Forest 

ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation: 
iii. Extent of community/habitat: 

• Currently: 366.5 acres 
• Following completion of project as proposed: acres 
• Gain or loss (indicate + or -): 0 acres 

o. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as li2'.) Yes0No 
endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endangered or threatened species? 

bog turtle potential habitat at lowest elevations to s/w of site, timber rattler- no dens known, Indiana bat- hibernacula not likely present- source- sources-
DEC Mapper and DEC lists of Rare and Endangered Animals; Bidens bidentoides, Carex cumulata, Chamaecyparuis thyoides, Cuscata campestris, 
Cyperus lupulimus, Dichanthelium oligosanthes, Eleocharis ovata, Endodeca serpentaria, Equisetum pratense- source: NY Rare Plant Status Lists 

p. Docs the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of UYcsli2]No 
special concern? 

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing? 0Yesli2'.)No 
Jf yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use: 

E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site 

a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to 0YesllJNo 
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304? 

If Yes, provide county plus district name/number: 

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? 0Yesli2]No 
i If Yes: acreage(s) on project site? _ 
ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s): 

c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National 0Yesli2]No 
Natural Landmark? 

If Yes: 
I Nature of the natural landmark: D Biological Community D Geological Feature 
11 Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent: 

--

d. ls the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area? 0Yesli2]No 
If Yes: 

i. CEA name: 
ii. Basis for designation: 

iii. Designating agency and date: 

-
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e. boes the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district Ove~No . 
which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on, the 
State or National Register of Historic Places? 

If Yes: 
i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource: 0Archaeological Site 0Historic Building or District 

ii. Name: 
iii. Brief description of attributes on which listing is based: 

f. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for 0Yes~No 
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory? 

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site? 0Yes~o 
If Yes: 

i. Describe possible resource(s): 
ii. Basis for identification: 

h. ls the project site within fives miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local ~Yes0No 
scenic or aesthetic resource? 

If Yes: 
i. Identify resource: Hudson Highlands State Park 

ii. Nature of, or basis for, designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway, 
etc.): NYS State Park 

iii. Distance between project and resource: 7a miles. 

I. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers 0Yes~No 
Program 6 NYCRR. 666? 

If Yes: 
i Identify the name of the river and its designation: 
ii. Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6NYCRR Part 666? 0 Yes0No 

F. Additional Information 
Attach any additional infonnation which may be needed to clarify your project. 

If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those impacts plus any 
measures which you propose to avoid or minimize them. 

G. Verification 
I certify that the information provided is true to the best of my knowledge. 

Applicant/Sponsor Name James P. Hartford, RA (Sponsor) Date March 22, 2017 
------------~ 

Signahtre ~~- Title Registered_A_rc_h_ite_c_t __________ _ 
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• 
. EAF Mapper Summary Report Thursday, February 23, 2017 1 :26 PM 

Disclaimer: The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist 
project sponsors and reviewing agencies in prepanng an environmental 
assessment form (EAF). Not all questions asked in the EAF are 
answered by the EAF Mapper. Additional information on any EAF 
question can be obtained by consulting the EAF Workbooks Although 
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-to-date digital data available to 
DEC, you may also need to contact local or other data sources In order 
to obtain data not provided by the Mapper. Digital data is not a 
substitute lor agency determinations. 

\ 
I 

n 

Scu-c:es : Esri, HiRE. DeLOl'me. USGS, 
lntermep, INCR£MENTP, NRCan, Esri 
Japen, METI. ei'ri Chi"a {Hong Koni;j) . Esri 
Korea. Esri iTrailsnd). Mapmylnoie NGCC, 

2 ® 0 p!!f!Si'e!?tMap CDl"tribu\f',J~ano the GIS 

Pitt~~;,. ~ Soi.rces .fs~ ~E. 
Cdunlltua 1' OeL~. lntwmsp, 

0 l•CREMENT P NRCar., Esri 
the- Comm.iritt ,":-<l'" < 1cimel W.i~lofi1ETI. Esri Cl-I"• f l-lorg 

B.i.i [Coastal or Waterfront Area] 

B.i.ii [Local Waterfront Revitalization Area] 

C.2.b. [Special Planning District] 

E. 1 .h [DEC Spills or Remediation Site -
Potential Contamination History] 

E. 1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site -
Listed] 

E.1 .h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site -
Environmental Site Remediation Database] 

E.1 .h.iii [Within 2,000' of DEC Remediation 
Site] 

E.2.g [Unique Geologic Features] 

E.2.h.i [Surface Water Features] 

E.2.h.ii [Surface Water Features] 

E.2.h.iii [Surface Water Features] 

E.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies] 

E.2.i. [Floodway) 

E.2.j . [100 Year Floodplain] 

E.2.k. [500 Year Floodplain] 

E.2.1. [Aquifers] 

E.2 I. [Aquifer Names] 

E.2.n. [Natural Communities] 

E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Name] 

No 

No 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes - Digital mapping information on local and federal wetlands and 
waterbodies is known to be incomplete. Refer to EAF Workbook. 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Principal Aquifer 

Yes 

Chestnut Oak Forest 
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'- · '- · ·· · · L'"'CUUIGU VVllllllUIHUC.:> - nVI C:h'>j vvv • ..J . 
l;.?.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species] Yes 

E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals] No 

E.3.a. [Agricultural District] No 

E.3.c. [National Natural Landmark] No 

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area] No 

E.3.e. [National Register of Historic Places] Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

E.3.f. [Archeological Sites] No 

E.3.i. [Designated River Corridor] No 
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Full Environmental Assessment Form 
Part 1 - Project and Setting 

Instructions for Completing Part 1 

Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor. Responses become part of the application for approval or funding, 
are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification. 

Complete Part I based on infonnation currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to 
any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist, 
or is not reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to 
update or fully develop that infonnation. 

Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B. In Sections C, D & E, most items contain an initial question that 
must be answered either"Yes" or "No". If the answer to the initial question is "Yes", complete the sub-questions that follow. If the 
answer to the initial question is "No", proceed to the next question. Section F allows the project sponsor to identify and attach any 
additional infonnation. Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the information contained in · 
Part I is accurate and complete. 

A. Project and Sponsor Information. 

Name of Action or Project: 
Conservation Subdivision prepared for Hudson Highlands Reserve 

Project Location (descn'be, and attach a general location map): 

Route 9, East Mountain Road North & Horton Road, Town of Philipstown, 
Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need): 

Approval of Conservation Subdivision proposing: 25 1-acre +/-residential building lots; 
modification of 1 existing improved commercial lot; and a large common area, most of which will be 
subject to a conservation easement. An equestrian center is to be established on a portion of the 
common area, the approval of which is a part of the action. The property is an assemblage of 6 
parcels, including the existing commercial lot. The entire assemblage contains a total of 210.1 acres. 
The modification of the commercial lot is included in the action to adjust its boundary to 
accommodate access into the conservation subdivision. 

Name of Applicant/Sponsor: Telephone: 212-722-0170 

Horton Road, LLC E-Mai~liceaga@thefracta lgrou p .com 
Address: 315 East 91st Street Unit 2S 

City/PO: 
New York 

State: NY I Zip Code: 10128 

Project Contact (ifnot same as sponsor; give name and title/role): Telephone: 845-265-9217 x14 

Badey & Watson, P.C. Glennon J. Watson, LS. E-Maigwatson@badev-watson.com 
Address: 

3063 Route 9 
City/PO: State: I ZipCode: 

Cold Spring NY 10516 
Property Owner (ifnot same as sponsor): Telephone: 212-722-0170 

Horton Road, LLC E-MatJliceaga@thefractalgroup.com 
Address: 

315 East 91st Street Unit 2S 
City/PO: 

New York 
State: 

NY j Zip Code: 10128 
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B. Government Approvals 

B. Government Approvals Fundleg, or Sponsorship. ("Funding" includes grants, loans, tax relief, and any other forms offinancial 
assistance.) 

Government Entity If Yes: Identify Agency and Approval(s) Application Date 
Required (Actual or projected) 

a. City Council, Town Board, •Yes o No Town Bd-Alt. ROid St•ndards & Zonlnc Chit!~. Formalion ot s.w.t District Road OlJul 17, Zoning 18 May 17 
or Village Board of Trustees 

b. City, Town or Village •Yes o No Subdivision and AQO Special Permit 05/25/17 
Planning Board or Commission 

c. City Council, Town or o Yes •No 
Village 1.ooing Board of ADPCals 

d. Other local agencies •Yes o No Conservation Bd - Wetland Permit (potential) TBD 

e. County agencies •YesoNo PCDH - Water & Sewer, County 239 Referral 239 Ref 14Dec14, PCDH TBD 

~llll'DO- •Yes DNo 
g .. State Agencies DEC SPDES Permits, Potenfial Stream Disturbance TBD - No Regional Approvals 
g. State agencies continued •Yes o No DOT Highway Work Permit TBD 

h. Federal agencies DYes• No 

i. Coastal Resources. 
i. Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway? DYes•No 

If Yes, 
ii. Is the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program? D Yes o No 
iii. Is the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Arca.7 D Yes o No 

C. Planning and Zoning 

C.t. Plannbtg Hd zoning actions. 

Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or regulation be the DYes•No 
only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed? 

• If Yes, complete sections C, F and G . 

• If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part 1 

C.2. Adopted land use plans. 

a. Do any municipally- adopted (city, town, village or co\Dlty} comptehensive land use plan(s) include the site •Yes o No 
where the proposed action would be located? 

If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action D Yes•No 
would be located? 
b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway a Yes•No 

Browilfield Opportwrity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan; 
or other?} 

If Yes, identify the p~s): 

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan, •Yes o No 
or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan7 

If Yes, identify the plan(s): 
{TQ:t!!l Qt} ebiligstown t:jatural Resource and O~en S~ace Protection Plan1 Octobe r 2007 
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C.3. Zoning 

a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an.adopted zoning law or ordinance. •YesDNo 
IfY es, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district? 

RR- Rural Residential, M- Industrial/Manufacturing, HC - Highway Commercial, OSO- Open Space Conservation 
CCA- Clove Creek Aguifer Overla}'., Regional Aquifer, SPO Scenic Protection Overla:z: (Partial) 

b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit? •YesoNo 

c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action? •YesoNo 
If Yes, 

i. What is the proposed new zoning for the site? The land 12resentl:i zoned M is 12ro12osed to be zoned RR jSee above) 

C.4. Existiag commullity services. 

a. In what school district is the project site located? Haldane Central School District 

b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site? 
Putnam County Sheriff, New York State Police, New York State DEC Police 

c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site? 
North Highlands Fire District, Philipstown Volunteer Ambulance Corps 

d. What parks serve the project site? 
Hudson Highlands & Fahnstock State Parks, Phi li~stown Parks 

D. Project Details 

D.1. Proposed and Potential Development 

a. What is the general nature of the proposed action (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial, recreational; if mixed, include all 
components)? 
Residential, Recreational, and Existing Commercial on a portion of the overall site. 

b. a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action? 210.1 acres 
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed? 31.6 acres 
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned 

or contr()lled by the applicant or project sponsotl 210.1 acres 

c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use? DYes•No 
i. IfYes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., acres, miles, housing units, 

square feet)? % Units: 

d. Is the proposed actioo a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision? •YesDNo 
IfYes, 

i. Purpose or. type of subdivision? (e.g., residential. industrial, commercial; if mixed, specify types) 
Residential Conservation Subdivision with related commerical recreational comE!onent. 

ii. Is a cluster/conservation layout pro1i°sed? 25 of which are Residential •YesoNo 
iii. Number of lots proposed? 7 
iv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes? Minimum 0.85 Maximum 2.85 Common Area 

e. Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases? DYes •No 
i. If No, anticipated period of construction: 24 months --

ii. IfYes: 
• Total number of phases anticipated --
• Anticipated commencement date of phase l (including demolition) month __ year --
• Anticipated completion date of final phase __ month __year 

• Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies where progress of on.e phase may 
determine timing or duration of future phases: 
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f. Does the project include new residential uses? 
If Yes, show nwnbers of units proposed. 

Initial Phase 
At completion 

of all phases 

QM fAmi1y Two flmily 

24 0 

24 0 0 

Multiple Family {four or more) 

0 

0 

g. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)? 
If Yes, 

i. Total number of structures 3 
ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: 30 height; 233 width; and 264 length 
iii. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled: 53 448 square feet 

h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impowldment of any 
liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage? 

If Yes, 

•YesoNo 

•Yes DNo 

•Yes o No 

i. Purpose of the impoundment _S_to_r_m_w_a_t_e_r _M_a_n--'ag=-e_m_e_n_t _____________________ _ 
ii. If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water: a Ground water a Surface water streams • Other specify:· 

Stormwater Runoff 
iii. If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source. 

N/A 
iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundmenl Volume: 1. 7 million gallons; surfuce area: __ T_B_D _ _ acres 
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure: 6 height; TBD length 

vi. Coostruction method/materials for the proposed dam or impomding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete): 
Earth fill Plastic infiltrators 

D.2. Project Ope.,.tloos 

a. Does the proposed action include any excavation. mining, or dredging. during construction, operations, or both? o Yes • No 
(Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or foundations where all excavated 
materials will remain onsite) 

If Yes: 

i .What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging? ------------------------
ii. How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the site? 

• Volume (specify tons or cubic yards):-----------------
• Over what duration of time? ' 

iii. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them. 

iv. Will there be onsite dewatcring or processing of excavated materials? DYesoNo 
Ifyes,describe. _____ _____ _______________________ ~ 

v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated? _______________ acres 
vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? acres 

vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? feet 
viii. wm the excavation require blasting? o Yes o No 
ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan:---------------------------

b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or encroachment o Yes • No 
into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area? 

If Yes: 
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index mnnber, wetland map number or geographic 

description): ~-----------------------------------~ 
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iL Describe how the proposed action would affect that waterbody or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, placement of structures, or 
alteration of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres: 

iii. Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? DYesDNo 
IfYes, describe: 

iv. Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation? o Yes oNo 
If Yes: 

• acres of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed: 

• expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion: 

• purpose of proposed removal (e.g. beach clearing, invasive species control, boat access): 

• proposed method of plant removal: 

• if chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s): 
v. Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance: 

c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water? • YesoNo 
If Yes: 

i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per day: 20000 gallons/day 
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply? DYes•No 

If Yes: 

• Name of district or servioe area: 

• Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal? DYesDNo 

• Is the project site in the existing district? D Yes DNo 

• Is expansion of the district needed? D YesDNo 

• Do existing lines serve the project site? DYesDNo 
iii. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project? oYesaNo 
If Yes: 

• Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: 

• Souroe(s) of supply for the district: 
iv. Is a new water supply district or Service area proposed to be fonned to serve the project site? o Yes•No 

If. Yes: 

• Applicant/sponsor for new district: 
• Date application submitted or anticipated: 

• Proposed source(s) of supply for new district: 
v. If a public water supply will not be used, descnoe plans to provide water supply for the project: Individual on site drilled 

well~ will b~ in~tillled. 
vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity: 5 gallons/minute. 

d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes? •Yes a No 
If Yes: 

i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day: 16000 gallons/day 
ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, describe all components and 

approximate volumes or proportions of each): Sanita!'.Y wastewater, eguine wastewater 

iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities? o Yes•No 
If Yes: 

• Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used: 
• Name of district: 

• Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project? o Yes oNo 

• Is the project site in the existing district? D Yes DNo 

• Is expansion of the district needed? DYesoNo 
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• Do existing sewer lines serve the project site? o Yes a No 
• Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project? DYesDNo 

If Yes: 

• Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: 

iv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be fonned to serve the project site? • Yeso No 
If Yes: 

• Applicant/sponsor for new district: Town of PhiliQStown {Dormant District as back ue for Private Sl'.stem) 

• Date application submitted or anticipated: 10Lo2L2011 
• What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge? None - On Site Infiltration 

v. If public facilities will not be used, descnl>e plans to provide wastewater treatment for the project, including specifying proposed 
receiving water (name and classification if swface discharge, or describe subsurface disposal plans): 

Common subsurface disposal typical of that for a single family residence, but large enough for 25 homes and 
and eguestrian facilit~. 

vi. Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste: NI A 

e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stonnwater runoff, either from new point • YesoNo 
sources (i.e. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point 
source (i.e. sheet flow) during construction or post construction? 

If Yes: 
i. How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel? 

_ ._Square feet orl~ a~ (impervious surface) 
__ Squarcfeetor210.l acres(parcelsize) 

ii. Describe types of new point sources. Roads, drivewa~s, 12arking areas, rooftoQs, hardscaQe, Qaddock 

iii. Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (i.e. on-site stonnwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties, 
groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)? 
Stormwater mana8ement facilities/structures and groundwater. Some stormwater from undisturbed areas 
will continu.e to flow to Ulmar Pond, Clove Creek and offsite as it now flows. 

• If to surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands: Clove Creek, Ulmar Pond 

• Will stonnwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? •YesDNo 
iv. Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervious materials or collect and re-use stonnwater'? •YesDNo 

f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel •Yes o No 
combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations? 

If Yes, identify: 
i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles) 

Delive!:Y vehicles, Residential vehicles and vehicles associated with Equestrian Center. 
ii. Statiooary sources dwing construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushers) 

Crusher and screener for processirig material on site. Small electrical generators. 
iii. Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric generation) 

N/A 

g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit, DYes•No 
or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit? 

If Yes: 
i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet DYes o No 

ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year) 
ii. In addition to ei,nissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate: 

• Toos/year(short tons) of Carbon Dioxide (COz) 
• Tons/year (short tons) of Nitrous Oxide (N20) 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs} 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent ofHydroflourocarbons (HFCs) 
• Tons/year (short tons) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) 
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h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants, •Yes a No 
landfills, composting facilities)? 

If Yes: 
i. Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric): Horse QOQulation is exeected to eroduce 0.8 metric tons eer year 

ii. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., combustion to generate heat or 
electricity, flaring) : N A 

i. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes, such as DYes•No 
quarry or landfill operations? 

If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust): 

j . Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate substantial a Yes •No 
new demand for transportation facilities or services? 

If Yes: 
L When is the peak traffic expected (Check all that apply): DMoming D Evening OWeekend 

D Randomly between hours of to . 
ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of semi-trailer truck trips/day: 
iiL Parking spaces: Existing Proposed Net .increase/decrease 
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? DYesDNo 
v. If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change in existing access, describe: 

vL Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities ~vailable within Yi mile of the proposed site? OYesONo 
vii Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of hybrid, electric OYesONo 

or other alternative fueled vehicles? 
viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing DYes DNo 

pedestrian or bicycle routes? 

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand •YesoNo 
for energy? 

If Yes: 
i. Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action: 100,000 kwh/yr 

ii. Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or 
other): 
via grid, solar and Local utility. 

iii. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation? a Yes•No 

l. Hours of operation. Answer all items which apply. (Equestrian Center) 
i. During Construction: ii. During Operations: 

• Monday - Friday: 8:00 am to 5:00 pm • Monday • Friday: 8:00am to 5:00em 

• Saturday: 8:00am to 12:00 em • Saturday: 8:00 am to 5:00 em 

• Sunday: - tn - • Sunday: 8:00 am 10 5:00 em 

• Holidays: - to - • Holidays: 8:00am to 5:00 em 
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rn. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction, • YesDNo 
operation, or both? 

If yes: 
i. Provide details including sources, time of day and duration: 

Construction activi!}'. as 2ermitted by local ordinance. Construction activities will be limited to weekdays from 8AM 
until S PM and Saturdays from 8 AM until Noon. Construction will not occur on le~al holidays. 

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural baniers that could act as a noise barrier or screen? o Yes•No 
Describe: 

n .. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? •YesDNo 
If yes: 
i. Descn"be source(s), location(s), height offixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures: 

Residential lighting each residential lot. Parking & walkway lighting on 
Eguestrian Center, all dark skv com2liant. Securi!Y lighting (motioned activated). 

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen? o Yes•No 
Describe: 

o. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? •YesDNo 
IfY es, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest 
occupied structures: Qdgr.s fc~un eguioe fsii;;ilj~- barns to be 1;1laced at significant distance from 2ro1;1ert~ line. 

Manure Management Plan to be com2leted and ae2roved as ea rt of the aeeroval erocess. 

p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage ofpetrolewn (combined capacity of over 1,100 gallons) •YesaNo 
or chemical products (185 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground storage)? 

If Yes: 
i. Product(s) to be stored l::leating fuel {011, grogane} 
ii. Vohnne(s) 14000 per unit time year (e.g., month, year) 

iiL Generally describe proposed storage facilities: Individual storage tanks on 'each resdential lot and at the Equestrian Center. 

q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides, • Yes aNo 
insecticides) during construction or operation? 

If Yes: 
i. Describe proposed treatment(s): 

Rodent control may require use of rodenticides if otherwise good management pracitices fail. 
Algicide has been recommended for the continued health of the pond *See Attachment 1 

it. Will the proposed action use Inte2rated Pest Manllllemcnt Practices? •Yes oNo 
r. Will the proposed action ( commercial1or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal • Yes DNo 

of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)? 
If Yes: 

i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility: 
• Construction: 1 tons per Month (unit of time) 
• Operation: 1 tons per Day (unit of time) 

ii. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as solid waste: 

• Construction: Use of standard sized building materials. Preelanning orders and deliveries to avoid 
deliv~ry of excess materialss. 

• Operation: Manure Management Plan, to be developed, which provide for regular removal of manure. 

iii. Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site: 

• Construction: Removal by commercial carters . 

• Operation: Removal by commercial carters. 
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s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility? o Yes• No 
If Yes: 

i. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting, landfill, or 
other disposal activities): 

IL Anticipated rate of disposaVprocessing: 

• Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thennal treatment, or 

• Tons/hour, if combustion or thennal treatment 
iii. If landfill, anticipated site life: years 

t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous oYes•No 
waste? 

If Yes: 
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, bandied or managed at facility: 

iL Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents: 

iii. Specify amount to be handled or generated __ tons/month 
iv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse ofha7.ardous constituents: 

v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility? o YesoNo 
If Yes: provide name and location of facility: 

If No: describe proposed management ofany hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility: 
!:iazacdc11s s11bstaoces will be cetaiaed ca site uatil ex12ended All S!.!Ch material will be S!QQroQriatelll ~tored, such as 
jn IQcked :il2iH;es :;et aside for the [!UrQOSe. 

E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action 

E.1. Laad uses on and surrounding the project site 

a. Existing land uses. 
i. Check all uses that occur on, adjoining and near the project site. 

o Urban o Industrial • Commercial • Residential (suburban) • Rural (non-furm) 
• Forest o Agriculture o Aquatic o Other (specify): 

ii. If mix of uses, generally describe: 

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site. 

Land use or Current Acreage After Change 
Covertype Acreage Project Comoletion (Acres+/-) 

• Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious 
surfaces 1.2 10.9 9.7 

• Forested 147.7 116.1 -31.6 

• Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (noo-
agricultural, including abandoned iuzricultural) 8.1 25.4 17.3 

• Agricultural 
(includes active orchards, field, greenhouse etc.) 0 0 0 

• Surface water features 
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.) 6.0 6.0 0 

• Wetlands (freshwater or tidal) 36.4 36.4 0 

• Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill) 10 10 0 

• Other 
0.7 5.3 4 .6 

Descnl>e: Landscaping 
Totals 210.1 210.l 0 
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? •YesDNo 
i. IfYcs: explain: Uninvited members of the ~ublic are known to regularly fish in Ulmar Pond 

d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed o_Yes•No 
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site? 

If Yes, 
i. Identify Facilities: 

e. Does the project site contain an existing dam? •YesoNo 
If Yes: 

i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment: 

• Dam height: 15 feet 

• Dam length: 425 feet 

• Surface area: 6.0 acres 

• Volume impounded: 29 pltoaeCP.. acre-feet 
ii. Dam's existing haz.ard classification: A 
iii. Provide date and summarize results of Last inspection: 

~1.1gu~t S. 2015· No~ rated • See Attachment 2 

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility, DYes•No 
or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility? 

If Yes: 
i. Has the facility been Connally closed? DYesD No 

• If yes, cite sources/documentation: 
ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility: 

iii. Descnbe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities: 

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project site adjoin oYes•No 
property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose of hazardous waste? 

If Yes: 
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred: 

h. Potential contamination his~ry. Has there been a reported spill at the proposed project site, or have any DYes• No 
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site? 

If Yes: 
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site DYes D No 

Remediation database? Check all that apply: 
a Yes - Spills Incidents database Provide DEC ID nuinber(s): 
o Yes - Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s): 
o Neither database 

ii. If site has been subject ofRCRA corrective activities, describe control measures: 

iii. Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database? a Yes a No 
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s): 

iv. If yes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status of site(s): 
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v. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? o Yes•No 

• Ifyes, DEC site ID number: - -----..,.----------- -------------
• Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or easement): 

• Describe any use limitations:-----------------------------
• Describe any engineering controls:---------- ------ ------------
• Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place? 0 Yes DNo 

• Explain:---------------------------------~ 

E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site 

a. What is the average depth to bedrock oo the project site? 0 >so ft. feet 

b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site? 
+/-5 % If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised ofbedrock outcroppings? -------

c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site: Chatfield 
Charlton 

Water surface 3.0 % Rive rhead 

>10 d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site? Average: _ __ _ 

e. Drainage status of project site soils: • Well Drained: 
• 3 001 W t S rf • Moderately Well Drained: 

. ro a er u ace • Poorly Drained 

~%ofsite 
_ o_o/oofsite 
~o/oofsite 

f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: • 0-100/o: 
• 10-15%: 
• 15% or greater: 

g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site? 

40 
29 
16 

feet 

20.1 %ofsite 
11.3 % of site 
65.7 %ofsite 

•YesoNo 

% * 
%See Attachment ~ 
% 

oYes•No 
IfYes,descn'be: _ _____ _____________________ ____ _ ~ 

h. Surface water features. 
i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers, • Yes o No 

ponds or lakes)? 
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site? •Yes o No 
If Yes to either i or ii, continue. IfNo, skip to E.2.i. 
iii. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any federal, • Yes o No 

state or local agency? *See Attachment 4 
iv. For each identified regulated wetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information: 

• Streams: Name Clove Creek 862-245 Federal Waters Classification C(TS) 
-=-~-------• Lakes or Ponds: Name Ulmar Pond Classification C(TS) 
--'---':...,,-,~----...,,....---:--~ 

• Wetlands: Name Town Regulated & State Wetlands, adjacent to Clove Creek Approximate Size 36.4 Total on site 
• Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC) _W_ P1_7_&_W_P_19 _ ____ _ 

v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation ofNYS water quality-impaired o Yes •No 
watetbodies? 

If yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired:------------------

i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway? (Partial) 

j. Is the project site in the 100 year Floodplain? ((Partial) 

k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain? (Partial) 

I. Is the project site located over, or inunediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifet'l 
If Yes: 

i. Name of aquifer: DEC Reports t hat Clove Creek Aquifer is both Principal and Primary. 
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m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site: 
See attached list * See Attachment 5 

n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? •Yes DNo 
If Yes: 

i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designation): *See Attachments 6 & 7 
Oak-TuliE.! tree forest, Aeealachian Oak-Hickory forest, Chestnut Oak forest 

ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation: NYSDEC 
iii. Extent of community/habitat: 

• Currently: acres 
• Following completion of project as proposed: acres 
• Gain or loss (indicate + or -): acres 

o. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as •Yes DNo 
endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endengered or threatened species? 

Project contains habitat suitable for Indiana Bats (Endangered) and Northern Long Eared Bats (Threatened) *See 
Attachment 8. These species were not actually observed or definitively documented as using the' site. 

p. Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of •Yes DNo 
s~cial concern? 

e Conservation Analysis documented use of the property by two Special Concern species· red-shouldered hawk and 
box turtle. It also reported the suspicion that the site may be used by two other Special Concern Species: eastern 
hognose and eastern worm snakes. Neither of these 2 snakes were actually observed nor were they definitively 
documented as using the site. 

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for htmting, trapping, fishmg or shell fishing? •Yes DNo 
If yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use: 

Uninvited members of the general eublic fish in Ulmar Pond. 

E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site 
a .. Ts the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to DYes•No 

Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304? 
If Yes, provide county plus district name/number: 

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? DYes •No 
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project site? 
Ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s): 

c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National DYes •No 
Natural Landmark? 

If Yes: 
i. Nature of the natural landmark: CJ Biological Community o Geological Feature 
ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent: 

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area? DYes•No 
If Yes: 

i. CEA name: 
ii. Basis for designation: 

iii. Designating agency and date: 
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m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site: 
See attached list * See Attachment 5 

n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? • YesoNo 
If Yes: 

i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designation): *See Attachments 6 & 7 
Oak-Tuli[;! tree forest, A[;![:'!alachian Oak-Hickor}'. forest, Chestnut Oak forest 

ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation: NYSDEC 
iii. Extent of community/habitat: 

• Currently: iQ'1/af?- acres 
• Following completion of project as proposed: d't% acres 
• Gain or loss (indicate+ or-): ~3G2 acres 

o. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as • Yes oNo 
endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endangered or threatened species? 

Project contains habitat suitable for Indiana Bats (Endangered) and Northern Long Eared Bats (Threatened) *See 
Attachment 8. These species were not actually observed or definitively documented as using the site. 

p. Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of • Yes DNo 
svecial concern? 

he Conservation Analysis documented use of the property by two Special Concern species: red-shouldered hawk and 
box turtle. It also reported the suspicion that the site may be used by two other Special Concern Species: eastern 
hognose and eastern worm snakes. Neither of these 2 snakes were actually observed nor were they definitively 
documented as using the site. 

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing? • Yes DNo 
If yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use: 

Uninvited members of the general 12ublic fish in Ulmar Pond. 

E.3. Designated Public Resourc~ On or Near Project Site 

a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to o Yes • No 
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304? 

If Yes, provide county plus district name/number: 

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? o Yes • No 
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project site? 

ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s): 

c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National DYes • No 
Natural Landmark? 

If Yes: 
i. Nature of the natural landmark: o Biological Community o Geological Feature 
ii Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent: 

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area? o Yes • No 
If Yes: 

i . CEA name: 
ii. Basis for designation: 

iii. Designating agency and date: 
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• 

• 

e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district o Yes•No 
which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on, the 
State or National Register of Historic Places? 

If Yes: 
i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource: o Archaeological Site o Historic Building or pistrict 
ii. Name: 

iii. Brief description of attributes on which listing is based: 

f. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for o Yes•No 
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory? 

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site? •Yes oNo 
If Yes: 

i. Describe possible resource(s): 1920 Farm House, 1820 Barn, Historic Road 
ii. Basis for identification: As re~orted in Conservation Analysis * See Attachment 9 

h. Is the project site within 5 miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local •YesDNo 
scenic or aesthetic resource? 

If Yes: 
i. Identify resource: Fahnestock Memorial State Park and Hudson Highlands State Park *See Attachment 10 

ii. Nature of, or basis for, designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway, 
etc.): State Parks 

iii. Distance between project and resource: 0.7 & 0.4*•• miles. Hudson Highlands & Fahnestock respectively 
i. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers DYes •No 

Program 6 NYCRR 666? 
If Yes: 

i. Identify the name of the river and its designation: 
ii. Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6NYCRR Part 666? DYesONo 

*** Measured to nearest point on boundary & not including land to be preserved. 

F. Additional Information 
Attach any additional information which may be needed to clarify your project. 
If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal. please descnbe those impacts plus any 
measures which you propose to avoid or minimize them. 

G. Verification 
I certify that the infonnation provided is true to the best of my knowledge. 

Applicant/Sponsor Name Horton Road, LLC Date 06/01/2017 

s;g.-~ ~ Titl• _ __ S_u_r_v-ey_o_r_f_o_r_A_p_p_lic_a_n_t __ _ 
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HUDSON HIGHLANDS RESERVE 
a 

CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION 
FULL 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
FORM 

PART TWO 
June I, 2017 



Full Environmental Assessment Form 
Part 2 - Identification of Potential Project Impacts 

Part 2 is to be completed by the lead agency. Part 2 is designed to help the lead agency inventory all potential resources that could 
be affected by a proposed project or action. We recognize that the lead agency's reviewer(s) will not necessarily be environmental 
professionals. So, the questions are designed to walk a reviewer through the assessment process by providing a series of questions that 

I 
can be answered using the information found in Part 1. To further assist the lead agency in completing Part 2, the form identifies the 
most relevant questions in Part 1 that will provide the information needed to answer the Part 2 question. When Part 2 is completed, the 
lead agency will have identified the relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the proposed activity. 

If the lead agency is a state agency and the action is in any Coastal Area, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding 
with this assessment. 

Tips for completing Part 2: 
• Review all of the information provided in Part 1. 
• Review any application, maps, supporting materials and the Full EAF Workbook. 
• Answer each of the 18 questions in Part 2. 
• If you answer "Yes" to a numbered question, please complete all the questions that follow in that section. 
• If you answer ''No" to a numbered question, move on to the next numbered question. 
• Check appropriate column to indicate the anticipated size of the impact. 
• Proposed projects that would exceed a numeric threshold contained in a question should result in the reviewing agency 

checking the box "Moderate to large impact may occur." 
• The reviewer is not expected to be an expert in environmental analysis. 
• If you are not sure or undecided about the size of an impact, it may help to review the sub-questions for the general 

question and consult the workbook. 
• When answering a question consider all components of the proposed activity, that is, the "whole action". 
• Consider the possibility for long-term and cumulative impacts as well as direct impacts. 

• h bl 'd . h 1 d f Answer t e question m a reasona e manner cons1 enng t e sea e an context o the project. 
1. Impact on Land 

Proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of, ONO •YES 
the land surface of the proposed site. (See Part 1. D.1) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - i. If "No", move on to Section 2. 

' Relevant No, or Moderate 
- Part I small to large - "''"':'.;~ ' 

·~ ,. 
, .. Question(s) impact Impact may ,''t . ·. ~· . -*.µ .. mav occur occur 

a. The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water table is E2d • a Jess than 3 feet. 

b. The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater. E2f 0 • 
c. The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or E2a 0 • 

generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface. 

d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons D2a • a 
of natural material. 

e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year Dle 0 • 
or in multiple phases. 

f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical D2e, D2q a • 
disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides). 

g. The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area. Bli • a 

h. Other impacts: • 0 
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2. Impact on Geological Features 
The proposed action may result in the modification or destruction of, or inhibit 
access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, dunes, •NO DYES 
minerals, fossils, caves). (See Part 1. E.2.g) 
If "Yes", answer auestions a - c. If "No", move on to Section 3. 

Relevant No, or Moderate 
Part I small to large 

Question(s) impact impact may 

' 
•. may occur occur 

a . Identify the specific land fonn(s) attached: E2g 0 0 

b. The proposed action may affect or is adjacent to a geological feature listed as a E3c 0 D 

registered National Natural Landmark. 
Specific feature: 

c. Other impacts: 0 D 

3. Impacts on Surface Water 
The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface water ONO • YES 
bodies (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds or lakes). (See Part 1. D.2, E.2.h) 
If "Yes", answer auestions a - l. lf"No", move on to Section 4. 

Relevant No, or Moderate 
,y,j' Part I small to large .. 

Question(s) impact Impact may . ..'•;" I ... mav occur occur 
a The proposed action may create a new water body. D2b, Dlh • a 

b. The proposed action may result in an increase or decrease of over l 0% or more than a D2b • a 
10 acre increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water. 

c. The proposed action may involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material D2a • 0 

from a wetland or water body. 

d. The proposed action may involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater or E2h • 0 

tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water body. 

e. The proposed action may create turbidity in a waterbody, either from upland erosion, D2a,D2h a • 
nmoff or by disturbing bottom sediments. 

f. The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrawal D2c • a 
of water from surface water. 

g. The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfall(s) for discharge D2d • a 
of wastewater to surface water(s). 

h. The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of D2e 0 • 
stormwater discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving 
water bodies. 

i. The proposed action may affect the water quality of any water bodies within or E2h 0 • 
downstream of the site of the proposed action. 

j . The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or D2q, E2h 0 • 
around any water body. 

k. The proposed action may require the constmction of new, or expansion of existing, Dia, D2d 0 • 
wastewater treatment facilities. 
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11. Olhe< impac~ • 0 

14. Impact on groundwater 
The proposed action may result in new or additional use of ground water, or ONO ii YES 
may have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer. 
(See Part 1. D.2 .a, D.2.c, D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - h. If "No", move on to Section 5. 

Relevant No, or Moderate 
Part I small to large . Question(s) impact impact may . ·,·;'.;.A'·~· 

.. ,., ~· ·I , ·~; ·"'\~'f"'":11~I mav occur occur 

a. The proposed action may require new water supply wells, or create additional demand D2c 0 • 
on supplies from existing water supply wells. 

b . Water supply demand from the proposed action may exceed safe and sustainable D2c • 0 

withdrawal capacity rate of the local supply or aquifer. 
Cite Source: 

c. The proposed action may allow or result in residential uses in areas without water and Dla, D2c 0 • 
sewer services. 

d . The proposed action may include or require wastewater discharged to groundwater. D2d,E21 0 • 
e. The proposed action may result in the construction of water supply wells in locations D2c, Elf, • 0 

where groundwater is, or is suspected to be, contaminated. Elg,Elh 

f. The proposed action may require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical products D2p, E21 • 0 

over ground water or an aquifer. 

g. The proposed action may involve the commercial application of pesticides within 100 E2h,D2q, • 0 

feet of potable drinking water or irrigation sources. E21, D2c 

1 

h. Other impacts: • 0 

5. Impact on Flooding 
The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to flooding. •NO DYES 
(See Part l . E.2) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - t!. If "No", move on to Section 6. 

. 
Relevant No, or Moderate 

Part I small to large 
Question(s) impact impact may 

mav occur occur 

a. The proposed action may result in development in a designated floodway. E2i 0 0 

b. The proposed action may result in development within a 100 year floodplain. E2j 0 0 

c. The proposed action may result in development within a 500 year floodplain. E2k 0 0 

d. The proposed action may result in, or require, modification of existing drainage D2b,D2e 0 0 

patterns. 

e. The proposed action may change flood water flows that contribute to flooding. D2b, E2i, 0 0 

E2i, E2k 

f. If there is a dam located on the site of the proposed action, is the darn in need of repair Ele 0 0 

or upgrade? 
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I g. Other impacts: 0 0 

I 6. Impacts on Air 
The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source. • NO DYES 
(See Part 1. D.2.f., D,2,h, D.2.g) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - f. If "No", move on to Section 7. 

Relevant No, or Moderate 
Part I small to large 

Questlon(s) impact impact may 
mav occur occur 

a. If the proposed action requires federal or state air emission permits, the action may 
also emit one or more greenhouse gases at or above the following levels: 

i. More than I 000 tons/year of carbon dioxide (C02) D2g 0 0 

ii. More than 3.5 tons/year of nitrous oxide (N20) D2g 0 0 

iii. More than I 000 tons/year of carbon equivalent of perfluorocarbons (PFCs) D2g 0 0 

iv. More than .045 tons/year of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) D2g 0 0 

v. More than I 000 tons/year of carbon dioxide equivalent of D2g 0 0 

hydrochloroflourocarbons (HFCs) emissions 
vi. 43 tons/year or more of methane D2h 0 0 

b. The proposed action may generate l 0 tons/year or more of any one designated D2g 0 0 

hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tons/year or more of any combination of such hazardous 
air pollutants. ' 

c. The proposed action may require a state air registration, or may produce an emissions D2f,D2g 0 0 
rate of total contaminants that may exceed 5 lbs. per hour, or may include a heat 
source capable of producing more than l 0 million BTU's per hour. 

d. The proposed action may reach 50% of any of the thresholds in "a" through "c", D2g 0 0 

above. 

e. The proposed action may result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more than l D2s 0 0 

ton of refuse per hour. 

I f. Other impacts: 0 0 

7. Impact on Plants and Animals 
The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna. (See Part l. E.2. m.-q.) O NO • YES 
If "Yes", answer questions a - i. If "No", move on to Section 8. 

~ -,.>. Relevant No, or Moderate 
.. Part I small to large 

Question(s) impact impact may 
mav occur occur 

a. The proposed action may cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of any E2o • 0 

threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the Federal 
government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site. 

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by E2o • 0 

any rare, threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the federal 
government. 

c. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of individuals, of any E2p • 0 

species of special concern or conservation need, as listed by New York State or the 
Federal government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site. 

d. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by E2p • 0 

any species of special concern and conservation need, as listed by New York State or 
the Federal government 
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e. The proposed action may diminish the capacity of a registered National Natural E3c • 0 

Landmark to support the biological community it was established to protect. 

f. The proposed action may result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any E2n • 0 

portion ofa designated significant natural community. 
Source: 

g. The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or E2m • 0 
over-wintering habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the project site. 

h. The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest, Elb • 0 

grassland or any other regionally or locally important habitat. 
l-Iabitat type & information source: 

i. Proposed action (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves use of D2q • 0 

herbicides or pesticides. 

j . Other impacts: • 0 

8. Impact on Agricultural Resources 
The proposed action may impact agricultural resow·ces. (See Part 1. E.3.a. and b.) ll NO DYES 
If "Yes", answer questions a - h. If "No", move on to Section 9. 

Relevant No, or Moderate 

' . . Part I small to large 
• '· Question(s) impact impact may .,. 

may occur occur 

a. The proposed action may impact soil classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the E2c, E3b 0 D 
NYS Land Classification Svstem. 

b. The proposed action may sever, cross or otherwise limit access to agricultural land Ela, Elb 0 D 
(includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc). 

c. The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the soil profile of E3b 0 D 
active agricultural land. 

d. The proposed action may irreversibly convert agricultural land to non-agricultural Elb, E3a 0 0 

uses, either more than 2.5 acres if located in an Agricultural District, or more than l 0 
acres if not within an Agricultural District. 

e. The proposed action may disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land Ela, Elb 0 D 
management system. 

f. The proposed action may result, directly or indirectly, in increased development C2c, C3, 0 0 

potential or pressure on farmland. D2c, D2d 

g. The proposed project is not consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland C2c 0 D 
Protection Plan. 

h. Other impacts: 0 0 

9. Impact on Aesthetic Resources 
The land use of the proposed action are obviously different from, or are in O NO II YES 
sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project and 
a scenic or aesthetic resource. (Part 1. E.1.a, E.1.b, E.3.h.) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - f!. If "No", fW to Section 10. ., 

Relevant No, or Moderate 
Part I small to large 

' Question(s) impact impact may 
. may occur occur 
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a. Proposed action may be visible from any officially designated federal, state, or local E3h • 0 

scenic or aesthetic resource. 

b. The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or significant E3h,C2b • 0 

screening of one or more officially designated scenic views. 

c. The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage points: E3h 
i. Seasonally (e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons) 0 • 
ii. Year round 0 • 

d. The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed E3h 
action is: E2q, 
i. Routine travel by residents, including travel to and from work • 0 
ii. Recreational or tourism based activities Elc D • 

e. The proposed action may cause a diminishment of the public enjoyment and E3h • 0 

appreciation of the designated aesthetic resource. 

f. There are similar projects visible within the following distance of the proposed Dla, Ela, • 0 

project: Dlf, Dlg 
0-112 mile 
\12 -3 mile 
3-S mile 
S+ mile 

g. Other impacts: • 0 

10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources 
The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological ONO ll YES 
resource. (Part I. E.3.e, f. and g.) 
If "Yes", answer questions a- e. If"No", f!.O to Section 11. ,. 

Relevant No, or Moderate 
" . Part I small to large -:). 

' 
' ~ 

Questlon(s) impact impact may 
" mav occur occur 

a. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous E3e • 0 

to, any buildings, archaeological site or district which is listed on or has been 
nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the State or 
National Register of Historic Places. 

b. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous E3f • 0 

to, an area designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on the NY State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory. 

c. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous E3g • a 
to, an archaeological site not included on the NY SHPO inventory. 
Source: 

d. Other impacts: imgcts on ca. 1825 Timber Frame Barn, 1920 Colonial Revival D • 
and Hi~torii;; Bosid. 

e. If any of the above (a-d) are answered "Yes", continue with the following questions 
to help support conclusions in Part 3: 

i. The proposed action may result in the destruction or alteration of all or part E3e, E3g, 0 • of the site or property. E3f 

ii. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property's setting or E3e, E3f, 0 • 
E3g, Ela, 
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integrity. Elb 
E3e, E3f, • D 

iii. The proposed action may result in the introduction of visual elements which E3g, E3h, 
are out of character with the site or property, or may alter its setting. C2,C3 

I 11. Impact on Open Space and Recreation 
The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a ONO Ill YES 
reduction of an open space resource as designated in any adopted 
municipal open space plan. 
(See Part 1. C.2.c, E. l.c., E.2.q.) 
If "Yes", answer questions a- e. If "No", ~o to Section 12. 

-
Relevant No, or Moderate 

" 
:,,. 

j ~ ' 
;-;' 

• < 
' .. ,. 1(' Part I small to large ... ~', : ' .. Question(s) impact impact may '. 

~. A mav occur occur 

a . The proposed action may result in an impainnent of natural functions, or "ecosystem D2e, Elb 
services'', provided by an undeveloped area, including but not limited to stonnwater E2h, 
storage, nutrient cycling, wildlife habitat. E2m,E2o, 

E2n,E2p 

b. The proposed action may result in the loss of a current or future recreational resource. C2a, Elc, 
C2c, E2o 

c. The proposed action may eliminate open space or recreational resource in an area C2a, C2c 
with few such resources. Elc, E2q 

d. The proposed action may result in loss of an area now used infonnally by the C2c, Elc 
community as an open space resource. 

e. Other impacts: 

112. Impact on Critical Environmental Areas 
The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical ll NO 
environmental area (CEA). (See Part 1. E.3.d) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - c. If "No", ~o to Section 13. 

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

a. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quantity of the resource or E3d 
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA. 

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quality of the resource or E3d 
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA. 

c. Other impacts: 

13. Impact on Transportation 
The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation systems. 
(See Part I. D.2.j) 

O NO 

1 "Yes", answer uestions a - o to Section 14. 

a. Pro'ected traffic increase may exceed ca acity of existing road network. 
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D2j 

• D 

• D 

• D 

• D 

• 0 

D YES 
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small to large 

impact impact may 
mav occur occur 

D D 

0 0 

0 D 

• YES 

No, or 
small 
impact 

ma occur 

• 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

0 



b. The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area for 500 or D2j • 0 
more vehicles. 

c. The proposed action will degrade existing transit access. D2j • 0 

d. The proposed action will degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations. D2j • 0 

e. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people or goods. D2j • 0 

f. Other impacts: • 0 

14. Impact on Energy 
The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any fonn of energy. ONO M YES 
(See Part l. D.2.k) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - e. If "No", JZO to Section 15. 

Relevant No, or Moderate 
' Part I small to large , . < 

~ 
_..,,_ f, 

Question(s) impact impact may 
?,......_ .. mav occur occur 

a. The proposed action will require a new, or an upgrade to an existing, substation. D2k • 0 

b. The proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission Dlf, • 0 

or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two-family residences or to serve a Dlq, D2k 
commercial or industrial use. 

c. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity. D2k • 0 

d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than l 00,000 square Dig • 0 

feet of building area when completed. 
e. Other Impacts: • 

15. Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light 
The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting. ONO • YES 
(See Part 1. D.2.m., n., and o.) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - f. If "No", f!O to Section 16. 

Relevant No, or Moderate 
Part I small to large 

' 
Question(s) Impact impact may 

mav occur occur 
a. The proposed action may produce sound above noise levels established by local D2m • 0 

regulation. 

b. The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any residence, D2m, Eld • 0 

hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home. 

c. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per day. D2o • D 

d. The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties. D2n • D 

e. The proposed action may result in lighting creating sky-glow brighter than existing D2n, Ela • 0 

area conditions. 

f. Other impacts: • D 

act on hwnan health from ex osure • NO DYES 
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to new or existing sources of contaminants. (See Part l .D.2.q., E.l. d. f. g. and h.) 
If "Yes", answer Questions a - m. If "No", KO to Section 17. 

Relevant No,or Moderate 
Part I small to large 

Questlon(s) impact impact may 
may cccur occur 

a. The proposed action is located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, licensed day Eld 0 0 

care center, group home. nursin2 home or retirement communitv. 

b. The site of the proposed action is currently undergoing remediation. Elg,Elh 0 0 

c. There is a completed emergency spill remediation, or a completed environmental site Elg,Elh 0 0 

remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed action. 

d. The site of the action is subject to an institutional control limiting the use of the Elg,Elh 0 0 

property (e.g., easement or deed restriction). 

e. The proposed action may affect institutional control measures that were put in place Elg,Elh 0 0 

to ensure that the site remains protective of the environment and human health. 

f. The proposed action has adequate control measures in place to ensure that future D2t 0 0 

generation, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be protective of the 
environment and human health. 

g. The proposed action involves construction or modification of a solid waste D2q, Elf 0 0 

management facility. 

h. The proposed action may result in the unearthing of solid or hazardous waste. D2q, Elf 0 0 

i. The proposed action may result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or processing, of D2r, D2s 0 0 

solid waste. 

j. The proposed action may result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 feet of Elf, Elg 0 0 

a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste. Elh 

k. The proposed action may result in the migration of explosive gases from a landfill Elf, Elg 0 0 

site to adjacent off site structures. 

I. The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate from the D2s, Elf, 0 0 

project site. D2r 

m. Other impacts: 

17. Consistency with Community Plans 
The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans. •NO DYES 
(See Part 1. C.l, C.2. and C.3.) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - h. If "No", go to Section 18. 

Relevant No, or Moderate 
Part I small to large . 

' Question(s) impact Impact may 
mav occur occur 

a. The proposed action's land use components may be different from, or in sharp C2, C3, Dia 0 0 

contrast to, current surrounding land use pattem(s). Ela, Elb 
b. The proposed action will cause the pe1manent population of the city, town or village C2 0 0 

in which the project is located to grow by more than 5%. 
c. The proposed action is inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulations. C2,C2,C3 0 0 

d. The proposed action is inconsistent with any County plans, or other regional land use C2,C2 0 0 

plans. 

e. The proposed action may cause a change in the density of development that is not C3, Dlc, 0 0 
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supported by existing infrastructure or is distant from existing infrastructure. Dld, Dlf, 
Did Elb 

f. The proposed action is located in an area characterized by low density development C4, D2c, D2d 0 0 

that will require new or expanded public infrastructure. D2j 

g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts (e.g., residential or C2a 0 0 
-. 

commercial development not included in the proposed action) 

·1 h. Other: 0 0 

18. Consistency with Community Character 
The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing community character. • NO DYES 
(See Part 1. C.2, C.3, D.2, E.3) 
If "Yes", answer questions a - J?. If "No", oroceed to Part 3. 

,• .. 
Relevant No, or Moderate 

. . ... ' : ~ Part I small to large . .. . . ;..:. 
Questlon(s) impact impact may 

' 
'! ... 

' ' • .. 
'•l'.' ,.: Y' mav occur occur 

a. The proposed action may replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or areas E3e, E3f, E3g D 0 

of historic importance to the community. 

b. The proposed action may create a demand for additional community services (e.g. C4 0 0 

schools, police and fire) 

c. The proposed action may displace affordable or low-income housing in an area where C2,C3,Dlf 0 0 

there is a shortage of such housing. Dlg, Ela 

d. The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized C2,E3 0 0 

or designated public resources. 

e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale and C2,C3 0 0 

character. 

f. Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural landscape. C2,C3 0 0 
Ela, Elb 

' E2iz.E2h 
g. Other impacts: 0 0 
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Hudson Highlands Reserve Full EAF Part 3 
Potentially Large Impacts Discussed 

INTRODUCTION 

The Hudson Highlands Reserve is a 27 Lot Conservation Subdivision located on 210 acres on 
the easterly side of US Route 9 in the North Highlands section of the Town of Philipstown 
between Horton Road, on the south, and East Mountain Road North, on the north. 

Enactment of the current Zoning Law in 20 I I introduced Conservation Zoning to the Town. 
The Hudson Highlands Reserve is the first Conservation Subdivision in Philipstown. Because it 
is the first, both the Planning Board and its consultants, and the sponsor and its consultants 
have approached the process in a very careful and conservative manner. 

The project began as an assemblage of 4 parcels with a combined area of 155 acres. During 
early discussions with the Planning Board, interested parties expressed concern that the project 
would fragment the Matrix Forest that includes much of the sponsor's property. As a direct 
result, the applicant acquired an additional 50 acres of land with the intention of protecting it 
and limiting the forest fragmentation. More recently, a concern that the entry road at Route 9 
was positioned too close to the bridge over Clove Creek. Consequently, the applicant 
acquired a 4.5 acre improved commercial parcel adjacent to the proposed road with the 
intention of providing the opportunity to move the proposed road north and further from the 
bridge. The commercial parcel will remain commercial and will not be a member of the 
Homeowner's Association that will manage the Conservation Subdivision. However, it is 
included on the Plat to provide for the lot line adjustment that will make the entry road part of 
the common property within the subdivision. The proposed project now contains 5 parcels 
and a total of 210 acres, including the commercial lot, 25 residential lots and a large common 
area that includes the roads, recreational facilities and maintenance facilities and mostly open 
space that will be protected by a conservation easement. 

The Philipstown Zoning Law requires that an applicant for approval of a Conservation 
Subdivision demonstrate that its land is suitable for such approval (Sections I 75-19A(2) and 
I 75-20A( I). The demonstration must take the form of a Conservation Analysis, which 
identifies, inventories and evaluates the features that might contribute to the conservation value 
of the applicant's property. The sponsors of the Hudson Highlands Reserve prepared and 
submitted a Conservation Analysis, which was reviewed by the Planning Board and its 
consultants. As a result of multiple reviews and edits, the Conservation Analysis for the project 
was accepted by the Planning Board on July 21 , 2016. At its November 17, 2016, meeting, the 
Planning Board adopted Findings that the Conservation Analysis demonstrates that the 
property ". . . contains sufficient conservation value requiring protection . . . " to justify its 
consideration of approval of a conservation subdivision. Attachment I I is a copy of the 
Findings. 

The Conservation Analysis studied the property from several perspectives including; 
archaeological, biological, cultural, ecological, historical, and limnological. It included studies of 
the flora and fauna present and not present on the site. The results and conclusions of the 
Conservation Analysis were highly influenced by the steep slopes and wetlands on the site, 
which were professionally delineated, mapped and quantified. In addition to the detailed studies 
prepared for the conservation analysis, studies and reports from the Environmental Assessment 
Form (EAF) prepared for the previous owner's mining project, ca. 2010, were included in the 



Conservation Analysis. All of the reports contributed to the development of the Master Plan 
for the project. 

.._ The maps that are part of the Conservation Analysis clearly show the areas of high 
conservation value where development should be avoided, as well as those areas of medium 
conservation value and those areas most appropriate for development. The Conservation 
Analysis has guided the preparation of the Master Plan and thus assisted the planners in avoiding 
potential impacts. 

-

Part I of this EAF provides the factual data regarding the property, and answers objective and 
quantitative questions such as project area, zoning, soils classifications, wetland areas, etc. Part 
2 compares the potential negative impacts that may result from the project to threshold 
negative impacts, and guides reviewers to those potential negative impacts that are potentially 
large and require further discussion in Part 3. 

A full suggested Environmental Assessment Form was submitted for this project in December 
of 2016. Subsequent to that submission, several changes to the plan have occurred, the most 
notable of which are the reduction of the number of new residential lots from 29 to 24 (one of 
the 25 lots is already improved with the I 920's residential structure) and the realignment of the 
proposed road system to minimize use of constrained lands. Because of this and several other 
modifications, the EAF submitted last December was revisited and resulted in this document. 

The remainder of this part of the Full EAF provides discussion of each of those potentially large 
negative impacts, including whether: they are likely to occur; they can be avoided; and those 
impacts that cannot be avoided have, or can be, minimized. The form of this Part 3 repeats 
those sections of Part 2 in which potentially large impacts have been identified and follows each 
with discussion. It also comments about some of the sections where potentially large impacts 
were not identified, but where some discussion seemed necessary. 

DISCUSSION 

I - Impacts on Land 
b. - The proposed action may involve construction on slopes 15% or greater 

Potential lmf>acts Generally - Construction on slopes that are greater than 15% increases 
the possibility of erosion and downstream sedimentation. This is because water flows faster on 
steeper slopes and, consequently, has more power to scour land and carry the eroded material 
away. 

Constructing roads and other improvements across slopes greater than 15% also requires a 
greater disturbance to provide enough room for the excavated slopes to meet the original 
grade. 

Likely Occurrence - Construction on land with slopes of 15% or greater will occur and 
cannot be avoided. It is necessary to avoid overburdening Horton Road and East Mountain 
Road North, not only with the residential traffic, but with the commercial traffic generated by 
the equine facility that is included in the proposal. Both East Mountain Road South and Horton 
Road are relatively narrow residential roads that are not designed to accommodate the trucks 



and trailers that will service the equine facility. Neighbors have already expressed concern that 
the additional traffic would negatively impact their quality of life. 

- The applicant presented no less than three roadway layouts before deciding on and staking one 
for the Planning Board to evaluate. The Planning Board conducted a site visit on April 9, 2017. 
and expressed concern for several parts of the staked route. Following the site visit, the 
applicant's designers reviewed and again adjusted the layout. At the April 2017 meeting of the 
Planning Board the applicant's representative presented 4 layouts that were considered, 
including one that modified the layout viewed during the site visit. Following the meeting, the 
Town's consultants walked the site and reviewed the new layout. They reported that the road 
layout was significantly improved and the new design was responsive to the concerns expressed 
by them and members of the Planning Board following the site visit. The new plan has 
minimized the amount of road that must be constructed on steep slopes. 

Still, there are areas where the new roads will cross or be built along slopes that are greater 
than I 5%. This is necessary to provide access from Route 9 and avoid access from Horton 
Road or East Mountain Road North. The internal roadway now provides the necessary 
circulation through the developable portion of the site while minimizing construction on steeply 
sloped land. The newly designed route also preserves much of the abandoned portion of 
Horton Road that runs through the property. The abandoned portion of "Horton Road is 
significant to the history of Philipstown .. .," and is an " ... excellent example of an early 19th 
century road" (Attachment 9, p. 057). 

) Mitiiations/Conclusions - The Hudson Highlands Reserve has worked to minimize 
disturbance on grades with slopes greater than I 5% in the following ways: 

• The secondary access to East Mountain Road has been eliminated. 
• The plan for grading the steeper routes to and from Route 9 will utilize retaining walls 

to minimize the width of the swath necessary for construction. 
• The internal circulation roads have been relocated away from steep slopes to the 

greatest practical extent. 
• The plan restricts development of the core of the project to the more developable 

areas of the sites. 
• The steeper slopes down from East Mountain Road South, those down toward East 

Mountain Road North, and those along almost all of Clove Creek will not be developed. 

Even so, the potential impact has not and cannot be completely eliminated, but it can be 
controlled. Because of the size of the Hudson Highlands Reserve, a full Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be prepared and approved before a shovel can be put into the 
ground. This plan will employ proven stormwater pollution prevention techniques before, 
during and after construction is complete, such as: 

• Limiting disturbance to a maximum of 5 acres at any one time; 
• Temporarily and permanently stabilizing disturbed areas as soon as possible after 

particular tasks have been accomplished; 
.._ • Use of erosion control fencing and haybales; 

• Use of Temporary and Permanent sediment traps; 
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• Infiltrating stormwater; and 
• Regularly and professionally inspecting the site for adherence to the SWPPP. 

Because a SWPPP is required and because the Town of Philipstown will cause the ongoing 
construction to be regularly inspected, not only by the developer's professional, but by an 
inspector employed by the Town, the threat of unavoidable impact associated with 
construction on slopes will be minimized to the greatest practical extent. 

c. - The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or generally 
within 5 feet of existing ground Construction on Exposed Bedrock 

Potential Impacts Generally - When bedrock is encountered during construction there are 
potential impacts. First. there is a greater likelihood that, when encountered during road 
construction, the constructed road will fail because the surface of the rock will not hold the 
constructed road. A similar failure could occur during construction of homes and other 
buildings. 

If bedrock is encountered during construction, it may have to be removed. The preferred 
method of removing rock is excavation by chipping or hammering, although removal may 
require blasting. Noise and the dangers associated with blasting are impacts clearly associated 
with the removal of bedrock. 

If septic systems are installed without sufficient cover over bedrock, they may fail and cause 
untreated effluent to enter the groundwater. 

Likely Occurrence - Considering the depth of the cut required for the access road and the 
route of the northerly portion of the loop road on the Master Plan, it is possible that rock will 
be encountered and that it will have to be removed. However, as discussed in the previous 
section, the more recent road alignment has greatly reduced the chance that bedrock will be 
encountered during road construction. 

Septic systems may not be located unless there is at least 5 feet of cover over bedrock. This 
condition must be proven to the Putnam County Department of Health before a particular 
location for a system is approved. The applicant's engineers have examined the two areas 
where the common septic system is to be installed. Test results indicate that there is sufficient 
soil cover and percolation rates to indicate that the soils in these areas are acceptable. The 
locations of the actual testing and the results thereof form Attachments 12 and 13 of this 
document. respectively. Ultimately, the Putnam County Department of Health must approve 
and permit the installation of any septic system on the property. Consequently, there is little 
likelihood that septic system failures will result from being installed too close to bedrock. 

Mitirations/Conclusions - If rock is encountered, every effort should be made to avoid 
blasting. The Planning Board will make that effort a requirement of its approval. If blasting is 
unavoidable, it should be conducted in the safest manner possible and at times when it impacts 
the fewest people. Toward that end, the Planning Board will require that. prior to any and all 
blasting, the applicant will: 

• Consult with the Town's Inspector to determine if blasting can be reasonably avoided, 
and if not: 
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• Submit a blasting plan to and obtain approval from the Town's Inspector; and 
• Obtain any and all required permits necessary to conduct the blasting. 

At a minimum, the blasting plan will specify that blasting be conducted: 

• Only by duly licensed, insured and experienced personnel; 
• Only during weekdays; 
• Only during hours when the surrounding population is generally at work or 

school; 
• Using safety mats and other industry approved protective devices and measures; 

and 
• Using the minimum size charges necessary to safely accomplish the task. 

Standard engineering practices will minimize failure of improvements constructed on exposed 
rock. These practices include over-cutting the rock to provide an additional layer of road base 
from the over shot rock and pinning footings to keep foundations from moving. 

It is unlikely that exposed or shallow bedrock can be avoided. If it is encountered, its removal 
by blasting may be required. The imposition of the requirements outlined above will minimize 
the need for blasting and, if it is required, minimize the negative impacts associated with such 
removal. 

e. - The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year or in multiple 
phases. 

Potential lmj>acts Generally - The full build out of a project often requires more than one 
year of construction activity. The impacts associated with the longer duration include: a greater 
likelihood that erosion will occur during the winter shutdown; and greater likelihood that 
quality of life issues will affect the neighbors. Quality of life impacts include noise, dust, and the 
unsightly environment often associated with a construction site. 

Likely Occurrence - There is no doubt that the Hudson Highlands Reserve project will last 
more than one year. 

As discussed above, the greatest likelihood of damage from erosion will be threatened along 
that part of the road system from Route 9 to the developable area of the site. This is because it 
is the area where most of the disturbance on slopes that exceed 15% will occur. This first 
section of the road is also the section that has the greatest visibility to passersby and 
neighboring properties. Construction in this area will be visible from Route 9 and neighboring 
properties along and west of Route 9. 

Fortunately, construction activities on the largest portion of the site will be limited to those 
areas where the threat of erosion is less of a problem and construction activities are relatively 
far from neighboring properties. As a result, the negative impacts associated with construction 
lasting more than one year are less likely to result. 

Mitiiations/Conclusions - Several measures will be required by the Planning Board and other 
agencies to assure that the negative impacts associated with construction that will last more 



than one year will be effectively minimized. Perhaps chief among them is the SWPPP discussed 
above. The SWPPP requires that 

-. • No more than 5 acres be disturbed at any one time, thus minimizing both the threat of 
erosion and the extent of disturbance that is presented to neighbors and passersby; 

• Any winter shutdown be preceded by an inspection to be certain that all erosion 
control devices are properly installed and functioning; and 

• Inspections be continued throughout both construction and any shutdown periods. 

Moreover, in addition to the 5-acre disturbance limitation in the SWPPP, the Planning Board 
will impose restrictions on construction that will: 

• Limit hours of the day and days of the week when construction activities can be 
conducted 

• Require the applicant to implement an effective dust control program 
• Require the installation of landscaping features as construction progresses. 

With these plan requirements, including regular professional inspections in place, the negative 
impacts associated with the project's construction requiring more than I year will be mitigated 
to the greatest practical extent. 

f. - The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical disturbance or 
vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbiddes). 

Potential Impacts Generally - As discussed in other sections of this document, increased 
erosion damages the land from which the material is eroded, and often damages the land or 
water that eventually receives the eroded material. Erosion not only causes unsightly rills; 
eroding waters can carry away topsoil and rob the eroded area of the nutrients it needs to 
support plant life. If the eroded material is deposited into water, its nutrients can cause 
eutrophication and otherwise damage aquatic life. Siltation can change the course of a stream 
or drainage patterns. Although generally temporary, siltation can also block roadways and make 
unsafe conditions for human movement. 

Likely Occurrence - Without the implementation of a SWPPP and/or the stormwater 
treatment and erosion control measurements that it will specify, the likelihood of the impact 
occurring would be high. However, because a fully approved and implemented SWPPP, 
including regular inspections of the site will be required, the likelihood is significantly reduced. 

Miti1ations/Conclusions - The implementation of Best Management Practices, including the 
careful execution of an approved SWPPP will mitigate this potential impact to the greatest 
practical extent. 

2 - Impacts on Geological Features - NO DISCUSSION 

3 - Impacts on Surface Water 
e. - The proposed action may create turbidity in a waterbody, whether from upland erosion, runoff or 
by disturbing bottom sediments. 
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Potential ltnj>acts Generally - Turbid water and sedimentation of eroded material into a 
waterbody, regardless of its source, can damage fish and other aquatic life and contribute to the 
eutrophication of lakes and ponds. It can make water supplies unusable and result in a loss of 
recreational activities. 

Likely Occurrence - This is unlikely to occur during the construction and development of the 
Hudson Highlands Reserve project because the master plan has avoided virtually all activity in 
the immediate vicinity of Ulmar Pond and along Clove Creek. The Master Plan has imposed an 
additional setback of 40 feet beyond the I 00-foot regulated buffer surrounding Ulmar Pond. 
The only discharge to the waters of either Clove Creek or Ulmar pond is stormwater that will 
have been treated in accordance with an approved SWPPP and cannot be infiltrated on site. 
The investigation of the soils that were conducted when the previous owner was proposing to 
mine a portion of the property indicate the onsite infiltration may be possible. 

Mitirations/Conclusions - If it becomes necessary to discharge treated stormwater into 
either Ulmar Pond or Clove Creek, its flow and the energy of the flow will be dissipated 
through the use of erosion control devices such as level spreaders and rock outlet protection. 
Proper implementation of such devices overseen and inspected by professionals, including the 
Town's inspector engaged for the purpose, will assure that the threat of turbidity in Ulmar 
Pond and/or Clove Creek is not likely to occur. Moreover, any discharge must be directed to 
either the pond or the creek, additional permits will be required. Once the stormwater 
treatment plans are completed in an acceptable fashion, concern for the potential impact will 
have been minimized. 

h. - The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of stormwater discharge 
that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving waterbodies. 
i. - The proposed action may affea the water quality of any waterbodies within or around any 
downstream of the site of the proposed action. 

Potential 1'"9acts Generally - Construction on slopes that exceed 15% raise greater concern 
for damage from erosion such that it is important enough to merit a separate entry in this 
discussion. Similarly, activities that create the possibility that eroded material will reach a 
waterbody merits a separate entry. Such activities include construction of roads, houses and 
other buildings and excavation that disturbs the earth's surface regardless of the steepness of 
the ground. Stormwater flowing across disturbed land will catch and carry loosened soil, etc. 
and, unchecked, carry it down to the stream or waterbody that drains the area. The eroded 
material can be carried downstream causing turbidity or it can be deposited into the bottom of 
a waterbody causing the negative impacts discussed in Section 3e, above. 

Likely Occurrence - As stated in Section If, above, without the implementation of a SWPPP 
and/or the stormwater treatment and erosion control measures it will specify, the likelihood of 
the impact occurring would be high. However, because a fully approved, implemented and 
regularly inspected SWPPP will be required, the likelihood is small. 

Mitirations/Conclusions - Again from Section If, the implementation of Best Management 
Practices, including the careful execution of an approved SWPPP will mitigate this potential 
impact to the greatest practical extent. 



j. - The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or around any 
waterbody. 

Potential lmJ>acts Generally - Improperly or carelessly applied pesticides or herbicides can 
damage a waterbody by raising the level of toxicity of the water to unsafe levels. This can 
poison fish and other aquatic life, animals that drink from the pond, and humans that use the 
pond for fishing or swimming. 

Likely Occurrence - The limnological report in the Conservation Analysis (Attachment I, p. 
160), recommends the use of algaecide to support the continued/improved health of Ulmar 
Pond. Accordingly, it is likely that herbicides will be introduced into a waterbody when the 
proposed subdivision is approved. 

Mitications/Conclusions - The proper application of herbicides will improve the condition of 
Ulmar Pond, but it must be done carefully by individuals that are fully insured, fully licensed and 
most importantly, fully knowledgeable in their application. The applicant will be required to 
contract with such a person when the lake is to be treated. The use of such a qualified person 
and the regulations and licensing by the NYSDEC required to apply the herbicides, provides the 
assurances necessary for the Planning Board to be confident that the threat of this potential 
impact has been minimized to the greatest practical extent. 

k. - The proposed action may require the construction of new, or expansion of existing, wastewater 
treatment facilities. 

Potential lmJ>acts Generally - The construction of new wastewater treatment facilities opens 
the possibility that they will not be properly designed and constructed. Improperly designed 
and/or constructed wastewater treatment systems increase the likelihood that the effluent will 
not be properly treated before it reaches groundwater. If insufficiently treated effluent reaches 
groundwater the groundwater will be fouled. If groundwater is fouled, nearby wells may be 
contaminated, as will nearby ponds that are groundwater fed. If the effluent seeps to the 
surface, residents will be exposed to offensive odors and, more importantly, the possibility of 
direct contact with the untreated wastewater. 

Likely Occurrence -The project requires the installation of new wastewater treatment 
systems. Therefore, the potential for the negative impact exists. However, there are rules, 
regulations, testing requirements, guidelines, specifications, and permitting requirements 
administered by the Putnam County Department of Health that must be followed before a 
permit is issued for construction of new septic systems. Among the more important rules is 
the one that specifies that there be a minimum of 5 feet of vertical separation between the 
bottom of the septic system and the groundwater in the system area. (See discussion in Section 
I c above and Attachments 12 & 13). Before any system is allowed to operate, its proper 
construction must be inspected by the Putnam County Department of Health and 
professionally certified. 

In the instant situation, the applicant is proposing a common septic system. Doing so requires 
additional levels of scrutiny in that a SPDES permit must be obtained from the NYS 
Department of Environmental Conservation. The operation of the system must be undertaken 
by a separate entity created for the purpose. 



Miti1ations/Conclusions - Considering the level of scrutiny in the process and the soil test 
results so far submitted, the Planning Board can reasonably take assurance that the threat to 
the groundwater created by the construction of the septic system necessary to service the 
project will be adequately mitigated. 

4 - Impacts on Groundwater 

a. - The proposed action may require new water supply wells, or create additional demand on supplies 
from existing water supply wells. 

Potential Impacts Generally - The introduction of new wells creates the possibility that the 
groundwater will be overtaxed. That is that new wells will require more water than the 
groundwater can supply. Were this the case, the new wells would be inadequate for the 
project. Moreover, with the new wells pumping water out of the ground, existing wells in the 
area might produce an inadequate amount of water. 

Likely Occurrence - Part I of this EAF estimates daily water demand of 20,000 gallons per 
day, including demand for both the residential and commercial (equine) components of the 
project. 

Attachment 14 is a document entitled Town of Philipstown Groundwater Report and Planning 
Resource by The Chazen Companies, dated June 2007. It was commissioned by and completed 
for the Town of Philipstown. Section 3.3 provides the data necessary to estimate the amount 
of water that will be recharged into the surface of the Hudson Highlands Reserve. Attachment 
15 is the soils inventory for Hudson Highlands Reserve, grouped by Hydrologic Soils Group. 
Finally, Attachment 16 contains calculations comparing estimated groundwater recharge for the 
project to estimated water demand. This calculation shows that expected recharge is almost 
900% of the expected demand, from which one must conclude that the impact associated with 
drilling new wells will not occur. 

Mitiiations/Conclusions - The impacts associated with developing new water supply wells is 
very unlikely to occur. Consequently, mitigations of the perceived impact are unnecessary. 

c. - The proposed action may allow or result in residential uses in areas without water and sewer 
services. 

Potential Impacts Generally - Residential uses in areas without water and sewer services 
require the installation of private wells and private sewage treatment systems. As discussed in 
Section 4a, installation of wells where there is insufficient groundwater recharge can result in 
inadequate wells and might cause existing wells to go dry. Please refer to Section 4a. 

As discussed in Section I k, septic systems, if not installed properly, can foul groundwater and 
seep to the surface. Each can cause health problems. The first by introducing pollutants into 
wells. The second, by producing foul odors and exposing residents directly to sewage effluent. 
Please refer to Section I k. 

Likely Occurrence - As discussed in Sections I k and 4a, the Putnam County Department of 
Health regulates and permits the construction of septic systems and the installation of wells. 
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The regulations provide minimum standards to assure that such construction and installations 
will be safe and will protect the environment. The Hudson Highlands Reserve will be required 
to follow these regulations and prove to the Putnam County Department of Health that, from a 
public health perspective, the subdivision is properly designed and can be safely built. With 
these regulatory safeguards in place, the impacts associated with introducing residential uses 
into areas without water and sewer services is not likely to occur. 

Mitiiations/Conclusions - The Planning Board must subject any approval to a condition that 
Putnam County Health Department approve the conservation subdivision. Moreover, the 
installation of the common septic system will require the approval of and a SPDES permit from 
the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation. The requirements of the Putnam County 
Department of Health at both the subdivision and construction stages of the project and the 
requirement to obtain a SPDES permit provide sufficient assurances that the potential impacts 
are unlikely to occur and have been adequately mitigated. 

d. - The proposed action may indude or require wastewater discharge to groundwater. 

Potential lm9acts Generally - As discussed in Sections I k and 4c, poorly designed and/or 
constructed septic systems can cause untreated wastewater to be discharged into and pollute 
groundwater. 

Likely Occurrence - Properly designed and installed septic systems treat the septic effluent 
and return treated water to the groundwater. The testing and permitting requirements of the 
Putnam County Department of Health discussed in Section I K and the requirements of the 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation make the potential impact far less likely to 
occur. Moreover, the requirement that the septic system be professionally operated and 
professionally maintained further reduces the risk that untreated wastewater will be discharged 
into the groundwater. 

Mitiiations/Conclusions - As stated in Section 4c, Putnam County Department of Health 
approval will be a requirement of any subdivision approval granted by the Philipstown Planning 
Board. This approval and all that precedes it, will provide sufficient assurances that impact 
associated with the discharge of wastewater into the groundwater will not occur and need not 
be an impediment to approval of the project. 

5 - Impacts on Flooding - NO DISCUSSION 

6 - Impacts on Air - NO DISCUSSION 

1 - Impacts on Plants and Animals 
h. - The proposed action requires the conversion of more than I 0 acres of forest, grassland or any 
other regionally or locally important habitat 

Potential Impacts Generally - Removal of habitat can endanger species that rely on it for 
their survival. It can cause the concentration of flora and fauna in areas that do not provide 
needed habitat. Loss of habitat can result in the loss of native flora and fauna and it can give 
invasive species an undue advantage. All of this can lead to undesirable changes in the local 
environment. 



Likely Occurrence - The project will require the conversion of more than I 0 acres of matrix 
forest. It will be replaced with the residential subdivision. Attachment 8, Section 7 of the 
Conservation Analysis identified the presence of summer habitat suitable for the Indiana bat and 
the Northern Long Eared bat and recommended that measures be taken to avoid negative 
impacts on these species. 

Miti1ations/Conclusions - Attachment 8 recommended that removal of trees be prohibited 
during periods between mid-May and mid-August to avoid impacts on either species. This 
recommendation will be a condition of any resolution of the Planning Board to approve this 
project. 

Among the goals of a conservation subdivision is one to preserve the natural environment by 
concentrating construction in those areas of the site that are most appropriate for 
development. It went on to identify and map those areas that should and will be preserved. Of 
particular note is the additional 50 acres of matrix forest acquired by the applicant and will be 
fully preserved. 

The designers have located the proposed houses and infrastructure in the area of the site that 
is more appropriate for development. In doing so, they have also chosen to locate the 
development in that area that supports invasive species and avoid those where native species 
survive. See Attachment 8. 

With a condition that removal of trees will be restricted as recommended in the Conservation 
Analysis and that almost 3

/ .. of the land will be permanently preserved, the Planning Board is 
assured that removal of habitat will be minimized to the greatest practical extent and that the 
goals of a conservation subdivision will be met. 

8 - Impacts on Agricultural Resources - NO DISCUSSION 

9 - Impacts on Aesthetic Resources -
c. - The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage points: 

i. Seasonally (e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons) 
ii. Year round 

d. - The situation or activities in which viewers are engaged in while viewing the proposed action 
i. Routine travel by residents, induding travel to and from work 
ii. Recreational or tourism based activities 

Potential lmj>acts Generally - Much of the Hudson Highlands presents scenic views to 
residents and visitors alike, whether they are boaters, hikers, bikers, motorists or passengers 
on the Hudson River line of the railroad. Scenic views are an important part of life providing 
recreational and artistic opportunities to the public. Hikers and passersby simply like to look at 
a beautiful view. Painters and photographers may spend days searching for just the right subject 
artwork, which when completed can be enjoyed and shared by many. Loss of these scenic 
views deprives the general public of an intangible, but none the less important aesthetic 
resource. Construction within a scenic vista can cause such a loss. 

Likely Occurrence - There will be a change in the view of the property to passersby on Route 
9, but it is seen as minimal for two reasons. First, Route 9 is the major thoroughfare through 
Philipstown and, as such, is largely traveled by commuters and others simply wanting to get 



from one place to another without serious concern for the scenery. Second, access to the 
property is adjacent to a landscape that is already populated with, for Philipstown, significant 
commercial development. It is therefore unlikely that the project will have a serious negative 
impact on those traveling on Route 9. These views are and will be seen year-round. 

Scofield Ridge is a mountain ridge that runs north east from Cold Spring to Fishkill. It is located 
between Route 9, on its east, and the Hudson River, on its west. It is, for the most part, public 
lands with trails that offer views to the east, including views of the area on which the Hudson 
Highlands will be built. These are distant views and although visible year-round are seasonally 
available to all but the hardiest of hikers who might visit the ridge during the winter. 

Hudson Highlands Reserve is a conservation subdivision that will permanently preserve almost 
3/.. of its 205 acres. The actual development will be concentrated on a plateau above Route 9. 
The steep grade from Route 9 up to the plateau will be crossed by a road that will be visible 
from both Route 9 and Scofield Ridge. Once the road reaches the plateau and the core of the 
subdivision, the change in grade and the preservation of many of the trees will make the core 
area largely invisible from Route 9. The Core Area will be visible from Scofield Ridge, but the 
views will be distant, partially screened by preserved woodland and relatively small when 
compared to the entirety of the preserve and even smaller when compared to the nearly 180-
degree panorama that can be viewed from the ridge. 

Mitirations/Conclusions - To mitigate the impact of construction of the entry road the 
applicant will be installing retaining walls to minimize disturbance. The view of the road will be 
partially blocked by the existing development along Route 9. The core area will be virtually 
invisible from Route 9. The applicant has expressed its intention to minimize tree cutting in 
the core area and has included a tree survey in the Conservation Analysis. As plans for the 
project fully develop, the applicant will be required to identify those trees that will be 
preserved. By preserving as many trees as possible and avoiding clearcutting the core area, 
views from Scofield Ridge will be screened to the greatest practical extent and the impact on 
aesthetic resources will be minimized. 

I 0 - Impacts on Historic and Archaeological Resources -

While there are no anticipated impacts on Historic and Archaeological Resources, it is 
important to note that the Master Plan for the project has been driven by a concerted effort to 
preserve the two buildings and the old road noted in the Cultural Resource Assessment of the 
Conservation Analysis (Attachment 9). 

I I - Impacts on Open Space and Recreation -

It is important to note that the applicant has committed to preserving almost 3
/ ,. of its property. 

It has also committed to providing public access to the preserved land, a positive impact on the 
recreational resources available to the citizens of Philipstown. 

12 - Impacts on Critical Environmental Areas - NO DISCUSSION 
13 - Impacts on Transportation 

While all of the impacts to transportation have been identified as either non-existent or small, 
there was a concern that this might not be the case. To allay these concerns, the applicant 
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engaged the services of John Canning, PE, a well-respected traffic engineer to opine on the 
conclusions. Mr. Canning's letter report is included as Attachment 17 . 

14 - Impacts on Energy - NO DISCUSSION 
15 - Impacts on Noise, Odor, and Light 

While all of the impacts to transportation have been identified as non-existent to small, the 
applicant has stated and the Planning Board will require that all illumination will be night-sky 
compliant. This requirement will be incorporated as a note on the plat. 

16 - Impacts on Human Health - NO DISCUSSION 
17 - Consistency with Community Plans - NO DISCUSSION 
18 - Consistency with Community Character - NO DISCUSSION 

Conclusion - The Hudson Highlands Reserve will be the first Conservation Subdivision in 
Philipstown. As such, it has been approached with an abundance of caution. The Conservation 
Analysis prepared to demonstrate the conservation value of the Hudson Highlands Reserve 
land took a serious look at many of the impacts associated with residential development and is 
incorporated herein by reference. Parts of the Conservation are incorporated directly as 
attachments. As a result of the Conservation Analysis, areas more appropriate for development 
and areas where development should be avoided were identified and mapped. The Master Plan 
that was developed respected those boundaries and avoided many impacts that would normally 
be identified in an Environmental Assessment such as this. That is why this document 
incorporates and makes many references to the Conservation Analysis. The inter-relationship 
between this Environmental Assessment Form and the Conservation Analysis cannot be 
ignored. Together they provide significant insight into the project and how it has avoided 
and/or minimized negative environmental impacts to the greatest practical extent. 
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L1mnology 

5 13 

Ulmar Pond is approximately six surface acres with an average depth of 6.5 feet and a maximum depth of 10.5 
feet. The pond is located in the town of Phillipstown, Putnam County, New York. At the request of the client, 
Allied Biological conducted Biological Monitoring at the pond to establish baseline water quality and biological 
conditions prior to development of the surrounding land. This biological monitoring Includes baseline water quality 
monitoring (one June date), a baseline phytoplankton survey (one date), a baseline zoo plankton survey (one date), a 
fish population survey in the pond, and a GPS-referenced aquatic plant survey. In addition, we conducted biological 
monitoring (benthic macro-invertebrate) of the nearby stream, Clove Creek, which is located on the property. 

Although only one sampling date was conducted in 2015, several of the water chemistry parameters measured 
were impaired. These include water clarity, pH (elevated), Chlorophyll a, and total phosphorus. In addition, we 
observed near anoxic conditions at water depth 6 feet and below. Many of these parameters were impaired due to 
the ongoing phytoplankton bloom occurring at the time of the survey. These include the water clarity, the pH, and 
the Chlorophyll a This is somewhat puzzling due to the undeveloped state of the land surrounding the pond, but 
could indicate internal nutrient loading. If the surrounding land around the pond is developed, several water quality 
improvements are recommended, in addition to a more intensive water quality monitoring program that includes 
several sampling dates throughout the season, and possible nutrient analysis at a near bottom lake station site. If 
ongoing management of the pond will be a priority, the client should consider establishing a suitable boat launch 
site for use to get equipment on the water. 

If internal nutrient loading is a factor, the pond would benefit from a submersed air diffuser system. The goal of 
this system would be to oxygenate the entire water column, which could limit nutrients bound in the sediments 
from leaching back into the water column under anoxic conditions. Due to the size and depth of the pond, ifs likely 
polymictic (in other words it mixes several times throughout the season), so aeration could have benefits. It's likely 
a simple 3 or 4 diffuser system would be required, but a power sources near the shoreline would be required. 
Solar-powered systems are certainly an option and a suitable •green" approach, but tend to be significantly more 
expensive. If the client is interested in installing such a system, it is recommended that a qualified vendor be 
contacted and supplied with required data so an appropriate system can be custom designed for Ulmar Pond. 

Controlling the phytoplankton in the water column (see below) would likely alleviate some of the pH fluctuations, 
and the Chlorophyll a concentrations of the water column. It would also Increase the water clarity and reduce the 
total suspended solids. If septic systems are to be installed on any new dwellings, they should installed according 
industry standards, and have proper setbacks. They should also be routinely inspected and maintained on a regular 
basis. The installation of vegetative buffers along the margin of the lake could intercept nutrient movement and 
help assist shoreline stabilization. For more information, we suggest consulting the Massachusetts Vegetated 
Buffer Manual (~003) for additional information about vegetated buffer design around lakes based on wildlife 
habitat, shoreline stabilization and nutrient reduction. 

On arrival on site, a visual inspection of the water column revealed a heavy unicellular phytoplankton bloom. 
This was confirmed when a sample was collected for microscopic analysis. Overall phytoplankton density was 
considered high, with the assemblage dominated by nuisance blue-green algae accounting for nearly 900/o of the 
total phytoplankton observed in the water column. These elevated counts were likely the cause for the elevated pH, 
TSS, and Chlorophyll a measurements. In addition, it reduced the water clarity to 1.5 feet, which is considered poor. 

IN.h_ile._integrating several of these improvements to the pond ecosystem. it mtg t tie useful to chemically treat 
he nuisance phyt~ton_blooms with a~proved aquatic algaecides. These would require NYSDEC Aquatic Use 

Permits, and certified applicators to apply. Although copper sulfate could be used, we believe chelated copper 
products are easier to apply, have a longer contact time and are more environmentally safe (due to lower metallic 
copper content). A routine water quality monitoring program would be recommended to facilitate the timing and 
dosing of such applications. However, it must be understood that the use of algaecides merely treats the symptoms 
of phytoplankton blooms, not the cause. The goal of any treatment program should be limited, responsible use, 
with a long term goal of not needing to rely on chemicals to recreatlonally utilize the resource. 

Many Best Management Practices (BMPs) could be employed at this site In an attempt to reduce nuisance 
phytoplankton. A submersed aeration system would benefit the water column and possibly reduce phytoplankton 
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TABLE 1 
VEGETATION INVENTORY - HUDSON HIGHLANDS RESERVE 

SCIENTIRC NAME COMMON NAME HABIT HABITAT TYPE 

' Trees 

Acer pennsylvanicum Striped Maple T F 
Acer saccharum Sugar Maple T F 
Acerrubrum Red Maple T F 
Betu/a /enta Black Birch T F 
Betula populifolia Gray Bi"ch T F 
Carpinus carolinlana American Hornbeam T F 
Carya ovata Shagbark Hickory T F 
Castanea mollissima Chinese Chestnut T F 

Elaeagnus anguslifolia Russian Olive T F 
(Invasive 

Fagus grandifo/ia American Beech T F 
Fraxinus americana \NhiteAsh T F 
Juniperus virglniana Red Cedar T F 
Uriodendron tu/;pifera Tulip Tree T F 
Pinus strobus White Pine T F 
Popu/us alba White Poplar T F 
Prunus serotina Black Cherry T F 
Quercus alba White Oak T F 
Quercus rubra Red Oak T F 
Quercus palustris Pin Oak T FW 
Quercus prinus Chestnut Oak T F 

Robinia pseudoacacia Black Locust T F 
(Invasive 

Sassafras albidum Sassafras T F 
Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock T F 
U/mus amerlcana American Elm T FW , 

Habit: Tree (T) Shrub (SH) Woody Vine (WV) Herbaceous (H) Grass (G) Sedge (S) Rush (R) 

Habitat Type: 
Upland Forest (F) Forest Shrub Layer (FS) Forest Herbaceous Layer (FH) Forest-Wet Soils (FW) 
Roadside/Disturbed Edge Herbaceous (RH) 

7.13 

Horton Road, LLC 

0 

0 

0 



Wetlands Delineation and Environmental Assessment
Supplementary Report 

SCIENTIRC NAME CO•llON NAllE HABIT HABITAT TYPE 

Shrubs & Woody Vines 

Berberis thunberg1i Japanese barberry s FS 
(Invasive 

Ce/aslrus orbicu/atus Asiatic Bittersweet WJ FS (Invasive snecies) 
Comus amomum SUky Doawood s FW 
Hamamelis virginiana Witch Hazel s FS 
/lex verffcHlata VVinterberry s FW 
Undera benzoin Spicebush s FW 
Parthenocissus quinquefo/la Virginia Creeper WV FS 

Rosa mu/tiflora Multiflora Rose s FS 
(Invasive soecies) 

Rubusal/eaheniensis - s FS IY 

Rubus hispidus Dewberry s FS 
Rubus occidenta/is Black Raspberry s FS 

Rubusphoenico/asius \fl/ineberry s FS 
(Invasive ;1 

Spiraea COtymbosa Dwarf SJ*aea s RH 
Spiraea tomentosa Steeplebush s RH 
Toxicodendron radicans Poison Ivy WV FS 
Vaccinium angustifolium Low-bush Blueberry s FS 
Viburnum acerifo/ium Maple-leaved Viburnum s FS 
Vdls aetiva/is Summer Grape WV FS 
Vltis labrusca Fox Grape WV FS 

Herbaceous Plants 

Actaea pachYDOda VVhite Banebeny H FH 
Actaea racemosa Black Cohosh/Buabane H FH 

AOiaria petio/ata Garic Mustard H RH,FH 
(Invasive soecies) 

A/lium cemuum Wikl Onion H FH 
Al/ium tricoccum Wild Leek/Ramps H FH 
AD/um canadense Field Garlic H FH 
Ambrosia vu/garls Mugwort H RH 
Apocynum cannabinum Indian Hemp H RH 

Habit: Tree (T) Shrub (SH) Woody Vine (WV) Herbaceous (H) Grass (G) Sedge (S) Rush (R) 

Habitat Type: 
Upland Forest (F) Forest Shrub Layer (FS) Forest Herbaceous Layer (FH) Forest-Wet Soils (FW) 
Roadside/Disturbed Edge Herbaceous (RH) 

Horton Road, LLC 264 
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SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME HA Brr HABffATTYPE 
Arel/um minus Burdock H RH 
Arisaema triphyllum Jack-in the-Pulpit H FH 
Astersp. Aster H RH 
CBITiamine oarviflora Small-flowered Bittercress H RH 
Csuloohyllum thalictroides BlueCohosh H FH 
Chimaphila umbeHata Striped Wintergreen H FH 

Cirsium arvense Csnada Thistle H RH 
(Invasive soeciesl 

Commelina communis Asiatic Dayflower H RH 
Convolvulus pandurata Wild Potato Vine HVine RH 

Cynanchum /ouiseae Black Swallowwort HVine RH 
(Invasive si>ecies) 

Desmodium canaclense Tick trefoil H RH 
EQuisetum aNense Field Horsetail H FH 
Erigeron annuus Daisy Fleabane H RH 
Erythronium americanuum Trout Lily H FH 
Eupatorium rugosum White Snakeroot H FH 
Euthamia graminlfolla Slender-leaved Goldenrod H RH 
Ga/ium triflorum Bedstraw H FH 
Geranium maculatum Wiid Geranium H FH 
Geum arvense WaterAvens H RH 
G/echoma hederacea Ground Ivy H RH 

Hesperis matronalls Dame's Rocket H RH 
<Invasive ~ - ~. 

Impatiens caoensis Jewelweed H FH 
Lsctuca canadensis Wild Lettuce H FH 
Lamium galeobdolon YeUow lamium H 
Lamium purpureum Purple Dead Nettle H RH 
Llnarla vutaaris Butter & Eaas H RH 
Maianthemum canadense Canada Mayflower H FH 
Monotropa uniflora Indian Pipe H FH 

Myriophyllum spicatum Eurasian Mlfoil H Pond 
(Invasive~-~· 

Oxalis europaea YeUowWood Sorrel H FH,RH 
Plantaao lanceolata Engish Plantain H RH 
Potent/la recta Rough-fruited CinQuefoll H RH 
Rubia peregrina wild madder H RH 
Rumex acetosel/a Field Sorrel H RH 

Habit: Tree (T) Shrub (SH) Woody Vine (WV) Herbaceous (H) Grass (G) Sedge (S) Rush (R) 

Habitat Type: 
Upland Forest (F) Forest Shrub Layer {FS) Forest Herbaceous Layer (FH) Forest-Wet Soils (FW) 
Roadside/Disturbed Edge Herbaceous (RH) 

Horton Road, LLC 

0 

0 

0 
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SCIENTIFIC NAME COllllON NAllE HABIT HABITAT TYPE 
SoHdaaocanadensis Canada Goldenrod H FH,RH 
So/anum dulcamara Bittersweet Nightshade H RH 
Symolocarpus foetidus Skunk Cabbage H FHWetSoils 
Tovara virginlana Virginia knotweed H FH,RH 
Trifolium aureum Hop Clover H RH 
Trifo/ium pratense Red Clover H RH 
Trifolium repens White Clover RH RH 
Tussilago farfara Colt's Foot H RH 
Uvularia sessilifolia Sessile-leaved Bellwort H RH 
Veroascum thapsus Convnon Mulleil H RH 
Verbena urticifolia White Vervaln H RH 
Viola labradorica American Dog VIOiet H FH Wet. soils 
VIOia SOD. Violet spp. H FH 

Fems & Mosses 

Dennstaedtiapunct//obu/a Hayscented Fem H FH 
Drvooteris sphulosa Spinulose Shield Fem H FH 
Onoc/ea sensibilis Sensitive Fem H FH 
Osmunda cinnamomea Cinnamon Fern H 
Polystichum acrostichoides Christmas Fem H FH 
Sphagnumsp Sphagnum Moss Moss FH Wet. soils 
Thelypteris noveboracensis NewYorkFem H FH 

Grasses, Sedges, and Rushes 

Garex crinita Sedge s RH Wet soils 
Garex lurida Sedge s RH Wet soils 
Garex intumescens Sedge s RH 
Garex sccparia Sedge s RH Wet. soils 
Garex spicata Sedge s RH Wet soils 
Carex vulplnoldia Sedge s RH Wet soils 
Festuca robra Red Fescue G RH 
Hordeum pussillum Little Barley Grass G RH 
Juncus effusus Soft Rush R RH Wet. soils 

Microstigium vimineum Japanese Stittgrass G RH,FH 
(Invasive soecles) 

Panicum c/andestinum Deer-tongue Grass G RH 

Phalaris arundenacea Reed Canary Grass G RH (Invasive soecies) 

Habit: Tree (T) Shrub (SH) Woody Vine (WV) Herbaceous (H) Grass (G) Sedge (S) Rush (R) 

Habitat Type: 
Upland Forest (F) Forest Shrub Layer (FS) Forest Herbaceous Layer (FH) Forest-Wet Soils (FW) 
Roadside/Disturbed Edge Herbaceous (RH) 

Horton Road, LLC 266 
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TABLE2 

EE 

WILDLIFE INVENTORY - HUDSON HIGHLANDS RESERVE 

Observation Dates: May 6, 22, 26, 3 I; July 9; August I, 2015 Locatioll: Hudson Highlands Reserve 

SCIENTIF1C NAME COMMON NAME DA TES OBSERVED 

MAMMALS 

Odocileus virginianus VVhitetail Deer Each site visit 

Ondatra zibethlca Muskrat 516 

SylvHagus f/orldanus Cottontail Rabbit 5131 

Tamias striatus Chipmunk 5126, 8/1 

AMPHIBIANS 

Bufo americanus American Toad 5122 

Rana catesbeiana Bull Frog 5/6, 719, 811 

Rana clamitans Green Frog 5122 

Rana palustris Pickerel Frog 5/26, 7/9 

Rana sy/vatica Wood Frog 5/22 

REPTILES 

Chrysemys picta Eastern Painted Turtle 5/6 

Diadophis punctatus Ring-necked Snake 5122 

Terrapene caro/ina Eastern Box Turtle 

Thamnophis sirlalis Eastern Garter Snake 5122 

BIRDS 

WATERFOWL SPECIES 

Branta canadensis Canada Goose 5/6 

RAPT ORS 

Buteo jamaicensis Red-tailed Hawk 5/6, 7/9 

Buteo lineatus Red-shouldered Hawk 5126, 7/9, 811 

WADING BIRDS 
-

Ardea herodias Great Blue Heron 6/1 

7 .14 
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SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Csrdinalis cardinalis 

Catharus fuscescens 

Catharus guttatus 

Colaptes suratus 

Contopus virens 

Corvus brachyrhynchos 

Cyanocitta cristata 

Dryocopus pileatus 

Dumete/ls carolinensis 

Hylocichla mustelina 

(_ lcterus galbula 

Megaceryle alcyon 

Meleagris ga/lopavo 

Melanerpes caro/inus 

Molothrus ater 

Panis atricapiHus 

Panis blcolor 

Picoides pubescens 

Pipilo erythrophthalmus 

Tordus migratorius 

Troglodytes aedon 

VitBO o/ivaceus 

Zenaida macroura 

Horton Road, LLC 

Wetlands Delineation and Environmental Assessment
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COMMON NAME DA TES OBSERVED 

PASSERINE SPECIES 

Northern Cardinal 5/31, 5/26 

Veery 719 

Hermit Thrush 5/6 

Northern Flicker 5/6, 5/26, 7 /9 

Eastern Wood-PeWee 8/1 

American Crow 5/6 

Blue Jay 5/6 

Pileated Woodpecker 5/6 

Gray catbird 5/26, 5/31 

Wood Thrush 5126 

Northern Oriole 5126 

Belted Kingfisher 8/1 

Wild Turkey 5/6,5/26 

Red-bellied Woodpecker 5/6, 5/26 

Brown-headed Cowbird 5/6 

Black-capped Chickadee 5/6 

Tufted Titmouse 5126, 7/9 

Downy Woodpecker 518, 5126, 719 

Northern Towhee 5/6 

American Robin 7/9 

House Wren 5/26 

Red-eyed Vireo 5126 

Mourning Dove 5/6 

268 
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nesters were documented including downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), red-bellied woodpecker (Melaner
pes carolinus), plleated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus) and black-capped 
chickadee (Parus atricapillus). At the pond, in addition to great blue heron (Ard ea herodias) and belted kingfisher 
{Megaceryle alcyon), there were eastern painted turtles (Chrysemys picta) and signs of muskrat (Ondatra zibet
hica). In the habitat around the pond, gray catbird (Dumetella carolinensls), northern oriole (lcterus galbula), and 
northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinal is) were seen and/or heard. American robin (Torcfus migratorius) and mourn
ing dove (Zenaida macroura) were seen in open areas adjacent to dirt roads. Common at the forest edge and 
upland deciduous forest were tufted titmouse (Parus bicolor) and eastern wood-pewee (Contopus virens). Also in 
the upland forest, two common woodland species; wood thrush (Hylocichla mustellna) and veery (Catharus fusce
scens) were heard calling. 

Sal Habitat 

Two bat species. Indiana bat (Myo rs socialist; 8) ana tlie noftnern long-ea ed bat (Myotis septentnonalis· 
NLEB), have been designated in New York as endangered. Both utilize caves and cave-like structures for winter 
hibernacula, and both have experienced severe population declines as a result of a fungus commonly referred to 
as the "white nose disease" due to the white residue left on an affected bat's face from the fungus, which grows in 
the caves used for the winter hibemacula. 

In spring, both species move outward from the caves On the case of IB, most found in the Hudson River region 
hibernate in a single cave in Rosendale, NY). Both species will roost singly or in colonies in cavities, underneath 
bark, crevices, or hollows of both live and dead trees and/or snags. Suitable roosts are trees (live, dying, dead, or 
snag) with exfoliating bark, crevices, cavities, or cracks. Typically, 18 prefers a roost tree with a diameter at breast 
height {DBH) of five Inches or greater, while the NLEB utilize trees with a OBH as small as three inches. The bats 
emerge from their roosts at dusk to forage in upland and lowland woodlots, and tree-lined corridors, feeding on 
insects, which they catch while in flight using echolocation. 

Suitable summer habitat can consist of a wide variety of forested/wooded habitats for roosting, forage, and travel. 
The wooded areas may be dense, like what is found on the Reserve project site, or loose aggregates of trees with 
variable amounts of canopy closure. The habitat may also include some adjacent and interspersed non-forested 
habitats such as emergent wetlands and adjacent edges of agricultural fields, old fields and pastures. Both species 
typically occupy their summer habitat from mid-May through mid-August each year. 

Suitable summer habitat for both species exists within the Reserve property, and the Reserve property is Wlth1ri the 
nown range of both species. While a presence/absence survey was not performed, it is believed that such a survey 

would have found the presence of one or both of these bat species on the property. It is therefore recommended 
that their presence be assumed, and proper protocol followed for construction activities within areas known to 
be occupied by IB and /or NLEB. In essence, this protocol would prohibit the removal of potentially suitable roost 
trees during the mid-May through mid-August summer habitat period. This would not preclude construction during 
this period; it would only preclude tree removal. It is therefore recommended that any proposed tree removal occur 
prior to mid-May in order to allow construction to continue unfettered during the subsequent months. Both bat 
species are opportunistic and will simply choose to roost in whatever suitable trees are available. The removal of 
any one particular tree (or trees), even if it had been utilized by a colony the previous year, will therefore have no 
significant impact on the population of either of these species. 

Herpetofaunal Survey 

245 

7.07 

Habitat and topographic features for amphibians and reptiles on and 
immediately adjacent to the 155.4 acre primary holdings vary from 
a pond and drainage at 360' to a steep west-facing rocky slope and 
talus that rises 800' on the east edge of the property. 

Horion Road LLC 
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Vegetation lnveritorv 

Description 

703 

The Reserve project area meets the classification of a mixed mesophytic forest, a densely forested deciduous 
forest adapted to moderately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean sea level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing in openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

Mel·ii~d 

Prior to conducting the inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Lists, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, 2015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project. Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association with sugar maple. 

Plant Communrtle~ 704 

Description 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
lt dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that inciude oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japanese barberry (Barberis thunbergiij, a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous layer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous community 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides) was abundant in the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common in these areas was 
Japanese stiltgrass (Microstigium vimineum). 

In general, a significant number of exotic species, mostly originating from parts of Asia and__Europe were founa 
hroughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of tlie propeny. Tliis incluaes the most recently 
1sturbed/cleared portion of the property surrounding the eastern access road cut into the property from Horton 
oad,jn the_vicinity of the residential structures in the southern portion of the site, and near the manmade pond 

in lhe southwest corner. Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the dozens of exotic 
pecies observed on t e P.roP.erty 4 are considered "invasLve" by the State ot ew York (9/ 14) and/or the USDA 

Forest Service. A complete vegetation list for the property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 Invasive species 
are indicated within the list. A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report. 

Up10~1:l Deciduous l=nted Community 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Within the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities. And, as stated in the North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands In Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 

Hoi tor 1 Ree! Ci LLC 
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Vegetation lnvento1v 703 

Description 

The Reserve project area meets the classification of a mixed mesophytic forest, a densely forested deciduous 
forest adapted to moderately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean sea level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing In openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

Methoc 

Prior to conducting the inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Lists, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, 2015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association with sugar maple. 

Plant <..ommun•ties 704 

De-scription 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
It dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest Is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that include oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergii), a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous !ayer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous community 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides) was abundant in the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common in these areas was 
Japanese stlltgrass (Microstigium vimlneum). 

In general, a significant number of exotic species, mostly originating from parts of Asia and Europe, were found 
throughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of the propeny. This includes the most recently 

1sturbed/cleared portion of the property surrounding the eastern access road cut 1nto the property from Horton 
oad, in tt:ie vicinity of the residential structures in the southern portion of the site, and near the manmade pond 

in the s0.ut west corner. Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the dozens of exoti~ 
pecies observed on the oroRe 14 are considered "invasive" by the State of New York (9/14) and/or the USDA 

Forest Service .. A complete vegetation list for the property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 invasive species 
are indicated within the list. A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report. 

Upload Oe-dduous Fo•ed Comm1.-n1ty 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Within the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities. And, as stated in the North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands in Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 
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The Reserve project area meets the classification of a mixed mesophytic forest, a densely forested deciduous 
forest adapted to moderately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean sea level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing in openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

Method 

Prior to conducting the Inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Lists, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, ~015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project. Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association with sugar maple. 

Plant Communities 704 

Descriotion 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
It dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that include oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergiQ, a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous layer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous communiiy 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Christmas fem (Polystichum acrostichoides) was abundant In the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common in these areas was 
Japanese stiltgrass (Microstigium vimineum). 

In general, a s1gm 1cant number of exotic species, mostly originating from parts of Asia and Europe, were'fou~d 
throughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of tlie property. This incluaes the most recently 

1sturbed/cleared portion of the property surrounding the eastern access road cut into the property from Horton 
Road, in_the_v1cinity of the r.esdential structures in the southern portion of the site, and near the manmade pond 
in the sout west corner. Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the dozens of exotic 
pecies observed on the QrOQe[ty, 1 are considered "invasiv~ by the State of New York (9/ 4) and,lor the USDA 

Forest Servic.e A complete vegetation listforthe property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 invasive species 
are indicated within the list. A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report. 

Upload Deciduous FmEoc't Community 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Wrthin the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities. And, as stated inthe North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands in Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 
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Descriphon 

The Reserve project area meets the classification of a mixed mesophytic forest, a densely forested deciduous 
forest adapted to modarately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean ssa level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing in openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

Me~nod 

Prior to conducting the inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Lists, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, 2015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association with sugar maple. 

Plant Communitie~ 704 

Oescriptio., 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
It dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that include oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japar.ese barberry (Berberis thunbergil), a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous layer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous community 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Christmas fem (Polystichum acrostichoides) was abundant in the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common in these areas was 
Japanese stiltgrass (Microstigium vimlneum). 

n general. a significant number of exotic species, mostly originating from parts of Asia and EUrape~ere found 
throughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of the propeny. This includes the most recently 

1sturbed1cleared portion ofthe property surrounding the eastern access road cut into the property from Horton 
Boad, in tbe._v1cinity of the.residential structures in the southern ROrtion of the site, and near the manmade pond 
in the sout west l:orner. Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the dozens of exotic 
pecies observed on the RrO e ... 14 are considered "invasive" by the State of New York (9/. 14) an,d/ or the USDA 

Forest-5erv1c.e. A complete vegetation list for the property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 invasive species 
are indicated within the list. A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report. 

Up11.;sit;1 Deciduous S:mec·t Cmnmun•fy 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Within the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities. And, as stated in the North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands in Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 
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The Reserve project area meets the classification of a mixed mesophytic forest, a densely forested deciduous 
forest adapted to moderately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean sea level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing in openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

Method 

Prior to conducting the inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Usts, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, 2015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association wtth sugar maple. 

Plant Commun1t1es 704 

Descrip1·10.., 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
It dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that include oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergll), a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous layer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous community 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Chrisimas fem {Polystichum acrostichoides) was abundant in the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common In these areas was 
Japanese stiltgrass (Microstigium vimineum). 

In general. a significant number of exotic species,JJlostly originating from parts of Asia and urope, were found 
hroughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of ttie prope . This includes the most recently 
istucbed/cleared portion of the property surrounding the eastern access road cut into the property from Horton 

B.oad, in the vicinity of the residential structures in the southern QOrtion of the site, and near the manmade pond 
in.the souttiwestc:-orner. Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the d zens of exoti~ 
pecies obser.ved_on t e oroRer!Yi 14 are considered ·~nvas1ve" bY. the Sta e of New York (9/ H l.and/or the USDA 

Forest Service. A complete vegetation list for the property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 invasive species 
are indicated within the list A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report 

Upload Deciduous F()rsct Community 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Within the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities. And, as stated inthe North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands in Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 
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The Reserve project area meets the classification of a mixed mesophytic forest, a densely forested deciduous 
forest adapted to moderately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean sea level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory Is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing in openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

IV'ei·Md 

Prior to conducting the inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Lists, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, 2015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
Indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association with sugar maple. 

Plant Commun•tiec; 704 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
It dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that include oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japanese barberry (Barberis thunbergii), a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous layer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous community 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Christmas fem (Polystichum acrostichoides} was abundant in the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common in these areas was 
Japanese stiltgrass (Microstigium vlmineum). 

n general. a significant number of exotic species, mostly originating from parts of Asia and urope, were found 
tbroughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of tile property. This inc udes the most recently 

1sturbed/cleared portion of the property surrounding the eastern access road cut into the property from Horton 
oad, in tbe VJcinity of the..residential structures in the southern portion of the site,.and near the manmade pond 

in the sout west corner. Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the dozens of exotic 
pecies observed on tile Rro erfy 14 are considered "invasLve" by the State of New York (9/' 14) and/or the USDA 

Forest Service~A complete vegetation list for the property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 Invasive species 
are indicated within the list A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report. 

Upk111d Oecidt1ous Forect Commur11ty 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Within the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities. And, as stated in the North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands in Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 
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The Reserve project area meets the classification of a mixed mesophytic forest, a densely forested deciduous 
forest adapted to moderately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean sea level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing in openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

Merhod 

Prior to conducting the inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Lists, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, 2015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project. Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association with sugar maple. 

Plant <..ommumt1es 704 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
It dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that include oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japanese barberry ;Berberis thunbergiQ, a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous layer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous community 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Christmas fern (Polystichum acrosticholdes) was abundant in the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common in these areas was 
Japanese stiltgrass (Microstigium vimineum). 

In general, a significant number of exotic species, mostly originating from parts of.Asia aod urope;Ytere f nd 
throughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of the prope y. This inc udes the most recently 
isturbed/cleared portion-Of the property surrounding the eastern access road cut into the property from Horton 
oad, in.lbe vicinity of the.residential structures in the southern P-Qrtion o the site, and near the manmade pond 

in the sou hwest corner. Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the dozens of exotic 
pecies observed on the_._Qro e!:_ty 14 are considered "invasive• by the State of New Yorl<. (9/ 14) ndLor the USDA 

Forest Servic . A complete vegetation list for the property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 invasive species 
are indicated within the list A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report. 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Within the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities. And, as stated in the North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands in Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 
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The Reserve project area meets the classification of a mixed mesophytlc forest, a densely forested ciedduous 
forest adapted to moderately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean sea level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing in openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

Mel'hod 

Prior to conducting the inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Lists, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, 2015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project. Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association with sugar maple. 

Plant Cornmunrties 

Description 

704 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
It dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that include oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
Include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergii}, a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous layer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous community 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Christmas fem (Polystichum acrostichoides} was abundant in the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common in these areas was 
Japanese stiltgrass (Microstigium vimlneum). 

In general, a s1gni 1cant number of exotic species, mostly originating from parts oLAsia and Europe~ere fo nd 
hroughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of tne propeny. This includes the most recently 
isturbed/cleared portion of the property surrounding the eastern access road cut into the property from Horton 
oad, in the...vicinity of the.residential structures in the southern portion of the site, and near the manmade pond 

in be southwest corne . Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the dozens of exali~ 
pecies observed on t e 1=1ro eay, 14 are.considered "invasive" by the State of New 'r'.ork (9/. 4 and/or the USDA 

Forest Service. A complete vegetation list for the property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 invasive species 
are indicated within the list A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report. 

Uptoad Deciduous FmeC't Ccmrnun1ty 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Within the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities.And, as stated in the North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands in Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 
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The Reserve project arsa meets the classification of a mixed mesophytic forest, a densely forested deciduous 
forest adapted to moderately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean sea level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory Is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing in openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

Metncd 

Prior to conducting the inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Lists, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, 2015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association with sugar maple. 

Plant Communrties 704 

Descript10" 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
It dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that include oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
Include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergii), a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous layer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous community 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Christmas fem (Polystichum acrostichoides) was abundant in the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common in these areas was 
Japanese stlltgrass (Microstigium vlmineum). 

n general, a s1gnit1cant number of exotic species, mostly orjginating from parts of.Asia.and E:urope, were four;iti 
roughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of ttie property. Tliis incluaes the most recently 

1sturbed/cleared portion ofJhe property surrounding the eastern access road cut into the property from Horton 
oad, in the YJCinity of the residential structures 1n the southern portion of the site, and near the manmade pond 

in Jhe southwest corner. Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the dozens of exotic 
pecies observed on the roperty 14 are considered "invasive" by tlie State of New York (9/ 1 ~ andLor the USDA 

Forest Serv1c . A complete vegetation list for the property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 invasive species 
are indicated within the list A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report. 

Up10_,,d Deciduous Forec:i Ccmmuni~ 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Wrthin the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities. And, as stated in the North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands in Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 
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Wetlands Del reat on and En~1ror.mental L\ssec,c;ment · 
Supplementary Report 

Vegetation Inventory 

Description 

7.03 

The Reserve project area meets the classification of a mixed mesophytic forest, a densely forested deciduous 
forest adapted to moderately moist growing conditions. Topographic features range widely on site with elevations 
ranging from 360 feet above mean sea level at the pond, to from 400 to more than 500 feet at the property 
boundaries. Dense stands of mixed hardwood tree species create a dense canopy over most of the landscape. 
Because much of the understory is shaded, vegetation is limited to shade-tolerant plants. Plants species requiring 
sunlight were found growing in openings in the tree canopy and sunny areas at the edge ecotone along the pond 
shoreline, paths, and in disturbed areas. 

Method 

Prior to conducting the inventory, vegetation data was researched from the New York Natural Heritage Program 
Rare Plant Status Lists, New York Nature Explorer County Search Results and Town Search Results, and the 
Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County. Data was collected during four visits 
to the property which were conducted from spring through mid summer: May 6, 26; July 9, and August 1, 2015. 

The meander technique combined with existing site topographic maps was used to access and confirm plant 
communities growing in various habitats across site elevations. Using this method, access routes were marked 
on site maps. Plants growing within approximately 25 feet of the determined routes were inventoried and the 
tree species composition of adjacent woodland was identified. A review of NYS Natural Heritage Program data 
indicated areas of Oak-Hickory forest and Oak-Tulip Tree forest in the area of the Highlands project. Several small 
areas of these forest types were found on the property growing in association with sugar maple. 

Plant Communities 7.04 

The site is characterized by an upland deciduous forest. Most of the forest is comprised of second stage growth. 
It dominates much of the landscape and overshadows the understory habitats. The forest is comprised of several 
dominant tree species that include oaks, maples, hickory, and tulip poplar. The most common understory shrubs 
include several species of native and invasive shrubs including Japanese barberry (Barberis thunbergii), a 
non-native invasive species that was found growing at lower elevations in dense patches in forest openings. The 
herbaceous layer comprised a diversity of wildflowers and forbs. The composition of the herbaceous community 
varied depending on specific soil conditions. Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides) was abundant in the 
understory where it grew in large communities on rich soils primarily on the shaded slopes. In areas where soils 
were disturbed, such as along the road and paths, invasive plants volunteered, most common in these areas was 
Japanese stiltgrass (Microstigium vimineum). 

In general, a significant number of exotic species, mostly originating from parts of Asia and Europe, were found 
throughout the more disturbed and historically occupied portions of ttie property. This includes the most recently 
aisturbedfcleared portion of the property surrounding the eastern access road cut into the property from Horton 

oad, in the vicinity of the residential structures in the southern portion of the site, and near the manmade pond 
in the southwest corner. Portions of the property further removed from these areas, especially in the highest 
elevations, were occupied by native plant communities primarily absent of exotic species. Of the dozens of exolfc 
species observed on the proRe~. 14 are considered "invasive" by the State of New York (9/14) and/or the USDA 
Forest Service. A complete vegetation list for the property is provided in Table 1, attached. The 14 invasive species 
are indicated within the list. A map of the tree communities is shown on the Vegetation map accompanying this 
report. 

Upload Deciduous Forect Community 

Deciduous forests occur on more than 90 percent of the property. Within the area that encompasses the property, 
New York Natural Heritage Program data confirms several significant tree communities. And, as stated in the North 
Highlands Biodiversity Assessment of the North Highlands in Philipstown, 2003, examples of chestnut oak forest, 
Appalachian oak- hickory and oak-tulip tree forest exist locally. Small communities of the forest types characterize 
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€tiltura~Resource- Assessment 

Carla Cielo - Bu1ld1ng Preservation & Designs 

•Phone: 908-284-9638 
•Email: historicbuildingpreservation@gmail.com 
•Web page: historicbuildingpreservation.com 
•548 Easton Trenton Turnpike, Rt. 579 Ringoes, New Jersey 08551 

July 24, 2015 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

Hudson Highlands Reserve 

Project# 15PROO 167 

3.01 

On July 10, 2015, Carla Cielo, Historic Preservation Consultant, and Steve Gross, Environmental Consultant visited 
the site. The weather was clear. All structures that are 50 years or older within the property were examined from 
the exterior and interior and photographed. T'1e exterior examination included all facades. The il"lterior examination 
extended from the basementto attic. The collapsed house on the property was not accessed. All structures that are 
50 years or older and are adjacent to the property were viewed and photographed from the facade. An approximate 
construction date that was based on style and old maps was assigned to each structure. The following maps were 
consulted: 

• Map of Putnam County New York, Surveyed and Published by R. F. O'Connor 1854 
• Map of New York and its Vicinity, by W. Beers, A. D. Ellis & G. C. Sou-lie, 1867 
• U.S. Geological Survey West Point, NY Quadrangle Northwest 1892 
• U.S. Geological Survey West Point, NY Quadrangle Northwest 1941 
• U.S. Geological Survey West Point. NY 194 7 
• U. S. Geological Survey West Point, NY 195 7 

Carla Cielo meets and exceeds the National Park Service criteria for an Architectural Conservator and an 
Architectural Historian. She holds a Masters of Science degree from Columbia University in Historic Preservation 
with a concentration in masonry conservation. She has been a consultant in the field of historic preservation since 
1997 and has over 20 years experience. 

n52 

.... 
'' 4fUJ -. ' 

·. . 
' 

• 4 
~ , 

f' t?. 
:> '•I . 

.--.. 
-·,,, 

:-· ... 

Site 16 
.,= - <:> 
•• Site 15~ 

.: 

.. . .. 

~ 

~ 

~ 

• ~ 

• 
.. 

~e 1 
: 

/ ·-. Sil~)1 . 

'"·~-=---

-~ ---.-. ---.IJt-.,--'' = 
..,.u,. .. ._. _....,~,. - ._ • ..,l 

...,HO IV () M 

Site 17 () 

(Q 

s 
ci; 

Site1 ···· S11e4 
t:I c S11e3 

0
Srte 2 

Flflute1: AtapofStoJdyArea 

/) 

/) 
- 'I I 

.. . . , 
- '· 

Sites 
() 

. . 

' ... 
-.' ... 
• • 

' .. , f; .,..,. .. " 

-~~-- l .... .. ~ ... -
I •• '1111 _ .. ;~ 

.... 

I '· 

Horton Road U C 



C--tJ~tt1ral~eseuree A-s-sessmeffi-
Buildings and Features Within The Property 

Summary 

3.02 

The property under examination includes two early 20th residential houses, an early 19th century barn with 
converted wing, an early 20th century chicken coop, a collapsed dwelling on a stone foundation and a stone lined 
dirt road which formerly connected the current Horton Road with East Mountain Road North. 

FlfJ'Jf& 2: s.1 .. 1-1-1orton Road- 1920·1 frlme /louse 

Site 1: Horton Road· -1 92Qc frame f'\ru ise 

Description: 1920s Colonial Revival house with craftsman style details. The house is designed to look like a two 
section farmhouse with a three-bay, two-story main section with front and rear central entries and a smallertwo
bay, kitchen wing set back from the plane of the main facade. The exterior has clapboard siding, exposed brick 
chimneys on the east and west gable ends, a front entrance vestibule and a two-story porch on the east gable end. 
The chimneys have undressed stones randomly set within the brickwork 

The main section has a four room plan with formal living and dining rooms flanking a center hall. Small rooms 
are behind the living and dining room. The center hall has a formal chestnut staircase and front and rear entries. 
The living room has a rustic rock-faced fireplace and a built-in cabinet The dining room has a bay window. The 
kitchen wing has its own entries and a separate interior staircase. Unaltered chestnut doors with crystal knobs 
and chestnut woodwork remain throughout the interior. Original Deco and Craftsman style lighting fixtures remain 
throughout. Several bathrooms retain their original tile and fixtures. Hot water radiators are cast with a 1921 
patent date. 

The 1920s date is based on style and is supported by the radiator patent date. This house appears on the 1941 
USGS topographic map but is not on the 1892 topo. This suggests that an earlier house, labeled as being owned 
by W. J. Horton on the 1854 Map of Putnam County, was gone long before this house was constructed. The 
original owner has not been identified and it's not known if the older house site was re-used. This house was ikely 
constructed along with the stuccoed cottage (site 2) and by the same builder. The c. 1810-25 barn (site 3) was 
likely used to house recreational horses at that time. 

Hort ., Ro a L ... C 053 



-€u-ltu ral-R~se>ttr-ee- Assessment~~~-----

Condition: The house is in good condition. The unpainted interior chestnut woodwork is in excellent CO""!dition as 
are the original fighting fa1ures and bathrooms. 

Significance: This house Is an excellent example of a fairly common building type but maintains a higi, degree 
of integrity (Interior and exterior). Mthough likely not individually eligible without Criterion 8, this house nas local 
significance end would be a contributing feature to a local historic district 

Potential Effect of the Project: Significant loss of a potentially historic resource. 

Recommendations: Maintain as a residence, subdivide and sell for private ownership with deed restriciio ns. As an 
alternative, retain as the clubhouse for the development. 

If saving the house in situ is not possible, photo document and salvage the interior chestnut woodwork, doors, door 
knobs and the bathroom fixtures. 

Recommendations: Maintain as a residence, subdivide and sell for private ownership with deed restrictions. As an 
alternative, retain as the clubhouse forthe development. 

If saving the house in situ is not possible, photo document and salvage the interior chestnut woodwork, doors, door 
knobs and the bathroom fixtures. 

Site 2· ~orton Road: 1920s stuccoed cottage 

Description: 1 %-story, stuccoed, vernacular cottage with a 1 fh-story rear ell and a one-story side wing with rooftop 
terrace and banked basement Exposed brick chimney with undressed stones randomly set within the brickwork. 
Poured concrete foundation and asphalt roof. Painted interior woodwork. The minimal character defining features 
include painted chestnut interior doors with crystal knobs and a rustic rock faced fireplace. The similarities between 
site 1 and site 2 suggest concurrent construction dates. 

Condition: The house is in fair condition. The stucco is soiled and vegetation has encroached upon the dwelling. 

Significance: Limited local significance 

Potential Effect of the Project: No adverse effect 

Recommendations: Photo document. Salvage all crystal door knobs and the 1920s sink prior to demolition 
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6 
Figure4: Sites - Horlot> Road· 1810-1825 timber frame barn 

Site 3· Horton Road : 1810-1825 timber frame barn 

Description: Ground-level, three-bay, "swing beam" barn (24' x 32') with attached three-bay wing. It is shown as 
an outbuilding owned by W. J. Horton on the 1854 Map of Putnam County and also owned by W. J. Horton on the 
1867 Beers map. The main three bay section retains early 20th century horse stalls in both end bays. It is currently 
used for storage. The wing has been sympathetically re-purposed as a residence but much of the original fabric 
has been preserved. The associated house of W. J. Horton does not remain. 

Both sections are built with a heavy timber frame with hand hewn major components, hand hewn and pegged 
rafters and vertically sawn braces. The main barn also has both hand hewn and vertically sawn studs. The species 
of wood used includes oak, poplar and possibly chestnut and walnut. In the main section, the four bents are each 
framed with two cambered tie beams. In the two center bents, the lower tie beams function as "swing beams." (A 
"swing beam" is an oversized tie beam with a clear span). This framing methodology was widely used throughout 
New York, New Jersey and Ontario, Canada and is a common building type, but this barn also shows regional 
characteristics (i.e. the upper tie beam is dropped 2'-9" below the tops of the posts in all four bents). 

The construction date has been derived from the presence of hewn rafters {which suggests construction before 
1825) and its construction techniques: this is a combination square rule/scribe rule barn with two- foot scribe 
marks, marriage marks and squared shoulders. This indicates that the barn was built during the 1810 to 1825 
period where framers were transitioning from the scribe rule to the square rule of framing. The builder apparently 
had knowledge of both framing systems but did not entirely rely on the newer square rule system. The wing has 
similar characteristics and is likely either contemporary with the main barn or built slightly after. The foundation 
and siding are early 20th century but the original stone foundation remains on the west side. 

Condition: Both sections remain in good condition. The wing is currently occupied. The roof of the main section 
appears to be sound but some rot is visible in the southeast corner. 

Significance: This barn is an excellent example of a fairly common building type but shows regional characteristics. 
Barns with hewn rafters are becoming rare. The barn has local significance and would contribute to a thematic 
agricultural district and/or a Horton Road Mill district. 

Potential Effect of the Project: Significant loss of a historic resource. 

Recommendations: Maintain barn as a residence, subdivide and sell for private ownership with deed restrictions 
stipulating retention of the original barn form. 

If this is not possible, save both timber frames by dismantling and relocation. Market the barn to qualified 
timber framers who pledge to reconstruct both sections in their entirety without selling individual components. 
Advertise with the Timber Framers Guild, the Dutch Barn Preservation Society and Hudson River Valley Vernacular 
Architecture. Provide adequate time to find a suitable new purpose. 
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F1g1n 5: Stte 4 • Hotton Rold· 20th Ctr.fury O>d<etl C0<¥> 
Site 4: Horton Road 20th century chicken coop 

Description: Single story framed chicken coop with shed roof and vertical board siding. 

Condition: The chicken coop is in poor condition. The roof has out lived its lifespan. 

Significance: Limited local significance 

Potential Effect of the Project: No adverse effect 

Recommendations: Photo document. Consider reuse as a tool shed. 

S'""' 5: Horton P"''ld - rr1llapsed frame house on stone ~~undat1on 

Description: Collapsed 20th century frame house on a stone foundation. The foundation may predate the framed 
section. The site was examined from the road and was not entered due to its condition. 

Condition: Mostly collapsed. The roof has caved in leaving one wall standing. 

Significance: Limited local significance. 

Potential Effect of the Project: No adverse effect 

Recommendations: Photo document. Retain stone foundation as a ruin. 

Site 6· Abandon .... se-'- on of Horton Road 

Description: The 1854 map of Putnam County shows Horton Road extending east from what is today Route 9/ 
Albany Post Road and continuing north to East Mountain Road North and south to East Mountain Road South. The 
1854 map shows a burial ground near Route 9 and a saw mill at Clove Creek. There also was a grist mill north of the 
saw mill on what is today Mill Road. According to the USGS topographical maps, the southern link was abandoned 
in the 19th century. The northern link remained as an unimproved road on the 194 7 USGS but it is not shown past 
the houses on the 1957 USGS. 
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CultuFal Reset:Jree Assessment 
The abandoned section of road between the current Horton Road and East Mountain Road North lies within the 
property. As shown on the 1957 USGS, it is currently used to access sites 1-4 (mentioned above) but has been 
abandoned as a road north of site 1. Today. most of the abandoned section remains accessible with a four wheel 
drive vehicle. Tne road has never been paved and it Is lined with old stone walls for most of its length. Semi- coursed, 
stone walls are on both sides of the road in the southern third. The section which is still in use to access sites 1 ·4 
is also lined with mature trees. 

Condition: Although overgrown with trees and vegetation the abandoned section of the road retains its integrity 
throughout 95% of its length. The northern 300 feet (approximate) has been removed with the construction of a 
modern house, lawns and its driveway. 

Significance: H r~on R d s s qn f _ a~t to •heh t r) of Ptul P-St,,wn, l\lew '">rk The abandoned section ofroad is 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of historic places under criterion A in association with the a 
former village which once included a grist and saw mill and under criterion C as n excellent exa:orple o 

th cer ry r, ad 

Potential Effect of the Project: Significant loss of a significant resource. 

Recommendations: Retain the abandoned section of Horton Road with all of the stone walls which line the road as 
a walking path through the development and connect with the remaining section of Horton Road. 

Conclusion The i 9~0s frame house and early 19th century barn within the project area are well bullt and malntain 
a high degree of integrity. Both would contribute to a local historic district centered on the former Horton Road 
mill ruin. The other structures within the project area - chicken coop, the 1920s stuccoed cottage, and the stone 
foundation of the collapsed frame house - have less historic value. None of the structures are individually eligible 
for listing on the national register of historic places. The abandoned section of Horton Road is significant to the 
history of Philipstown, New York and may be individually eligible for listing on the natural register of historic places 
In association with the former village which once included a grist and saw mill. 

Summary of the Recommendations The 1920s frame house and the early 19th century ground-level, swing beam 
barn should be retained as private dwellings or reused for other purposes within the proposed project area. The 
abandoned section of Horton Road should be retained as a walking path through the proposed project area. The 
chicken coop, the 1920s stuccoed cottage, and the stone foundation of the collapsed frame house should be 
retained at the developer's discretion. 

Buildings and Features Adjacent to the Property 

Rgu11t8: Site 7 - 50 Cut Mountain Road North 

Site 7: 50 East Mountain Road North 

Description: One-story, mid 20th century, frame ranch in good condition 

Potential Effect of the Project: No adverse effect 
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TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD 

Conservation Findings 
for the 

Hudson Highlands Reserve Conservation Subdivision 

Section 1 - Purpose 

The Hudson Highlands Reserve Conservation Subdivision represents the first •conservation 
subdivision" application presented to the Philipstown Planning Board for its review and 
approval since the Town's current zoning law was adopted in 2011. 

In pursuing a Conservation Subdivision, the applicant is required to submit a conservation 
analysis as outlined in Section 175-20 A of the Town's Zoning Ordinance. The conservation 
analysis shall consist of inventory maps, description of the land, and an analysis of the 
conservation value of various site features to describe the importance and the current and 
potential conservation value of all land on the site. The conservation analysis shall follow 
applicable criteria and recommendations in the Philipstown Natural Resources and Open 
Space Plan. The Planning Board has the final determination as to which land has the most 
conservation value and should be protected from development by conservation easement. 

Since one of the major purposes of a Conservation Subdivision is to preserve open space, 
the Code mandates that conservation subdivisions shall preserve at least 60% of the land as 
open space. Wrthin the OSO district, the minimum shall be 80%. 

The purpose of this statement of conservation findings is to provide documentation of the 
rationale for the Planning Board's acceptance of the Conservation Analysis Report, as 
accepted by the Board's meeting of July 21, 2016, and conditions to be attached to the 
Planning Board's review of the Hudson Highlands Reserve Conservation SubdMsion 
application. This statement of findings shall provide a record to help explain the Planning 
Board's evaluation of the Conservation analysis and issues which shall be considered 
important in the upcoming review of this application. 

Section 2 - Description of Property 

The property analyzed in the Hudson Highland Reserve's report is a total of 205.6 acres. 

The property is located on the east side of Route 9 between Horton Road and East Mountain 
Road North. The eastern edge of the property has frontage on East Mountain Road South. 
The following Tax Parcels are induded in the overall Hudson Highlands Reserve tract: 

o 17.-1-39 19.99 acres 

0 17.-1-76.111 
0 17.-1-76.112 
0 17.-1-76.21 

o 11.-1-n .2 

50.03 acres 

86.89 acres 

20.82 acres 

27.71 acres 
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TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD 

"CONSERVATION FINDINGS• - Hudson Highland Reserve Page2 

The largest part of the property, 194.5 acres, is located in the "Rural Residential" (RR) 
zoning district. Of these 194.5 acres, 153.5 acres are also in the "Open Space Overlay" 
(OSO) district. The remaining 11.1 acres, the most westerly part of the project property with 
frontage along Route 9, lies in the "Industrial/Manufacturing" (M) zone. 

The Hudson Highlands Reserve is located in an area of the State and County known to be 
rich in both cultural resources and environmentally sensitive lands that provides habitat for a 
variety of flora and fauna. Most of the property is induded in the Town of Philipstown's Open 
Space Index dated January 8, 2009. The entire tract is part of the Matrix Forest identified on 
the map entitled "Priority Biodiversity Resource Area, Philipstown, NY" that forms part of the 
Philipstown Natural Resource and Open Space Plan. 

Section 3 - Supporting Findings 

The Applicant submitted a Conservation Analysis in accordance with Section 175-20A of the 
Ordinance. The Board's detailed evaluation of the technical information contained therein, 
and their determination as to the property's conservation value, is summarized below. The 
Conservation Value Map and the Tax Map (Maps 2 & 9, respectively from the Conservation 
Analysis) included in the appendix to this Statement of Conservation Findings. As depicted 
on the Conservation Value Map, the areas of the tract that have been categorized as having a 
high or medium conservation value contain most of the steep slopes and significant water 
ecology. 

A. Town Conservation "Goals" 

In accordance with the goals and strategies of the Philipstown Comprehensive Plan and the 
provisions of the Town Code: 

a. The Planning Board is desirous of protecting steep slopes {>20%), and significant 
portions of the property contain such steep slopes. 

b. The Planning Board is desirous of protecting wetlands, water bodies and water 
courses. Significant portions of the property contain wetlands, water bodies and 
water courses. 

c. The Planning Board is desirous of enhancing recreational opportunities in 
Philipstown. The Hudson Highlands Reserve Property contains a lake that 
provides a significant opportunity for water related recreation, and the sponsors of 
the Hudson Highlands Reserve project have indicated a willingness to provide 
public access to its anticipated trail system. 

d. The Planning Board is desirous of protecting Open Space. 

e. The Planning Board is committed to the protection of flora and fauna. 

f. The Planning Board is committed to protecting the historic nature of the Town. 
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TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD 

"CONSERVATION FINDINGS"~ Hudson Highland Reserve Page3 

The Planning Board has reviewed the Conservation Analysis Report for the Hudson Highland 
Reserve ('Conservation Analysis Report') which consists of inventory maps, descriptions of 
the land and analysis of conservation value of various site features, as required by the Town 
Code, Section 175-20. Pursuant to the guidelines contained within the "Conservation 
Subdivision• section of the Zoning Ordinance, the Planning Board has determined that: 

a. In preparation of the Conservation Analysis Report the criteria and 
recommendations in the Philipstown Natural Resources and Open Space 
Protection Plan ("NROSP") were applied. 

b. In preparation of the Conservation Analysis Report the Town's Natural Resources 
Review Officer, the Philipstown Conservation Board and the Hudson Highlands 
Land Trust were consulted. 

c. The Conservation Analysis Report describes the importance and the current and 
potential conservation value of all land on the site and has identified land on the 
site that has been disturbed, developed and altered in the past. 

Concerning issues of cultural and archaeological resources, the conservation analysis 
determined that: 

a. Based upon topographic characteristics, the property was assessed as having a 
higher than average potential for encountering prehistoric sites; 

b. Based upon topographic characteristics and proximity to the historic sites, map 
documented structures, including the road, the property was assessed as having a 
higher than average potential for encountering European- American historic sites; 

c. During the course of the archaeological field survey no prehistoric artifacts or 
features were encountered. One possible nineteenth century artifact was 
encountered within an apparent earty twentieth century surface scatter of mostly 
metal artifacts. An undated field cistern feature was encountered. 

d. A 1920s farm house and an early 19th century barn found on the property are well 
built and maintain a high degree of integrity. Both would contribute to a local 
historic district centered on the former Horton Road mill ruin but are not individually 
eligible for listing on the national register of historic places. 

e. The abandoned section of Horton Road is significant to the history of Philipstown, 
New York and may be individually eligible for listing on the natural register of 
historic places in association with the former village which once induded grist and 
saw mill. 

The following items address issues under the broad category of 'natural resources': . 
a. The conservation analysis identified the following issues regarding connections to 

off-site natural resources to be maintained and preserved. 

i. The property is contiguous to forested lands offsite to the east and south 
including the 14,337 acre Fahnestock State Park. This large contiguous tract of 
forest is particular ecological and conservation value to the Hudson Highlands 
region. 
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TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD 

"CONSERVATION FINDINGSn - Hudson Highland Reserve Page 4 

ii. The NROSP identify the property, induding a portion of the area designated 
more suitable for development as an area that is "Visible from a Significant 
Viewpoinf (see Priority Community Character Resource Areas map). 

iii. A large part of the property is inciuded on the NROSP's Open Space Index Map 
which reflects the community's goals for resource conservation. 

iv. The onsite wetlands and Ulmar pond form part of the headwaters of Clove 
Creek, which overlies one of four aquifers in the Hudson River basin designated 
as a Primary-Water Supply Aquifer by the NYSDEC. A Primary-Water Supply 
Aquifer is a highly productive aquifer presently being utilized as a source of 
water supply by major municipal water supply systems. Clove Creek the Fishkill 
Creek/ Sprout Brook Aquifer. These Town-designated resources Aquifers and 
Clove Creek require protection. 

v. The lower elevations of the project site are mapped as the Clove Creek Aquifer 
(CCA} by the Town's Aquifer Overlay District. and therefore must conform to the 
zoning requirements of this designation. 

b. Issues identified in local and regional open space plans applicable to the property 
include: 

i. The NROSP encourages conservation subdivisions to preserve the rural 
character of the landscape. 

ii. The 2014 Draft New York State Open Space Plan ("NYSOSP"} identifies the 
Highlands, including public parkland and privately owned preserves as a 
'Priority Conservation Project'. The Clarence Fahnestock Memorial State 
Park/Hudson Highlands State Park Preserve/Fishkill Ridge/Scofield Ridge 
area which contains large blocks of nearly contiguous upland forests is 
identified as one of the 'most important representative areas' of the Highlands. 
The NYSOSP states: 'There are significant undeveloped, upland forest tracts 
adjacent to and in-holdings within both parks that would enhance and expand 
the natural resource protection objectives of these areas, and establish 
linkages with other upland parcels_· 

iii. The 2010 Master Plan for Clarence Fahnestock Memorial State Park and 
Hudson Highlands State Park Preserve indudes protection of open space 
'adjacent to parks through acquisition, conservation easements, designation, 
and coordination with public and private partners" as one of its 'Resource 
Goals'. 

c. The conservation analysis identified the following characteristics and locations of 
Steep Slopes found on the property: 

i. Over 105 acres of land with slopes in excess of 20% exist on the property and 
are considered too steep for development. 

ii. The easternmost portion of the site is of higher elevation and predominated by 
steep slopes and therefore identified as a primary area for conservation. 



-

I I 

TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOAkO 

"CONSERVATION FINDINGS• - Hudson Highland Reserve Page 5 

d. The conservation analysis identified the following vegetation and plant communities 
currently existing on the project site to be protected: 

i. A significant well preserved forest canopy with minimal invasive species, 
considered medium value, is found on the project site. 

ii. Upper elevations and steep talus slopes are dominated by native species, and 
represent higher value natural plant communities. 

iii. A plateau, with Appalachian Oak-Pine communities 

iv. Understory invasive species such as Japanese stilt grass and Japanese 
barberry should be removed from undeveloped areas and should be absent 
from any landscape plan. 

e. The conservation analysis identified the following wetlands and watercourses to be 
protected and managed: 

i. Ulmar Pond: The Conservation Analysis Report indicates that a phytoplankton 
bloom of Ulmar Pond occurred at the time of sampling affecting parameters 
such as Chlorophyll a, pH, and darity. Despite this, fish sampling showed fish 
condition/health and species assemblage was high value for angling and 
aquatic plant sampling showed good condition, with only trace density of 
filamentous algae and invasive curly-leaf pond weed. 

ii. Clove Creek: macroinvertebrate sampling showed an even mix of species 
indicative of a generally healthy system. These results speak to the need to 
protect these aquatic resources when developing the site plan with such 
measures as wide buffers, limits on clearing/lawn areas, proper stormwater 
treatment measures, and a clustered lot configuration to achieve a limited 
footprint 

iii. Wetland onsite have been delineated and contribute to the water quality of 
receiving waters, induding Clove Creek. In total 11 acres of wetlands 
(including the on-site pond) are delineated onsite and have been largely 
retained in the land proposed to be placed under conservation easement 

iv. Onsite seeps contribute to wetland functions and values and must be 
protected within the conservation easement 

v. Protecting the wetlands and providing large undisturbed buffers adjacent to 
·seeps, watercourses and surface water will benefit water quality and preserve 
plant/animal diversity. As recommended in the Biodiversity Assessment of the 
North Highlands, Philipstown, Putnam County, vegetated buffers shall be 
maximized and required to be wider than 100 feet to preserve the water 
quality of Clove Creek and Ulmar Pond. 

f. The conservation analysis identified the following issues regarding wildlife habitat 
and habitat critical to support protected animal species found on the property: 

i. Based on habitat assessments, the property is used, or likely used, by several 
NYS and Federally protected animal species, including Indiana bat (Myotis 
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socialist), northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis}, eastern box turtle 
(Terrapene carolina carolina}, hognose snake (Heterodon platirhinos) and 

'- eastern worm snake (Carphophis amoenus amoenus) and potentially summer 
foraging by Timber rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus). 

ii. Valuable wildlife habitat is concentrated on areas with higher elevation, steep 
slopes, and near surface water, wetlands or seeps. These areas must be 
protected. 

iii. Habitat corridors must be maintained between the site's water and wetland 
resources and upland habitats to facilitate movement of wildlife through the 
property and to ensure the long-term protection of valuable plant/animal 
assemblages. 

iv. Tree removal must be limited to the greatest extent practicable and any such 
removal be seasonally limited to allow for possible summer roosting of long
eared and Indiana bats. Additional consideration should be given to the 
preservation of desirable roosting trees, such as dead snags, shagbark 
hickory and white oak. 

B. Determination of Conservation Value 

The Planning Board has determined that the Hudson Highland Reserve property contains 
significant conservation value requiring protection based on the supporting findings outlined 
above. 

The Planning Board has determined that, as established by the analysis documented in the 
Conservation Analysis Report for the Hudson Highland Reserve, and illustrated by the 
attached Conservation Value Map: 

o 121.9 acres of the Hudson Highland Reserve property have been determined to be 
'high conservation value. 

o 31 .8 acres Hudson Highland Reserve property have been determined to be 
'medium conservation value: 

o 51.9 acres of the Hudson Highland Reserve property have been determined to be 
'more suitable for development: 

Based on the provisions of the Town of Philipstown Code and the Goals and Strategies of the 
Comprehensive Plan, it has been determined that 154.1 acres of the 205.6 acre project property shall 
be permanently protected by conservation easement. This is based on the Minimum Protection 
Percentage applying to the property, and calculated in ac:c:ordance with §175-20.H, as follows: 
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Parcel Acreage in Minimum Protection 
Minimum 

Zoning Designation Aaeage 
Zone Percentage 

Required 
·oso· District lands 153.5 80% 122.8 

Non "OSO" District lands 52.1 60% 31 .3 

Parcel Totals 205.6 154.1 

The area protected by conservation easement shall include the 153.7 acres determined to be •high" or 
'"medium· conservation value. 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Sectioa: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sib ---------------------
Municipality: _______ T_o_wn __ of_P_hili_· ...a.·p_sto_w_n ______ _ Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: --------------------
Date of Pre-soaking: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

1 
(28") 

(6/11/15) 

2 
(26") 

(6/11/15) 

3 

(26") 

(6/11/15) 

4 

(25") 

(6/11115) 

Notes: 

------------- -------------------
Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground Run No. Start- Time level drop Rate 
Stop (min.) 

surface in inches min/inch (inches) 
Start - Stop 

1 8:30 8:54 24 21 24 3 8 

2 9:00 9:28 28 21 24 3 9 

3 9:30 10:00 30 21 24 3 10 

4 
5 
1 n/a n/a n/a 18 n/a n/a n/a 

2 
3 
4 
5 
1 8:40 9:10 30 20 21 1 30 

2 9:12 9:42 30 20 20.75 .75 40 
3 9:44 10:14 30 20 20.6 .6 so 
4 
5 
1 10:12 10:42 30 19 20.5 1.5 20 

2 10:43 11:13 30 19 20.25 1.25 24 

3 11:15 11:45 30 19 20.5 1.5 20 

4 
5 

I. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test bole. (i.e.,~ min for 1-30 min/inch, < 2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Form DD-97, pg I of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 1 HOLE# 2 HOLE# 3 

G.I . Topsoil Topsoil To2soil 
0.5' v v v 
1.0' Brown Sandl Lig:htBrown L!ghtBrown 

1.5' Loam Loam Loam 

2.0' v 
2.5' Dark Brown 

3.0' Loam 

3.5' v 
4.0' Dark Brown 

4.5' Loam 

5.0' 

5.5' 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' v 
8.0' v 
8.5' v 
9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE # 4 

To2soil 

v 
L!ghtBrown 

Loam 

v 
Dark Brown 

Loam 

v 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE # 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Bodzinski-PCDH, JRS.B&W Date __ 7f30!20 __ 1_5 __ 

Design Professional Name: John P. Delano, P.E. 

Address: Badel & Watson, Surve}'ing: and Engineering, P.C. 

3063 Route 9 Cold S rin NY 10516 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF BEAL TH 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALIB SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

,f,outed at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Section: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sub 
~---------~ 

Maaicipality: Town of Philipstown 
~------..&.-------

Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: 
~--------~ 

Date of Pre-soakiag: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

s 
(25") 

(6/10/15) 

6 
(27") 

(6/10/15) 

7 

(27") 

(6111/15) 

8 
(26") 

(6/10/15) 

Notes: 

-------
Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from 

Water Percolation 
ground Run No. Start- Time surface level drop Rate 

Stop (min.) 
(inches) 

in inches min/inch 

Start - Stop 
1 11:56 12:06 16 19 22 3 5 
2 12:08 12:29 21 19 22 3 7 

3 12:32 12:54 22 19 22 3 7 

4 
s 
1 9:54 10:05 11 21 24 3 4 
2 10:06 10:19 13 21 24 3 4 
3 1021 10:36 15:52 21 24 3 5 
4 
s 
1 10:25 10:55 30 21 23.5 2.5 12 

2 10:57 11:27 30 21 23 2 15 
3 11:30 12:00 30 21 23 2 15 
4 
s 
1 11:40 11:47 7 18 21 3 2 
2 11:48 11:56 8 18 21 3 3 

3 11:57 12:07 10 18 21 3 3 
4 
5 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e.,~ min for 1-30 min/inch,< 2 min for 31-60 minfmch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measmements to be made from top of hole. Fo!DI DD-97, pg 1 of2 



-

TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 5 HOLE# 6 HOLE # 7 

G.l. Topsoil To~il Topsoil 
0.5' v v v 
1.0' L!ghtBrown Sandy Loam Sandy Loam 

1.5' Loam w/ Gravel w/ Gravel 

2.0' 

2.5' v 
3.0' Compact 

3.5' Brown Loam 

4.0' v v 
4.5' SandlLoam Compact 

5.0' w/ Gravel Brown Loam v 
5.5' 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' 

8.0' v 
8.5' v v 
9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE # 8 

Topsoil 

v 
Sandy Loam 

w/ Gravel 

v 
Coml?!ct 

Brown Loam 

v 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Budzinski-PCD~JRS-B&W Date __ 7!30_12_0_1_5 __ 

Design Professional Name: John P. Delano, P.E. --------'-----
Address: Badey & Watson, Surveying and Engineering, P.C. 

3063 Route 9 Cold Spring, NY 10516 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Roa~ LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Sectlo1: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sub ---------------------
Municipality: Town of Philipstown ---------------'L----------- Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: --------------------
Date of Pre-soaking: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

9 

(25") 

(6/11115) 

10 

(25") 

(6111115) 

11 

(24") 

(6/11115) 

12 

(24") 

(6/12115) 

Notes: 

----------

Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground 
Run No. Start- Time level drop Rate 

Stop (min.) 
surface in inches min/inch 
(inches) 

Start- Stop 
1 1:33 1:36 3 19 22 3 1 

2 1:37 1:41 4 19 22 3 1 

3 1:42 1:46 4 19 22 3 1 

4 
s 
1 1:20 1:50 30 20 23 3 10 

2 1:52 2:22 30 20 22.25 2.25 13 

3 2:24 2:54 30 20 22.25 2.25 13 

4 
s 
1 2:10 2:37 27 18 21 3 9 

2 2:38 3:08 30 18 21 3 10 

3 3:11 3:41 30 18 20.75 2.75 11 
4 
5 
1 8:29 8:42 13 18 21 3 4 

2 8:43 8:59 16 18 21 3 s 
3 9:00 9:19 19 18 21 3 6 

4 
5 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., Sl min for 1-30 min/inch, ~2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Form [)1).97, pg 1 of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 9 HOLE# 10 HOLE # 11 

G.I. Topsoil Topsoil Topsoil 
0.5' v v v 
LO' Sandy Loam Com(!!ct Brown Sand}'. 

l.5' 
\ 

w/ Gravel Brown Loam Loam 

2.0' 

2.5' 

3.0' 

3.5' v 
4.0' Compact 

4.5' v Brown Loam 

5.0' Com(!act 

5.5' Brown Loam 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' 

8.0' v 
8.5' v v 
9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE # 12 

TO[!SOil 

v 
Brown Sandl 

Loam 

v 
Gravell}'. 

SandlLoam 

v 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered o/a 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Bodzinsld-PCDH,JRS-B&W Date __ 7!30_!20_1_5 __ 

Design Professional Name: ___ J_o_hn_P_. D_ela_n_o,....._P .E_. __ 

Address: Badel & Watson, Surveying and Engineering, P.C. 

3063 Route 9 Cold Spring, NY 10516 

- . , _ . 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALIB 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Roa~ LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Section: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sib 
---------------------------------------------------

Municipality: ____ T_own_o_f_P_hil_.ips.__to_wn ___ _ · Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: 
-------------------------------------------Date of Pre-soak.Jig: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

13 

(26") 

(6/12/15) 

14 

(26") 

(6/12/15) 

15 

(29") 

(6/12115) 

16 

(24") 

(6/12115) 

Notes: 

---------------
Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground Run No. Start- Time surface level drop Rate 
Stop (IDin.) (inches) 

in inches min/inch 

' Start - Stop 
1 11:49 12:04 15 20 23 3 5 

2 12:07 12:28 21 20 23 3 7 

3 12:30 12:55 25 20 23 3 8 

4 
s 
1 8:50 9:15 25 20 23 3 8 

2 9:19 9:47 28 20 23 3 9 

3 9:48 10:18 30 20 22.75 2.75 11 

4 
s 
1 9:58 10:16 18 24 27 3 6 

2 10:21 10:39 18 24 27 3 6 

3 10:42 10:01 19 24 27 3 6 

4 
5 
1 10:45 10:55 10 18 21 3 3 

2 10:57 11:13 16 18 21 3 5 

3 11:16 11:00 19 18 21 3 6 

4 
s 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., .:sJ min for 1-30 min/inch, < 2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Form DD-97, pg 1 of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF sons ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 13 HOLE# 14 HOLE # 15 

G.I. To2soil Topsoil To2soil 
0.5' v v v 
1.0' Brown Sandl Brown Sandl Brown Sandi 

1.5' Loam Loam Loam 

2.0' 

2.5' 

3.0' 

3.5' 

4.0' v 
4.5' v Fine Sand 

5.0' Brown Sandl 

5.5' Loam w/ Gravel 

6.0' 

6.5' v 
7.0' Coarse Sand 

7.5' &Gravel 

8.0' v 
8.5' v v 
9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE # 16 

Toesoil 

v 
BrownSandl 

Loam 

v 
Brown Sandl 

Loam w/ Gravd 

v 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Budzinski-PCDH, JRS-B&W Date __ 713_0!20_1_5 __ 

Design Professional Name: John P. Delano, P.E. 
~-----------~ 

Address: Badey & Watson, Surve)'ing and Engineering, P.C. 

Signature: -30_,,63;;...JL:r=R'-o-ut..:;e_9...;..Co"-"-~--S-p-~~g,:..NY~£rri..cl;...;05~16=----
(/ 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
· DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89tlt St, NYC 
~~~----~----

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM # Section: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sub 
---~-------

Municipality: _ ___ T_own_o_f_P_hi ...... lip._s_to_wn ___ _ Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: 
-------~--

Date of Pre-soaking: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

17 

(28") 

(6/12/lS) 

18 

(26") 

(6112/15) 

19 

(24") 

(6116/15) 

20 

(27") 

(6/16115) 

Notes: 

- ------

Depth to 

Time Elapse water from Water Percolation 
ground Run No. Start- Time surface 

level drop Rate 
Stop (mia.) (inches) 

in inches min/inch 

Start- Stop 
1 2:06 2:20 14 22 25 3 5 

2 2:21 2:37 16 22 25 3 5 

3 2:38 2:56 18 22 25 3 6 

4 
5 
1 2:00 2:01 1 20 23 3 .3 

2 2:01 2:02 1 20 23 3 .3 

3 2:03 . 2:04 1 20 23 3 .3 

4 
s 
1 8:01 8:19 18 17 20 3 6 

2 8:22 8:46 24 17 20 3 8 

3 8:48 9:15 27 17 20 3 9 

4 
s 
1 8:14 8:25 11 20 23 3 4 

2 8:26 8:42 16 20 23 3 5 

3 8:43 9:03 20 20 23 3 7 

4 
s 

I. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., =U min for 1-30 min/inch, < 2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Form DD-97, pg I of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 17 HOLE# 18 HOLE# 19 

G.I. Topsoil Topsoil Topsoil 
0.5' v I v 
1.0' Brown Sandy v Brown Sandy 

1.5' Loam Brown Loam Loam 

2.0' w/ Course Sand 

2.5' 

3.0' v 
3.5' Brown Sand2'. 

4.0' Loam w/ Gnvel 

4.5' v 
5.0' Brown Loam 

5.5' w/ Course Sand 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' 

8.0' v v v 
8.5' 

9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE# 20 

Topsoil 

v 
BrownSand2'. 

Loam 

v 
Coarse Sand 

w/Gravel 

v 

Not encountered. 

None obseJVed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Bodzinski-PCDH, JRS-B&W Date __ 7.;.;./3..;;.;0/l..;;..O.;;..:l,;;.;.S __ 

Design Professional Name: ___ J_o_hn_P_. _D_ela_no, ____ P_.E_. __ 

Address: 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALm 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Section: 76.ll Block 1 Lot 17 Sub 
~-----------

Municipality: ____ T_own_o_f_P_hil_,ipsto,___wn ___ _ Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Wibessed by: ----------
Date of Pre-soaking: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

21 

(24") 

(6116115) 

22 
(25") 

(6116115) 

23 

(26'') 

(619/15) 

24 

(26") 

(619/15) 

Notes: 

------- ----------
Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground Run No. Start- Time level drop Rate 
Stop (•in.) 

surface 
in inches min/inch (inches) 

Start - Stop 
1 9:05 9:07 2 18 21 3 .6 

2 9:08 9:11 3 18 21 3 1 

3 9:12 9:16 4 18 21 3 1 

4 
5 
1 9:35 9:51 16 22 25 3 5 

2 9:52 10:10 18 22 25 3 6 

3 10:11 10:32 21 22 25 3 7 

4 
5 
1 1:11 1:17 6 22 25 3 2 
2 1:18 1:28 10 22 25 3 3 

3 1:29 1:41 12 22 25 3 4 

4 
5 
1 1:35 1:52 17 21 24 3 6 

2 1:54 2:16 22 21 24 3 7 

3 2:18 2:43 25 21 24 3 8 

4 
5 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., g min for 1-30 min/inch, S,.2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Form 00..97, pg I of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 21 HOLE# 22 HOLE # 23 

G.1. To~oil To~il 
0.5' v v 
1.0' Brown Sandl Brown Sandy 

l.5' Loam Loam 

2.0' 

2.5' Did v 
3.0' not v Run-of-Bank 

3.5' log. Coarse Sand Gravel 

4.0' w/ Gravel 

4.5' 

5.0' 

5.5' 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' 

8.0' 

8.5' v 
9.0' v 
9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE # 24 

Topsoil 

v 
Brown Sandy 

Loam 

v 
BrownSandl 

Loam w/ Gravel 

v 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Bodzinski-PCDH. JRS-B&W Date __ 7!30;.......;.;/20___;_.;l_S __ 

Design Professional Name: ___ J._o_h_n_P_. _D_ela_n_o,~P_.E_. __ 

Address: Badey & Watson, Surveying and Engineering, P.C. 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Section: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sib 
~----------~ 

Municipality: _____ T_o_wn_of_P_h_ili~·p_st_own ______ __ Watersllled: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: 
-------------~ 

Date of Pre-soaking: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

25 

(24") 

(619/15) 

26 
(24") 

(619115) 

27 

(25") 

(619/15) 

28 

(24") 

(619115) 

Notes: 

--------

Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground Run No. Start- Time surface 
level drop Rate 

Stop (m.in.) (inches) 
in inches min/inch 

Start- Stop 
1 1:02 1:04 2 18 21 3 1 

2 1:05 1:10 s 18 21 3 2 

3 1:11 1:18 7 18 21 3 2 

4 
5 
1 8:04 8:22 18 19 22 3 6 

2 8:24 8:44 20 19 22 3 7 

3 8:45 9:05 20 19 22 3 7 

4 
5 
1 12:29 12:03 3 19 22 3 1 

2 12:43 12:50 7 19 22 3 2 

3 12:51 12:59 8 19 22 3 3 

4 
5 
1 11:53 11:55 2 19 22 3 .6 
2 11:56 11:59 3 19 22 3 1 

3 12:00 12:04 4 19 22 3 1 

4 
5 

I. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., :5.J. min for 1-30 min/inch, ~2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Foon DM7, pg 1 of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 25 HOLE# 26 HOLE# 27 

G.I. Tol!soil Topsoil Topsoil 
0.5' v I v 
1.0' Red-brown v BrownSandl 

1.5' SandlLoam Red-brown Loam 

2.0' SandlLoam v 
2.5' v BrownSandl 
3.0' Medium Sand Loam w/ Gravel 

3.5' w/Gravel v 
4.0' Medium Sand 

4.5' w/Gravel 

5.0' 

5.5' 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' v 
8.0' v v 
8.5' 

9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE# 28 

Topsoil 

v 
Com2act 

Brown Loam 

v 
Brown Sandl 

Loam w/ Gravel 

v 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Budzhaslti-PCJ;>H, JRS-B&W Date 7/30/2015 

Design Professional Name: John P. Delano, P.E. _______ ...__ __ ~ 
Address: Badey & Watson, Surve}'ing and Engineering, P.C. 

~~·rtJ:ffT-= 
Signature: _ _,Jf"i:""')~--='.f"""~~="'-"-{; __ ~~=-=~------

// (J . 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF BEALm 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEAL TB SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Roa~ LLC Address: 516 E 89tb St,NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Section: 76.21 Block l Lot 17 Sab ----- ------
Muaicipality: Town of Philipstown 

~-------"------
Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: 
~---------

Date of Pre-soaking: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

29 

(24") 

(619/15) 

30 

(27") 

(6/10/15) 

31 

(28") 

(6/9/15) 

32 

(24'') 

(619/15) 

Notes: 

--- - - - -

Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground Run No. Start- Time surface 
level drop Rate 

Stop (min.) (inches) 
in inches min/inch 

Start - Stop 
1 11:32 9:50 18 18 21 3 6 

2 9:52 10:15 23 18 21 3 8 

3 10:18 10:45 27 18 21 3 9 

4 
s 
1 3:14 3:16 2 21 24 3 .6 

2 3:17 3:21 3 21 24 3 1 

3 3:21 3:25 4 21 24 3 1 

4 
s 
1 9:14 9:16 2 20 23 3 .6 
2 9:18 9:20 2 20 23 3 .6 

3 9:21 9:24 3 20 23 3 3 
4 
5 
1 8:40 8:45 5 17 20 3 2 

2 8:46 8:53 7 17 20 3 2 
3 8:54 9:06 10 17 20 3 3 

4 
5 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., ~min for 1-30 min/inch, < 2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of bole. Form DD-97, pg I of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 29 

0.1. 

0.5' 

1.0' 

1.5' 

2.0' 

2.5' 

3.0' 

3.5' 

4.0' 

Topsoil 

v 
Dark Brown 

Loam 

v 
4.5' B S d rown an y 

5.0' Loam w/ Gravel 

5.5' 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' 

8.0' v 
8.5' 

9.0' 

9.5' 

10 .0 ' 

HOLE# 30 

Topsoil 

v 
Light Brown 

Loam 

v 
Medium Sand 

v 

HOLE# 31 

Topsoil 

v 
Light Brown 

Loam 

w/ Cobble 

v 

v 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE# 32 

Topsoil 

v 
Light Brown 

Loam 

w/ Cobble 

v 
Run-of-Bank 

Gravel 

v 

v 

Not encountered. 

Nooe observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered o/a 

HOLE # 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Budzinski-PCDB, JRS-B&W Date __ 7!30f1.0 __ 1_s __ 

Design Professional Name: ...... _ __ Jo_h_n_P_. D_ela_n_o __ ,_P_.E_. __ 

Address: 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Sectioa: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sib 
~--~~-~~-~-

Municipality: Town of Philipstown 
--~~~~-~-----

Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: 
-------~~~ 

Date or Pre-soaking: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

33 

(26") 

(6/9/15) 

34 

(28") 

(619115) 

35 

(24") 

(619115) 

36 
(25") 

(6/1115) 

Notes: 

-------
Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from 

Water Percolation 
ground 

Run No. Start- Time surface 
level drop Rate 

Stop (min.) (inches) in inches min/inch 

Start - Stop 
1 8:27 8:33 5 20 23 3 2 

2 8:35 8:42 7 20 23 3 2 

3 8:45 8:55 10 20 23 3 3 

4 
5 
1 9:07 9:11 4 22 25 3 1 

2 9:12 9:16 4:11PM 22 25 3 1 

3 9:17 9:02 5 22 25 3 2 

4 
5 
1 9:32 9:50 18 18 21 3 6 

2 9:52 10:15 23 18 11 3 8 

3 10:18 10:45 27 18 11 3 9 

4 
5 
1 10:33 10:38 5 19 11 3 1 

2 10:40 10:47 7 19 12 3 1 

3 10:49 11:01 12 19 11 3 4 

4 11:03 11:10 17 19 11 3 6 

5 11:22 11:44 20 19 22 3 7 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., ~min for 1-30 min/inch, g min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measmements to be made from top of bole. FIW'lll OO-Q7 nP l nf? 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 33 

G .I . 

0.5' 

1.0' 

1.5' 

2.0' 

2.5' 

3.0' 

Topsoil 

v 
Light Brown 

Loam 

w/ Cobble 

3.5' v 
4.0' Medium Sand 

4.5' 

5.0' 

5.5' 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' v 
8.0' 

8.5' 

9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

HOLE# 34 

Topsoil 

v 
Light Brown 

Loam 

w/ Cobble 

v 
Medium Sand 

v 

HOLE# 35 

Topsoil 

v 
Light Brown 

Loam 

v 
Fine Sand 

v 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE# 36 

Topsoil 

V(IO") 

Light Brown 

Loam 

v 
Run-of-Bank 

Gravel 

v 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Budzinsld-PCDH, JRS-B&W Date __ 71_30_120_l_S __ 

Design Professional Name: ___ .J_o_h_n_P_. Delan __ o, ...... P_._E_. __ 

Address: Badey & Watson, Surveying and Engineering, P.C. 

3063 Route 9 Cold Spring, NY 10516 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALIB SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owaer: Horton Road, LLC Address: S16 E 89tb S4 NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Section: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sub 
------------~ 

M.uicipality: Town of Philipstown ---- - - ---'L---- -- Waterslaed: Hudson River 

son, PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witaessed by: --- -------
Date of Pre-soaking: Date of Percolation Test: 

Bole No. 

37 

(26") 

(6/1115) 

38 

(29") 

(6/l/15) 

39 
(25") 

(611115) 

40 
(27") 

(6/1115) 

Notes: 

------ - -----------~ 

Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground 
Run No. Start- Time level drop Rate 

Stop (min.) 
surface in inches min/inch (inches) 

Start - Stop 
1 10:47 10:52 5 20 23 3 2 

2 10:55 10:02 7 20 23 3 2 

3 11:06 11:14 8 20 23 3 3 

4 11:16 11:24 8 20 23 3 3 

5 11:25 11:34 9 20 23 3 3 

1 2:07 2:22 15 21 24 3 5 

2 2:23 2:40 17 21 24 3 6 

3 2:42 3:03 19 21 24 3 6 

4 
5 
1 2:18 2:27 9 19 22 3 3 

2 2:29 2:44 15 19 22 3 5 

3 2:45 3:01 16 19 22 3 5 

4 3:01 3:20 19 19 22 3 6 

s 
1 12:32 12:37 5 20 23 3 2 

2 12:39 12:44 5 20 23 3 2 

3 12:49 12:56 7 20 23 3 2 

4 12:57 1:02 5 20 23 3 2 

5 1:04 1:12 8 20 23 3 3 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e.,~ min for 1-30 min/inch,< 2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Form 00-97, pg I of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 37 HOLE# 38 HOLE# 39 HOLE# 40 HOLE# 

G.I. Topsoil Topsoil Topsoil To2soil 
0.5' v (9") v (8") 

1.0' Light Brown v v (10") L!ghtBrown 

1.5' Loam Compact Light Brown Loam 

2.0' v ~20") Brown Loam Loam 

2.5' Run-of-Bank w/ Cobble v 
3.0' Gravel v Run-of-Bank 

3.5' Ru-of-Bank Gravel 

4.0' Gravd 

4.5' 

5.0' 

5.5' 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' v v 
8.0' 

8.5' v v 
9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered ala 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Budzinsld-PCDH., JRS.B&W Date 7/30/2015 

Design Professional Name: John P. Delano, P.E. 
~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Address: 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALIB 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL BEALm SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA .SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Section: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sib ----- ------
MDBicipallty: Town of Philipstown - ----- --=------ - Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: -----------
Date of Pre-soakiag: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

41 

(25") 

(611115) 

42 

(28'') 

(6/l/15) 

43 

(28") 

(612/15) 

44 
(26") 

(6/1/15) 

Notes: 

-------

Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground Run No. Start- Time surface 
level drop Rate 

Stop (&.) 
(iaches) 

in inches min/inch 

Start - Stop 
1 12:47 12:54 7 21 24 3 2 

2 1:00 1:12 12 21 24 3 4 

3 1:14 1:29 15 21 24 3 s 
4 1:30 1:46 16 21 24 3 5 

5 1:49 2:04 17 21 24 3 6 

1 3:31 3:49 18 20 23 3 6 

2 3:51 4:11 20 20 23 3 7 

3 4:12 4:35 23 20 23 3 8 
4 
5 
1 3:17 3:34 17 22 25 3 6 

2 3:35 3:55 20 22 25 3 7 

3 4:00 4:22 22 22 25 3 7 

4 
5 
1 2:49 2:55 6 18 21 3 2 

2 2:58 3:04 7 18 21 3 2 

3 3:05 3:14 9 18 21 3 3 

4 3:17 3:28 11 18 21 3 4 
5 3:29 3:38 9 18 21 3 3 

I. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e.,~ min for 1-30 min/inch,< 2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Form 00-97, pg I of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE # 41 HOLE# 42 HOLE # 43 

G.I . To2soil Topsoil To2soil 
0.5' V(8'') v v (10"~ 
1.0' Light Brown Light Brown L!gbtBrown 

1.5' Loam Loam Loam 

2.0' w/Cobble 

2.5' v 
3.0' Run-of-Bank 

3.5' Gravel 

4.0' 

4.5' 

5.0' v 
5.5' Run-4>f-Bank 

6.0' Gravel 

6.5' v 
7.0' R.O.B. Gravel 

7.5' v 
8.0' v 
8.5' v 
9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE # 44 

Topsoil 

v 
Lt Brown Loam 

w/Cobble 

v 
Run-of-Bank 

Gravel 

v 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE # 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Bndzinsld-PCDH, JRS-B&W Date __ 7!30_!20_1_5 __ 

Design Professional Name: John P. Delano, P.E. 
-------~----

Address: Badey & Watson, Surveying and Engineering, P.C. 

3063 Route 9 Cold S rin NY 10516 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALIB 
DIVISION OF ENVJRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM # Section: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sa b --------- ---
Mooicipality: Town of Philipstown ---------"-------- Watersbed: Hadson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witaessed by: 
-----------~--~ 

Date of Pre-soakiag: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

45 

(30") 

(612/15) 

46 
(24") 

(612/15) 

47 

(29") 

(612115) 

48 

(28") 

(612115) 

Notes: 

--------

Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground Run No. Start- Time surface 
level drop Rate 

Stop (min.) (inches) 
in inches min/inch 

Start- Stop 
1 8:40 8:49 9 23 26 3 3 

2 8:52 9:04 12 23 26 3 4 

3 9:06 9:19 13 23 26 3 4 

4 9:22 9:35 13 23 26 3 4 

s 
1 9:02 9:03 1 18 21 3 .3 

2 9:05 9:07 2 18 21 3 .6 
3 9:11 9:14 3 18 21 3 1 

4 
s 
1 9:17 9:19 2 20 23 3 .6 
2 9.:21 9:22 1 20 23 3 .3 

3 9:23 9:25 2 20 23 3 .6 

4 
s 
1 9:29 9:30 1 20 23 3 .3 

2 9:31 9:32 1 20 23 3 .3 

3 9:33 9:34 1 20 23 3 .3 

4 
s 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., ,SJ. min for 1-30 min/inch,< 2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Form 00-97, pg I or2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 45 

0.1. 

0.5' 

1.0' 

1.5' 

2.0' 

Topsoil 

v 
Lt Brown Loam 

w/ Cobble 

v 
2.5' Run-of-Bank 

3.0' Gravel 

HOLE# 46 

Topsoil 

v (10") 

Light Brown 

Loam 

HOLE # 47 

Topsoil 

v 
Lt Brown Loam 

v 

HOLE# 48 

Topsoil 

v 
Light Brown 

Loam 

3.5' v 
4.0' 

4.5' 

5.0' 

5.5' 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

1.5' 

8.0' 

8.5' 

9.0' 

9.5' 

10.0' 

v 

v 
Run-of-Bank 

Gravel 

v 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

Medium Sand 

v 
v 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Budzinsk.i-PCDH, JRS-B&W Date 7/30/.2015 

Design Professional Name: ___ J_o_ho_P_. D_ela_n_o,-'--P.E_. __ 

Address: 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALIB SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89th St, NYC 

Located at (street): Route 9 & Horton Road TM# Section: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 Sib ---------------------
Municipality: ______ T_own_ o_f_P_hill_.psto,___wn _ __ _ Watershed: Hudson River 

SOIL PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witnessed by: 
--------------~-~ 

Date of Pre-soakiag: Date of Percolation Test: 

Hole No. 

49 

(25'') 

(612115) 

50 

(24") 

(6/l/15) 

SI 
(32'') 

(612115) 

52 

(28") 

(612/15) 

Notes: 

-------------

Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground Run No. Start- Time level drop Rate 
Stop (min.) 

surface 
in inches min/inch 

(inches) 
Start- Stop 

1 n/a n/a o/a 17 n/a n/a n/a 

2 
3 
4 
5 
1 10:07 10:08 1 17 20 3 .3 

2 10:09 10:10 1 17 20 3 .3 

3 10:12 10:13 1 17 20 3 .3 

4 
5 
1 10:13 10:43 30 23 24.5 1.S 20 

2 10:45 11:15 30 23 24.5 1.5 20 

3 11:16 11:46 30 23 24 1 30 

4 
5 
1 10:21 10:23 2 21 24 3 .6 

2 10:25 10:28 3 21 24 3 1 

3 10:33 10:36 3 21 24 3 1 

4 
5 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., S,.l min for 1-30 min/inch, < 2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Fonn DD-97, pg 1 of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 49 HOLE# so HOLE# 51 

G.I. To2soil To~oil Topsoil 
0.5' v (4") 
LO' v Lt Brown Loam v 
1.5' Light Brown v L!gbtBrown 

2.0' Loam Run-of-Bank Loam 

2.5' Gravel 

3.0' 

3.5' 

4.0' v 
4.5' Medium Sand v 
5.0' w/Cobble Medium Sand 

5.5' w/Cobble 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' 

8.0' v 
8.5' v 
9.0' v 
9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE# 52 

Topsoil 

v 
Light Brown 

Loam 

w/Cobble 

v 
Medium Sand 

w/Cobble 

v 

Not encountered. 

Nooe observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered n/a 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Budzioski-PCDH,JRS-B&W Date __ 7!30_!20_1_5 __ 

Design Professional Name: John P. Delano, P.E. ----------------
Address: 

Design Professional = Seal 
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PUTNAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEAL m 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DESIGN DATA SHEET - SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Owner: Horton Road, LLC Address: 516 E 89tb St, NYC 

Located at (street): Roate 9 & Horton Road TM # Section: 76.21 Block 1 Lot 17 S• b 
----------~ 

Muaicipality: ____ T_o_wn_ of_P_bi_·1 .... ipsto_wn ___ _ Hudson River 

son. PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

Witaessed by: 
-------~-~ 

Date of Pre-soakiag: Date of Percolatioa Test: 

Hole No. 

53 

(28") 

(61.2115) 

54 

(25") 

(61.2115) 

55 

(25") 

(6/l/15) 

Notes: 

--- - ---
Depth to 

Time Elapse 
water from Water Percolation 

ground Run No. Start- Time surface 
level drop Rate 

Stop (min.) (iaches) 
in inches min/inch 

Start - Stop 
1 10:48 11:00 12 22 25 3 4 

2 11:01 11:21 20 22 25 3 7 

3 11:23 11:45 22 22 25 3 7 

4 11:47 12:09 22 22 25 3 7 

5 
1 10:59 11:03 4 19 22 3 1 

2 11:04 11:09 5 19 22 3 2 

3 11:10 11:15 5 19 22 3 2 

4 
5 
1 11:29 11:32 3 20 23 3 1 

2 11:33 11:37 4 20 23 3 1 

3 11:38 11:43 5 20 23 3 2 

4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

1. Tests to be repeated at same depth until approximately equal percolation rates are 
obtained at each percolation test hole. (i.e., ~min for 1-30 min/inch, < 2 min for 31-60 min/inch). 
All data to be submitted for review. 

2. Depth measurements to be made from top of hole. Form 00.97. OR I of2 
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TEST PIT DATA 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS ENCOUNTERED IN TEST HOLES 

DEPTH HOLE# 53 HOLE# 54 HOLE# 55 

G.l. Topsoil Topsoil Topsoil 
0.5' I I 
l.0' v v v 
1.5' Light Brown Light Brown Light Brown 

2.0' Loam Loam Loam 

2.5' w/Cobble w/Cobble w/Cobble 

3.0' 

3.5' v 
4.0' v Run-of-Bank 

4.5' Run-of-Bank v Gravel 

5.0' Gravel Run-of-Bank 

5.5' Gravel 

6.0' 

6.5' 

7.0' 

7.5' 

8.0' v 
8.5' v 
9.0' v 
9.5' 

10.0' 

Indicate level at which groundwater is encountered 

Indicate level at which mottling is observed 

HOLE# 

Not encountered. 

None observed. 

Indicate level to which water level rises after being encountered Dia 

HOLE# 

Deep hole observations made by: M. Budzinski-PCD~ JRS-B&W Date __ 7_130_IZO_l_5 __ 

Design Professional Name: John P. Delano, P .E. ------------
Address: Badey & Watson, Surveying and Engineering, P.C. 

3063 Route 9 Cold Spring, NY 10516 

Design Professional = Seal 
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Few sand and gravel deposits are found in Philipstown. Tim Miller Associates 
(TMA, 1991) used well records to dimension the approximate extent and likely well 
yields available from sediment aquifers in Philipstown (Figure 6A). A NY State 
regional map identifies similar potential yield areas (Figure 6B). Comparing the 
surficial aquifer areas identified on Figures 6A and 6B with outwash or kame sands 
and gravel recognized by soil survey maps (Figure 4A), suggests the extent of high
yielding surficial aquifers in Philipstown may be somewhat more limited than the 
areas shown on Figures 6A and 6B. 

Valley-fill aquifers often serve as conduits for groundwater movement out of upland 
bedrock aquifers toward valley streams. Groundwater recharged in upland bedrock 
aquifers migrates downward, through and out of fractures, into valleys sediments. 
From these sediments, groundwater then moves toward the streams. This 
relationship between upland groundwater and valley groundwater can enhance the 
reliability and yield of wells installed in valley sediment formations. 

3.3 Soils and Aquifer Recharge 

Soils substantially control rates of surface water entry, or recharge, into underlying 
aquifers. Soil mapping conducted by the Soil Conservation Service assigns 
Hydrologic Soil Group (HSG) rankings to every undisturbed soil. Recent 
investigations by Brandes et al (2005) demonstrate that the distribution of 
Hydrogeologic Soil Groups in a watershed correlates closely with recharge to 
underlying aquifers. The distribution of Hydrologic Soil Groups in Philipstown is 
shown on Figure 5. 

Hydrologic Soil Group A and AID soils allow high infiltration rates and consist 
chiefly of deep, well- to excessively-drained sand or gravel. There are few HSG A 
soils in Philipstown. Even in the Clove Creek valley where there has been a history 
of sand and gravel mining, most soils contain sufficient fine sand or silt that few are 
assigned to HSG A. 

Hydrologic Soil Group B soils have more moderate infiltration rates than HSG A 
soils, and consist chiefly of soils with moderately-fine to moderately-coarse textures. 
HSG B soils are commonly found in lower elevation areas in Philipstown, including 
under much of Nelsonville and Cold Spring, the Route 9 and 9D corridors, and the 
general area surrounding Continental Village. 

Hydrologic Soil Group C and CID soils have low in.filtration rates and consist chiefly 
of soils with sufficient silt to substantially impede aquifer recharge. These soils 
have moderately-fine to fine textures and are found in areas with soils derived from 
glacial till. Many higher elevation areas in Philipstown are mantled with HSG C 
soils. 

The Chazen Companies 
June 2007 
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Hydrologic Soil Group D soils have the lowest infiltration rates of any natural soils, 
and consist primarily of clay. Except for limited pockets in a few valley settings, 
there are few HSG D soils in Philipstown with the exception of clayey soils near 
Constitution Marsh. 

Figure 5 indicates that soils in Philipstown are almost evenly divided between 
Hydrologic Soil Group B and C or CID soils, together comprising nearly 95 percent 
of total land area of the Town and two villages. Cold Spring and Nelsonville are 
primarily underlain by disturbed soils not given an HSG assignment, but pre
existing soils are likely to have been a combination of HSG B and C soils. In 
general, HSB B soils follow valleys and HSG C soils are found on steep hillsides and 
uplands. 

A recent study in Dutchess County calibrated estimated aquifer recharge rates 
using Hydrologic Soil Groups (Chazen, 2006a). Aquifer recharge rates in the 
Fishkill/Sprout Creek watershed nearest to Philipstown were estimated at 19.2 
inches/year through HSG A and AID soils, 14.0 inches/year through HSG B soils, 7.2 
inches/year through HSG C and CID soils, and 4.0 inches/year through HSG D soils. 
Mean annual precipitation between 1951 and 1980 in the Fishkill/Sprout Creek 
watershed was 42 inches per year, while mean annual precipitation in Philipstown 
was approximately 15 percent greater, ranging between 46 to over 48 inches 
(Randall, 1996). The 46 and 48 rainfall isopleths are shown on Figure 5. 

Aquifer recharge rates in Philipstown are likely to be in the range of 10 percent 
higher than those in the Fishkill/Sprout Creek watershed since rainfall is 
approximately 15 percent greater in Philpstown, but runoff rates in Philip~town 
may be slightly higher due to steeper ::;lopes. For planning purposes, the following 
estimates of aquifer recharge arc likely to be generally correct. 

• 20.2 inches/year tlll'ough HSG A and .AID soils, 
• 14. 7 inches/year through HSG B soils, 
• 7.6 inches/year thl·ough HSG C and CID soils, and 
• 4.2 inches/year through HSG D soils. 

Calibration of more precise recharge rate estimates with stream baseflow data was 
beyond the scope of the current study, and may not be possible unless long-term 
stream-gauging records from streams in Philipstown are available. Although 
copious runoff can be observed flowing off hillsides and uplands in Philipstown 
following heavy rain events, the general similarity in bedrock well yields reported 
by well drillers in both Putnam and Dutchess Counties suggests precipitation does 
nevertheless successfully enter bedrock fractures in Philipstown. 

Using the above aquifer recharge values, and assigning an estimated mid-range 
recharge rate value of 10 inches per year to unranked areas with disturbed soils, 

The Chazen Companies 
June 2007 
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total estimated aquifer recharge entering aquifers throughout Philipstown, Cold 
Spring and Nelsonville averages 26 million gallons per day, with most recharge 
occurring at rates of 1,094 gpd per acre through HSG B soils and 565 gpd per acre 
through HSG C soils. During drought years, average daily rates may decline by as 
much as 30 percent. 

A daily average aquifer recharge rate of 26 million gallons falls within a range of 
values developed by prior investigators. Chazen (2004) applied and summarized 
methods by others, identifying estimating daily average aquifer recharges of 32 
million gallons (Maslansky & Rich, 1984), 23 million gallons daily (Wolcott & Snow, 
1995) and 17 million daily gallons (Gerber, 1982). Chazen previously estimated 
that Philipstown might received 20 daily million gallons (Chazen, 2004) on the basis 
of the older studies. On the basis of the aquifer recharge calibration work 
completed in Dutchess County, we believe our current value of 26 million gallons 
per day is likely to be a closer estimate. 

Sustainable use of daily average aquifer recharge may be defined on the basis of 
reliable well yield and quality, and on the preservation of aquifer baseflow to 
support streams and other surface water resources. During the dry summer of 
2002, the Putnam County Department of Health received many well re-drill 
requests. Nevertheless, The Chazen Companies are not aware of evidence 
indicating that regional aquifer systems are overtapped in Philipstown or elsewhere 
in Putnam County. Instead, the 2002 demand for well replacements is interpreted 
as a period of aquifer stress when various marginal wells required deepening or 
replacement. 

Groundwater may be locally over-used, but the recharge rates estimate of 26 million 
gallons of water recharge Philipstown aquifers each day significantly exceeds 
Section 2.6 water extraction estimates of 750,000 gpd. Water not pumped by wells, 
and aquifer replenishment from septic systerm return flows, leaves a vast majority 
of regional groundwater recharge available to preserve regional stream flows and 
water table conditions. 

Groundwater flows supporting streams and riparian wetlands come both from the 
aquifer recharge flows described above, and from more transient groundwater 
movement known as interflow, following root channels, clay seams, or buried 
bedrock surfaces without penetrating deeply enough to reach the perennially water
bearing aquifer formations. Interfl.ow contributions to streams likely adds 35 
percent more baseflow to streams in Philipstown than that coming from aquifer 
recharge alone (Chazen, 2006b). Such "interflow" represents an important portion 
of stream flow for a week or two following rainfall events; as this contribution 
eventually drains completely, baseflow from the underlying surficial and bedrock 
aquifers is relied upon to maintain continuing stream flow through longer droughts. 

The Chazen Companies 
June 2007 



-
HUDSON HIGHLANDS RESERVE 

Ground Water Recharge vs. Water Usage 
Hydro logic 
Soil Group 

A 
B 

C, CID 
D 

Water 
Total 

Annual Recharge 
Rate 

20.2 inches 
14.7 inches 
7.6 inches 
4.2 inches 

O inches 

Daily Water Demand 
Units Bedrooms 

Residential 25 4 
Horses 40 
Other Structu 2 

Safety Factor (15%) 
Total Demand 
Total Demand Rounded 

Area Recharge Volume 

39.9 acres 
86.2 acres 

4.6 acres 
68.5 acres 
6.4 acres 

205.6 

Demand 
150 gallons/day 
50 gallons/day 

200 gallons/day 

67.165 acre feet 
105.595 acre feet 

2.913333 acre feet 
23.975 acre feet 

O acre feet 
Annual Total 

Total Demand 
15000 gallons/day 
2000 gallons/day 
400 gallons/day 

17 400 gallons/day 
2610 gallons/day 

20010 gallons/day 
20000 gallons/day 

Excess of Recharge over Demand 
Recharge as percent of Demand 

21885809 gallons/yr 
34408279 gallons/yr 

949314 gallons/yr 
7812287 gallons/yr 

0 gallons/yr 
65055689 gallons/yr 

178235 gallons/day 

20000 

158235 gallons/day 
891% 

Recharge Rates from " Town of Philipstown Groundwater Report & Planning Resource , June 2007 

ATTACHMENT 16 
Groundwater Recharge v. Water Demand 



Kimley »>Horn 
of New York. P.C. 

May 28, 2017 

Ulises Liceaga 
Horton Road, LLC 
c/o The Fractal Group 
315 East 91st Street 
New York NY 10128 

Re: Traffic Engineering Consulting Services 
Hudson Highlands Reserve 
Town of Philipstown, Putnam County, NY 

Dear Mr. Liceaga: 

Kimley-Horn of New York, P.C. is pleased to submit this letter summarizing our preliminary analysis 
of potential traffic impacts associated with the proposal to develop the approximately 210-acre 
Hudson Highlands Reserve ("HHR") in the Town of Philipstown, New York. Based on our review, it is 
our expectation that any traffic impacts of the proposed development on the surrounding roadway 
network will be imperceptible and that the subject site can be safely accessed as proposed. 

Project Understanding 

Horton Road, LLC is developing the site with 25 single-family homes and a 40-horse equestrian 
facility. The site is currently undeveloped. Access will be provided from US Route 9, just north of 
Clove Creek, with emergency access only provided from East Mountain Road North and Horton 
Road. 

Description of Surrounding Roadways 

The HHR site is located on the east side of US Route 9, approximately 3 miles south of 1-84 and 3.5 
miles north of NYS 301 . As indicated below, at this location, US Route 9, a State-owned highway, is 
classified by the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) as a rural "Principal 
Arterial Other". US Route 9, at this location, provides one 12-foot travel lane and an approximately 8-
foot wide paved shoulder in each direction. The project's driveway, as proposed, will be ideally 
situated approximately midway along a 1,400-foot long, level, straight section of the highway. The 
posted speed limit is 55 mph and the most recent NYSDOT data indicates that the Average Annual 
Daily Traffic volume is almost 15,400. 

k1mley-horn.com 30 Broad Street Suite 2020 New York NY 10004 646-2 55-1130 
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US Route 9 Functional Classification 
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US Route 9 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AAOT) Volume 
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A review of Googlemaps data (provided below) indicates that US Route 9 and the majority of the 
surrounding roadways are flowing freely during typical weekday morning and evening peak hours. 

k1mley-horn.com 1 North Lex1ngto11 Avenue Suite 15-5 Whitt: Pld11is NY 1Qh01 914-368-9188 
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US Route 9 Peak-Hour Traffic Operating Conditions 
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To the north, the Site is bounded by East Mountain Road North, an approximately 16-foot wide, paved, 
local roadway whose grade increases from level to approximately 10% at the point where emergency 
access is proposed to be provided to the site. Trucks over 5 tons are prohibited from using the roadway 
and the most recent NYSDOT data indicates that the Average Annual Daily Traffic volume is almost 
470. 

To the south, the Site is bounded by Mill Road and Horton Road, both local roadways. Mill Road is a 
relatively straight, 12-foot wide, dirt road with modest (6%) grades. Since at least September 2016, 
Mill Road has been closed at Clove Creek, approximately 1,000 feet from US Route 9. At US Route 9, 
Horton Road is a somewhat windy, 16-foot wide, paved road with modest (2.5%) grades. To the east 
of Mill Road, Horton Road narrows and the asphalt pavement gives way to dirt. The road has a tight 
curve and steep grade just to the south of Clove Creek. The Average Annual Daily Traffic volumes on 
these roadways are estimated to be less than 300 vehicles per day. 

To the east, the Site is bounded by East Mountain Road South, an approximately 16-foot wide, paved, 
winding local roadway with considerable grades. Trucks over 5 tons are prohibited from using the 
roadway and the posted speed limit is 30 mph. The Average Annual Daily Traffic volume on this 
roadway is estimated to be approximately 750 vehicles per day. 

Evaluation of Site Access 

As previously indicated, the Site driveway on US Route 9 is proposed to be located just north of 
Clove Creek, approximately midway along the 1,400-foot long, level straightaway. A preliminary 
sightline analysis, presented below, measured 14.5 feet back from the east edge of the traveled 
roadway on US Route 9 indicates that 650 feet of sight distance should be attainable to both the north 
and the south of the proposed driveway location. Engineering plans will need to be prepared and a 
field inspection conducted to confirm these values. 

Required sight distances (based on NYSDOT standards) for the subject access road are 610 feet for 
intersection sight distance (the sight distance required to allow a motorists to tum onto or off of the 
highway without requiring through-traveling motorists to significantly adjust their speed - traditionally 
by more than 10 mph below the posted speed limit) and 645 feet for the stopping sight distance (the 
distance required for a vehicle traveling at the 851h percentile - in this instance 65 mph - to stop in 
wet weather). 

As can be seen from a review of the information provided above, it is expected that the proposed 
driveway can be constructed to provide the required sight distances. 

k1mley-horn.com 1 North Lexington Avenue Suite 1515 White Plains NY 10601 914-368-9188 
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Sight Distance to the North of the Proposed Site Driveway on US 9 

Sight Distance to the South of the Proposed Site Driveway on US 9 

Sight Distance - 650' 

kimley-horn.com 1 North Lexington Avenue Suite 1575 White Plains NY 10601 914-368-9188 



Kimley»>Horn 
of New York, P.C. 

Required Intersection Sight Distance 

I 
Desirable Intersection Sight Distances 
AASHTO 2004 
location: 
Movement: 

V= 
Stop Control ? 
Yield Control ? 
Lanes on Left/ahead ? 
Lanes on Right ? 
Minor Street Grade ? 
"Car", "SU" or "TT' ? 

Major St Left 
Minor St Thru only 
Minor Street L only 
Minor St. L, T & R 
Minor Street R only 

Desireable sight distance: 

US Route 9 
Westbound Hudson Highlands Reserve Driveway 

55 Highway design speed in mph 
y 

1 Needed to be crossed by left and thru vehicles 
1 Needed to be crossed by thru vehicles only' 

0.03 
Car 

y 

610 Feet 
610 Feet 

to the left 
to the right 

Required Stopping Sight Distance 
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Minimum Safe Stopping Distance Requirements 
AASHTO 2004 
Location: US Route 9 
Movement: Westbound Hudson Highlands Reserve Driveway 

Grade(%) 
Design Speed (mph) 
Deceleration 
T (sec) 

Perception 
& Reaction 
Distance 

238.3 Feet 

0 
65 

11 .2 
2.5 

I 

Breaking 
Distance 
(AASHTO) 

404.9 Feet 

I I 

Stopping 
Distance 
(AASHTO) 

645 Feet 
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Emergency access to the site on the south side will be provided from an unpaved, narrow driveway at 
the north end of Horton Road. For this driveway to remain effective, the riding surface will need to be 
at least 9 feet wide and plowed as needed in the winter. Emergency access to the site on the north 
side will be provided from an unpaved, narrow driveway off of East Mountain Road approximately 1, 100 
feet east of US Route 9. For this driveway to remain effective, the riding surface will need to be at least 
9 feet wide and plowed as needed in the winter. It may also be necessary to increase the driveway's 
turn radius to and from the direction of US Route 9. 

It is noted that access via these roadways will only be used if, for some reason, the main access 
driveway from US Route 9 becomes impassible. It is also not that the Horton Road emergency 
access has the added benefit of making available a second means of access to and from the homes 
on Horton Road (particularly those above Mill Road, if the Mill Road bridge is reconstructed), should 
that road become impassible. 

Project Traffic Generation 
The Project is a mixed-use development which will consist of 25 single-family homes and a 40-horse 
equestrian center on 210 acres. To evaluate the potential traffic impacts of the Project, it is necessary 
to determine the traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed uses. 

To estimate the project-generated traffic, a review was undertaken of the available trip generation data 
sources, including the reference published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers ("ITE"), Trip 
Generation Manual, Ninth Edition. This widely utilized reference source contains reliable trip generation 
rates for "Single Family Detached Housing" (Land Use Code 210). The average trip rate for single 
family homes is 0.75 for the weekday AM peak hour, 1.0 for the weekday PM peak hour and 0.93 for 
the Weekend Midday peak hour. To provide a conservative analysis, these values were increased by 
25%, with the result that the proposed 25 "single family homes are expected to generate 23 trips in with 
weekday AM peak hour, 31 trips in the weekday PM peak hour and 29 trips in the Weekend Midday 
peak hour. 

The ITE Trip Generation Manual does not have a category for "Equestrian Centers". The most 
applicable land use types, by inspection, are "Horse Racetrack" (LUC 452) and "RacketfTennis Club" 
(LUC 491 ). As detailed below, the trip generation rates for both of these land uses were examined and 
the highest values were used. 

On a day-to-day, regular basis, there will be relatively modest activity at the Equestrian center which 
will stable 40 horses. At the busiest times, there will be a maximum of 13 staff at the center (1 
administrator, 6 horse groomers, 1 grounds keeper and 5 trainers). Their schedules will be regular but 
flexible so that it is unlikely that more than half of the staff will arrive or leave in any one hour. The 
equestrian center will operate from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. , Tuesday through Friday and from 8:00 a.m. 
to 4:00 p.m. Saturday and Sunday, with Monday as the day when the equestrian staff can take a day 
off. 

Weekdays (except Monday) from 8:00 a.m. to 11 :00 a.m. there will be about 5 lessons at the same 
time and from 2:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. there will be about 10 lessons at the same time. Weekends, there 
will be maximum of 10 lessons at the same time from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

k1mley-horn.com 1 North Lexington Avenue Suite 1575 White Plains NY 10601 914-368-9188 
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Intuitively, this suggests that there will be 10 trips in the AM peak hour (half the maximum number of 
staff coming in to work during a single hour and three-quarters of those arriving for lessons), 15 trips in 
the weekday PM peak hour (half the maximum number of staff leaving work during a single hour and 
three-quarters of those departing after lessons) and 20 during the busiest hour on the weekend (one
eighth of the staff coming or going during the hour and three-quarters of those arriving for and departing 
from lessons). 

In total, there are likely to be approximately 23 people at the equestrian center for weekday morning 
classes (13 staff - maximum, 5 riders and 5 visitors/parents). 33 people at the equestrian center for 
weekday afternoon classes (13 staff - maximum, 10 riders and 10 visitors/parents) and 33 people at 
the equestrian center for weekend afternoon classes (13 staff - maximum, 10 riders and 10 
visitors/parents). ITE data for horse tracks indicated that these numbers would generate no trips in the 
weekday AM peak hour and 4 trips in the weekday PM and Weekend Midday peak hours. Since these 
values are lower than the intuitive estimates, they were discounted. 

To the extent that trip generation for riding lessons may be similar to trip generation for lessons in other 
sports, the trip generation at the equestrian center could be equated to that at a tennis club. Typically, 
such a facility will have some number of staff and a court can accommodate 2 or four players, with an 
area for spectators/parents to wait and or watch. Assuming that 90% of courts are used by 2 people 
and 10% are used by 4 yields a court-equivalent of 2.27 for the weekday AM peak hour, and 4.54 for 
the weekday PM peak hour and Weekend Midday peak hours. Applying these values to ITE data for 
a racquet club, suggests that regular activities at the equestrian center would generate 3 trips in the 
weekday AM peak hour and 15 trips in the weekday PM peak hour and 18 trips in the Weekend Midday 
peak hour, which is generally in line with the intuitive values. 

Based on this review and for the purposes of this analysis, it is conservatively assumed that for regular 
activities, the equestrian center will generate 10 trips in the AM peak hour, 15 trips in the weekday PM 
peak hour and 20 during the busiest hour on the weekend. It is also noted that if one or more of the 25 
families owns one or more of the horses at the equestrian center, the number of off-site trips generated 
by both uses will be reduced , However, since the number of such families is unknown, it was 
conservatively assumed that there would be no such internal trip reduction. 

A summary of the project's anticipated maximum trip generation potential is provided below. 

Hudson Highlands Reserve, Regular Activities, Peak-hour Trip Generation 

Use AM PM Weekend 
In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

25 SF DU 6 17 23 20 11 31 16 13 29 

Equestrian Center 8 2 10 4 11 15 10 10 20 
(40 Horses) 
Total 14 19 33 24 22 46 23 23 49 

As can be seen from the table above, in each case making the conservative assumption, the HHR 
development is projected to add a total of 33 trips to the surrounding roadway network during the 
weekday AM peak hour, 46 trips to the surrounding roadway network during the during the weekday 
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PM peak hour and 49 trips to the surrounding roadway network during the busiest hour on the 
weekend. From the site, these trips will be disbursed to the north and the south on US Route 9 
where, for the most part, these extra trips will be indistinguishable for other roadway users. 

For the purposes of the analysis of regular weekday activities, it was assumed that 60% of traffic 
would head to and from the south (to and from the direction of greatest employment and population 
density) and 40% would head to and from the north, with the result that no more than 29 trips per 
hour (or 1 trip every two minutes) would be added to US Route 9 at any location other than the site 
driveway. Given the current state of traffic operating conditions on US Route 9 (detailed above) it is 
expected the traffic impact of adding one trip every two minutes to the roadway system will be 
imperceptible. 

To evaluate traffic operating conditions at the site driveway on US Route 9, intersection capacity 
analyses were conducted based on the evaluation criteria contained in the 2010 Highway Capacity 
Manual ("HCM") using Synchro 9 software. The term "level of service" ("LOS") is used to denote the 
different operating conditions that occur at an intersection under various traffic volume loads. It is a 
qualitative measure that considers several factors including roadway geometry, speed, travel delay, 
and freedom to maneuver. LOS provides an index to the operational qualities of a roadway segment 
or an intersection. LOS designations range from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating 
conditions and LOS F representing the worst operating conditions. 

The LOS designations, which are based on delay (the total elapsed time including initial deceleration 
delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay) for unsignalized intersections 
are summarized in the table below. 

LOS Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections 

Level-of-Service (LOS) Control Delay Per Vehicle 

A s 10.0 seconds 

B >10.0 and s 15.0 seconds 

c >15.0 and s 25.0 seconds 

D >25.0 and s 35.0 seconds 

E >35.0 and s 50.0 seconds 

F >50.0 seconds 

Transportation Research Board. Highway Capacity Manual, 2010. 

The existing traffic volumes traveling past the site on US Route 9 were obtained from NYSDOT 
Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) data collected 2,800 feet south of the site in 2011 . These data 
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indicate that traffic volumes on weekday morning peak from 7:00 to 8:00 a.m iust before the equestrian 
center opens for lessons In the afternoon, the data indicate that traffic volumes peak from 4:00 to 5:00 
p.m. iust as the equestrian center closes for the day. Finally, the data 1nd1cate that on the weekend, 
traffic volumes peak from 1.00 to 2:00 p.m. on Sundays 

To adjust the 2011 values to the 2017 levels and to account for seasonal variations, the 2011 volumes 
were increased by 10 % (based on continuous count station location data from 1-84 at Lime Kiln Road). 
To project traffic volumes to the completion of the proiect, estimated to be in 2021, the 2017 traffic 
volumes were increased by a further 5.5%, based on a review of historical traffic growth records. 

The results of the intersection analyses for future regular daily activities at the site driveway, along with 
the future traffic volumes are summarized on the next page. 

As can be seen from below, traffic volumes are greatest and delays are projected to be the greatest 
during the weekday PM peak hour when vehicles exiting the site will have to wait an average of almost 
50 seconds to find a suitable gap in the traffic stream to leave. However a review of the detailed 
analysis sheets, which are appended herewith, reveals that demand will be running at only 15% of the 
available capacity on the driveway approach, indicating that there is more than adequate capacity to 
accommodate the proiected demand. 

k1mley-horn com 1 North Lexington Avenue Suite 15 ;'5 VW11te Pld111s NY ' 1Jhcl 1 914-368-9188 
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Recul•r Activity Projectd Pe.k-hour Volumes 

Reiular Activity Projected Pe.k-hour levels of Service 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--. 

k1mley-horn. com 1 North Lexington Avenue Suite 1575 White Plains NY 10601 914-368-9188 
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Event Traffic Generation 
In addition to regular activities, six (6) times per year the equestrian center expects to hold equestrian 
events {horse shows), attended by 40 part1c1pants and 60 spectators. These events will be held on 
Saturdays or Sundays typically between the hours of 8 00 am. and 6·00 p.m To evaluate the 
potential traffic impacts of event activities 1t was necessary to establish approximately how much 
traffic these events could generate and compare that value to the preva1hng traffic volumes. The 
volume of traffic generated on the weekend days by the single-family homes 1s expected to be the 
same as detailed above 

In total, there are expected to be approximately 113 people at the equestrian center for the 6 weekend 
events (40 participants, 60 spectators and 13 staff). Intuitively, if three-quarters of all 113 people arrive 
or leave in one hour, and 1f there are an average of 1.33 people per vehicle an event would generate 
approximately 65 trips in the busiest hour It 1s noted that, unless the event 1s likely to start or end 
between 1 :00 and 2 00 on the weekend these trips would not be added to the roadway network when 
weekend traffic volumes are greatest. However, for the purposes of this analysis this conservative 
assumption was made. 

ITE data for horse tracks indicated that an event attended by a total of 113 people would generate 15 
trips in the peak hour. Since these values are lower than the intuitive estimates, they were discounted. 

To the extent that trip generation for attendance at equestrian events may be similar to trip generation 
for events or tournaments in other sports, the trip generation at the equestrian center could be equated 
to that at a racquet/tennis club. Applying these values to ITE data for a racquet club as done before 
for regular events suggests that event act1vit1es at the equestrian center would generate 70 trips in the 
peak hour, which 1s generally in line with the 1ntu1t1ve values. 

Based on this review and for the purposes of this analysis, it is conservatively assumed that for event 
activities, the equestrian center will generate 70 trips during the busiest hour of weekend traffic. A 
summary of the project's anticipated maximum event trip generation is provided below. 

Hudson Highlands Reserve, Event Activities, Peak-hour Trip Generation 

Use Weekend 
In Out Total 

25 SF DU 16 13 29 

Equestrian Center 28 42 70 
(40 Horses) 
Total 44 55 99 

As can be seen from the table above, in each case making the conservative assumption, the HHR 
development is projected to add a total of 99 trips to the surrounding roadway network during the 
busiest hour for an event. From the site, these trips will again be disbursed to the north and the south 
on US Route 9 where for the most part (other than the fact that there may be some horse trailers), 
these extra trips will be indistinguishable for other roadway users. 

k1mley-horn.com 1 North Lexington Avenue Suite 15;-5 White Plains NY 10t•C1 914-368-9188 
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For the purposes of the analysis of event activities, it was assumed that 50% of traffic would head to 
and from the north (to access 1-84 or to head north of the site) and 50% would head to and from the 
south, with the result that no more than 49 trips per hour (or just less than 1 trip every minute) would 
be added to US Route 9 at any location other than the site driveway. Given the fact the weekend peak
hour traffic volumes on US Route 9 are lower than weekday peak-hour traffic volumes, it is expected 
the traffic impact of adding one trip per minute, six or so times per year to the roadway system, will be 
almost imperceptible. 

Once again, the intersection of the site access roar with US Route 9 was evaluated using Synchro 9. 
The results of the intersection analyses for future, peak-hour, event activities at the site driveway, along 
with the future traffic volumes are summarized below. 

Event Operating Conditions (6 times per year) 

Projected Peak-hour Delays --.,...---.,,,,....,...,,,..,..... ___ _, 

As can be seen from above, vehicles exiting the site will have to wait an average of almost 35 seconds 
to find a suitable gap in the traffic stream to leave. However, this condition is not as bad as will prevail 
during regular weekdays. A review of the detailed analysis sheets, which are appended herewith, 
reveals that demand will be running at only 33% of the available capacity on the driveway approach, 
indicating that there is more than adequate capacity to accommodate the projected demand. 

k1mley-horn.com 1 North Lexington Avenue Suite 1575 White Plains NY 10601 914-368-9188 
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide these services to you. Please contact me at 646-255-1117 if 
you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 

KIMLEY-HORN OF NEW YORK, P.C. 

By: John Canning, P.E. 
Project Manager 

k1mley-horn com I North Lexington Avenue Suite 1 :1 ~,1 White Plains NY 1 1:i1~1.1 • 
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HCM 2010 TWSC 
Site Driveway & US Route 9 - 2021 Build Weekday Peak AM Hour, Regular Activities 

Intersection 
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2 

Movement WBL 
Lane Configurations v 
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 
Future Vol, veh/h 4 
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 
Sign Control Stop 
RT Channelized 
Storage Length 0 
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 
Grade, % 0 
Peak Hour Factor 92 
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 
MvmtFlow 4 

Major/Minor Minor1 
Conflicting Flow All 1702 

Stage 1 514 
Stage 2 1188 

Critical Hdwy 6.47 
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.47 
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.47 
Follow-up Hdwy 3.563 
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 98 

Stage 1 590 
Stage 2 283 

Platoon blocked, % 
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 96 
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 96 

Stage 1 590 
Stage 2 277 

Approach WB 
HCM Control Delay, s 33.7 
HCM LOS D 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT 
Capacity (veh/h) 
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 
HCM Control Delay (s) 
HCM Lane LOS 
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 

Baseline 

WBR 

2 
2 
0 

Stop 
None 

92 
7 
2 

514 

6.27 

3.363 
551 

551 

NBRVVBLn1 SBL SBT 
- 132 1021 
- 0.049 0.007 
- 33.7 8.6 0 

D A A 
0.2 0 

NBT NBR 
f. 

468 10 
468 10 

0 0 
Free Free 

- None 

0 
0 

92 92 
5 7 

509 11 

Major1 
0 0 

NB 
0 

SBL SBT 
4f 

7 1079 
7 1079 
0 0 

Free Free 
- None 

0 
0 

92 92 
7 5 
8 1173 

Major2 
520 0 

4.17 

2.263 
1021 

1021 

SB 
0.1 

Synchro 9 Report 
Page2 
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HCM 2010 TWSC 
Site Driveway & US Route 9 - 2021 Build Weekday Peak PM Hour, Regular Activities 

Intersection 
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4 

Movement WBL 
Lane Configurations v 
Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 
Future Vol, veh/h 7 
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 
Sign Control Stop 
RT Channelized 
Storage Length 0 
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 
Grade,% 0 
Peak Hour Factor 92 
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 
MvmtFlow 8 

Major/Minor Minor1 
Conflicting Flow All 1925 

Stage 1 1280 
Stage 2 645 

Critical Hdwy 6.47 
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.47 
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.47 
Follow-up Hdwy 3.563 
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 71 

Stage 1 255 
Stage 2 513 

Platoon blocked,% 
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 69 
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 69 

Stage 1 255 
Stage 2 500 

Approach we 
HCM Control Delay, s 48.8 
HCMLOS E 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT 
Capacity (veh/h) 
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 
HCM Control Delay (s) 
HCM Lane LOS 
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 

Baseline 

WBR 

5 
5 
0 

Stop 
None 

92 
7 
5 

1280 

6.27 

3.363 
197 

197 

NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT 
95 522 

- 0.137 0.017 
- 48.8 12 0 

E B A 
0.5 0.1 

NBT NBR 
It 

1172 12 
1172 12 

0 0 
Free Free 

- None 

0 
0 

92 92 
5 7 

1274 13 

Major1 
0 0 

NB 
0 

SBL SBT 
.t' 

8 577 
8 577 
0 0 

Free Free 
- None 

0 
0 

92 92 
7 5 
9 627 

Major2 
1287 0 

4.17 

2.263 
522 

522 

SB 
0.2 

Synchro 9 Report 
Page 1 
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HCM 2010 TWSC 
Site Driveway & US Route 9 - 2021 Build Weekend Peak Midday Hour, Regular Activities 

Intersection 
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3 

Movement WBL 
Lane Configurations ¥ 
Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 
Future Vol, veh/h 8 
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 
Sign Control Stop 
RT Channelized 
Storage Length 0 
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 
Grade,% 0 
Peak Hour Factor 92 
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 
MvmtFlow 9 

MajodMinor Minor1 
Conflicting Flow All 1506 

Stage 1 730 
Stage 2 776 

Critical Hdwy 6.47 
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.47 
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.47 
Follow-up Hdwy 3.563 
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 130 

Stage 1 468 
Stage 2 445 

Platoon blocked, % 
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 128 
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 128 

Stage 1 468 
Stage 2 439 

Approach we 
HCM Control Delay, s 27.5 
HCM LOS D 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT 
Capacity (veh/h) 
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 
HCM Control Delay (s) 
HCM Lane LOS 
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 

Baseline 

WBR 

5 
5 
0 

Stop 
None 

92 
7 
5 

730 

6.27 

3.363 
414 

414 

NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT 
174 848 

- 0.081 0.008 
- 27.5 9.3 0 

D A A 
0.3 0 

NBT NBR 
t. 

667 9 
667 9 

0 0 
Free Free 

- None 

0 
0 

92 92 
5 7 

725 10 

Major1 
0 0 

NB 
0 

SBL SBT 
4' 

6 702 
6 702 
0 0 

Free Free 
- None 

0 
0 

92 92 
7 5 
7 763 

Majc!2 
735 0 

4.17 

2.263 
848 

848 

SB 
0.1 

Synchro 9 Report 
Page 3 
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HCM 2010 TWSC 
Site Driveway & US Route 9 - 2021 Build Wekend Peak Miday Hour, Event Activities 

Intersection 
Int Delay, s/veh 1.5 

Movement WBL 
Lane Configurations y 
Traffic Vol, veh/h 28 
Future Vol, veh/h 28 
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 
Sign Control Stop 
RT Channelized 
Storage Length 0 
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 
Grade,% 0 
Peak Hour Factor 92 
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 
MvmtFlow 30 

M!or/Minor Minor1 
Conflicting Flow All 1548 

Stage 1 737 
Stage 2 811 

Critical Hdwy 6.47 
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.47 
Critical Hdwy Sig 2 5.47 
Follow-up Hdwy 3.563 
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 122 

Stage 1 464 
Stage 2 429 

Platoon blocked, % 
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 116 
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 116 

Stage 1 464 
Stage 2 408 

Approach we 
HCM Control Delay, s 34.6 
HCM LOS D 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT 
Capacity (veh/h) 
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 
HCM Control Delay {s) 
HCM Lane LOS 
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 

Baseline 

WBR 

28 
28 
0 

Stop 
None 

92 
7 

30 

737 

6.27 

3.363 
410 

410 

NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT 
181 838 

- 0.336 0.029 
- 34.6 9.4 0 

D A A 
1.4 0.1 

NBT NBR 
f. 

667 22 
667 22 

0 0 
Free Free 

- None 

0 
0 

92 92 
5 7 

725 24 

Major1 
0 0 

NB 
0 

S8L SBT 
.t' 

22 702 
22 702 
0 0 

Free Free 
- None 

0 
0 

92 92 
7 5 

24 763 

M*'2 
749 0 

4.17 

2.263 
838 

838 

SB 
0.3 

Synchro 9 Report 
Page 1 
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Traffic Count Hour1y Report 

ROUTE#: us 9 ROAD NAME: FROM: CR 10 N HIGHLANDS RD TO. DUTCHESS CO LINE COUNTY: Putnam 
DIRECTION. Northbound FACTOR GROUP. 30 REC. SERIAL#: 0020 FUNG. CLASS. 02 TOWN. PHILIPSTOWN 
STATE DIR CODE· 1 WK OF YR: 16 PLACEMENT: 1021 FT S OF HORSEMAN$ TRAIL NHS: yes LION#· 
DATE OF COUNT. 0412112011 @ REF MARKER. 9 84041112 JURIS. NYSDOT BIN. 
NOTES LANE 1: WK 17 NB ADDL DATA: CC Stn. RR CROSSING 

COUNT TYPE: AXLE PAIRS BATCH ID: DOT-R08CWW17dVol HPMS SAMPLE· 
COUNT TAKEN BY: ORG CODE: TST INITIALS: -- PROCESSED BY: ORG CODE: DOT INITIALS: Jh 

12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO DAILY DAILY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 DAILY HIGH HIGH 

~ QA:! AM PM ~~ l:!QlIB 
1 F 
2 s 
3 s 
4 M 
5 T 
6 w 
7 T 
8 F 
9 s 
10 s 
11 M 
12 T 
13 w 
14 T ., F 

s 
s 

.,(j M 
19 T 
20 w 
21 T 474 495 565 792 1006 978 608 426 331 225 171 136 
22 F 79 37 20 20 27 64 190 388 373 431 459 475 557 683 579 n6 851 804 842 411 306 227 183 147 8629 851 16 
23 s 112 52 26 28 21 30 105 220 260 350 357 451 488 522 488 464 503 428 345 333 222 201 171 128 6305 522 13 
24 s 90 56 30 25 14 31 70 119 180 207 319 407 542 575 468 392 401 402 494 554 372 279 139 84 6250 575 13 
25 M SJ 24 15 13 27 65 226 382 413 410 376 400 418 440 525 851 1013 908 657 387 262 188 134 132 8319 1013 16 
26 T 95 37 23 10 25 74 239 398 478 407 396 427 450 438 519 840 1014 959 696 417 272 227 144 131 8716 1014 16 
27 w 108 32 16 21 27 74 210 449 485 458 337 393 404 361 
28 T 
29 F 
30 s 

AVERAGE WEEKDAY HOURS (Axle Factored, Mon SAM to Fri Noon) ADT 
91 34 19 16 25 69 208 390 417 411 378 409 421 419 517 799 976 915 631 396 278 206 145 128 8298 

DAYS HOURS WEEKDAYS WEEKDAY AVERAGE WEEKDAY AxleAdJ. Seasonal/Weekday ESTIMATED (one way) 
Counted Counted Counted Hours High Hour % of day Factor Adjustment Factor 

I J 7 146 4 80 976 12% 0.965 1.056 
AADT 

7858 

ROUTE#·us 9 ROAD NAME: FROM: CR 10 N HIGHLANDS RD TO: DUTCHESS CO LINE COUNTY. Putnam 
STATION 840014 STATE DIR CODE: PLACEMENT· 1021 FT S OF HORSEMAN$ TRAIL DATE OF COUNT: 0412112011 
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Traffic Count Hourly Report 

ROUTE#. us 9 ROAD NAME: FROM: CR 10 N HIGHLANDS RD TO: DUTCHESS CO LINE COUNTY: Putnam 
DIRECTION· Southbound FACTOR GROUP 30 REC SERIAL # · 0020 FUNC. CLASS. 02 TOWN: PHILIPSTOWN 
STATE DIR CODE. 2 WK OF YR 16 PLACEMENT: 1021 FT S OF HORSEMANS TRAIL NHS· yes LION# 
DATE OF COUNT: 041211201 1 @ REFMARKER: 98404111 2 JURIS. NYSDOT BIN 
NOTES LANE 1 WK 17 SB ADDL DATA CC Stn: RR CROSSING. 

COUNT TYPE. AXLE PAIRS BATCH ID: DOT-R08CWW17dVol HPMSSAMPLE· 
COUNT TAKEN BY. ORG CODE TST INITIALS: - PROCESSED BY: ORG CODE: DOT INITIALS: jh 

12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO DAILY DAILY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 DAILY HIGH HIGH 

DATE DAY AM f'M TOTAL COUNT HOUR 
-1- F 

2 s 
3 s 
4 M 
5 T 
6 w 
7 T 
8 F 
9 s 
10 s 
11 M 
12 T 
13 w 
14 T 
· ~ F 

s 
s 

~d M 
19 T 
20 w 
21 T 450 414 464 503 556 539 415 319 244 233 160 84 
22 F 46 28 19 35 103 329 558 660 515 444 420 453 463 522 521 516 527 537 478 366 259 241 174 119 8331 660 7 
23 s 67 39 25 20 60 100 207 229 270 328 314 387 400 450 476 488 467 390 364 307 247 234 179 118 6166 488 15 
24 s 77 33 24 27 45 60 114 121 158 267 358 425 567 605 461 374 384 409 527 475 399 230 116 70 6326 605 13 
25 M 28 13 18 38 129 437 840 872 598 430 409 364 377 425 434 453 454 476 396 272 227 197 139 67 8093 872 7 
26 T 25 25 31 41 133 468 905 978 691 469 406 422 416 445 445 467 452 509 387 305 223 189 141 77 8650 978 7 
27 w 34 17 22 36 134 478 894 941 701 479 408 406 411 414 
28 T 
29 F 
30 s 

AVERAGE WEEKDAY HOURS (Axle Factored, Mon 6AM to Fri Noon) ADT 
34 22 23 36 119 410 771 833 604 440 397 397 400 '409 432 457 470 490 385 289 223 199 142 73 8055 

DAYS HOURS WEEKDAYS WEEKDAY AVERAGE WEEKDAY Axle Adj. Seasonal/Weekday ESTIMATED (one -y) 
Counted Counted Counted Hours High Hour % of day Factor 8~iy~tment Factor 

7 146 4 80 833 10% 0965 1 056 AADT 

7628 

ROUTE #.US 9 ROAD NAME: FROM: CR 10 N HIGHLANDS RD TO. DUTCHESS CO LINE COUNTY: Putnam 
STATION· 840014 STATE DIR CODE: 2 PLACEMENT: 1021 FT S OF HORSEMAN$ TRAIL DATE OF COUNT: 04/21/2011 


