Town of Philipstown Planning Board

Planning Board Meeting Agenda
VFW Hall, Kemble Avenue, Cold Spring, New York 10516
September 20, 2012
7:30PM

Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call

Approval of Minutes: 05-17-12 (as presented), 08-16-12

Public Hearing:
Cold Spring Fuel Corp. (Pidala Qil)

Applications:
Cold Spring Fuel Corp. — Minor Site Plan amendment to allow installation of 18,800-gallon propane tank: Submission of
revised and additional materials/discussion

Ming H. Wang — 3-lot subdivision — Jaycox Road, Cold Spring: Request for 90-day extension and revision of Resolution of
final approval

Lyons Realty LLC — Soil Mine Application: Request for return of escrow

SNK Farms, Inc. — Minor site plan amendment and special permit application, 3188 Route 9, Cold Spring, NY: Revised
EAF Parts 1, 2, and 3

E. Polhemus Enterprises, LLC — Site plan (soil processing) — Horsemen's Trail, Cold Spring: Revised materials

Other Business

Adjourn

Michael Leonard, Chairman

Note: All items may not be called. Items may not always be called in order.



Philipstown Planning Board
Public Hearing — September 20, 2012

The Philipstown Planning Board for the Town of Philipstown, New York will hold a public
hearing on Thursday, September 20, 2012 at 7:30 p.m. at the VFW Hall on Kemble Avenue in
Cold Spring, New York to consider the following application:

Cold Spring Fuel Corp. - Application dated July 12,2012 for approval of an amended
site plan prepared for Cold Spring Fuel Corp. Proposed amendment seeks approval for the
addition of an 18,000-gallon propane storage tank and related equipment. Proposed use is for the
expansion of existing fuel delivery and heating/hot water equipment installation and repair
business. Property is located at 3524 Route 9 in the Town of Philipstown in an HC (highway
commercial) zoning district. Tax map #16.12-1-15.

At said hearing all persons will have the right to be heard. Copies of the application, plat map,
site plan and related material may be seen in the Office of the Building Department at the Town
Hall.

Dated at Philipstown, New York this 23" day of August 2012.

Michael Leonard, Chairman
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September 6, 2012

Honorable Michael Leonard, Chairman
Philipstown Planning Board

238 Main Street

Cold Spring, NY 10516

RE: Application of Cold Spring Fuel Corp. - Submission of Revised & Additional Materials
Dear Mr. Leonard and Honorable Board Members:

Attached are 23 copies of our Site Plan for Cold Spring Fuel Corp., last revised September 6, 2012.
The plans have been revised in response to comments received during our discussion with the Board
during its meeting on August 16, 2012.

Plan revisions of particular note include:
a Corrections to the Zoning Chart;
g Increase in the number of and decrease in the spacing between the protective bollards to be
placed in front of the proposed propane tank; and
o Correction to the specified height of the new fencing.

We look forward to discussing the plan during the Public Hearing scheduled for September 20, 2012
As always, thank you for your concern for and attention to this application.

Yours truly,
BADEY & WATSON,
Surveying & Engineering, P.C.

by ZC
Glennon J. Watson, L.S.

Enclosure (1)

GIW/bms

cc: File 77-113\MLO05SP12BP_SubmitsAddMaterial.doc
James Pidala, w/enclosures

Owners of the records of:
¢ Joseph S. Agnoli ¢ Barger & Hustis ¢ Burgess & Behr ¢ Roy Burgess ¢ Vincent Burruano ¢ Hudson Valley Engineering Company ¢ G. Radcliff Hustis ¢
¢ Peter R. Hustis ¢ ]. Wilbur Irish ¢ James W. Irish, Jr. ® Douglas A. Merritt ¢ E.B. Moebus ¢ Reynolds & Chase ¢ General Jacob Schofield ¢
¢ Sidney Schofield ¢ Allan Smith ¢ Taconic Surveying and Engineering ¢ D. Walcutt ¢
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September 6, 2012

Honorable Michael Leonard, Chairman
Philipstown Planning Board

238 Main Street

Cold Spring, NY 10516

RE: Application of Yung & Ming-Hsien Wang — Request for 90-day Extension and Revision of
Resolution of Final Approval

Dear Mr. Leonard and Honorable Board Members:

Please consider this letter as our formal request, on behalf of our clients Yung and Ming-Hsien
Wang for an additional 90-day extension of the conditional final approval of their subdivision
granted on June 16, 2011, by the Planning Board’s Resolution PPB#6, a copy of which is
attached for your convenience.

As you will recall, there has been an unavoidable delay in perfecting the subdivision. This was
due to a claim of ownership of a portion of the property by the Village of Cold Spring. An
agreement has been negotiated between the Wangs and the Village whereby the Village will
release any claim of ownership by way of a Quit-Claim Deed to the Wangs in exchange for the
rights to the waters of Jaycox Pond and the easement necessary to access and exercise those

rights.

Mr. Gaba has indicated that conveyance of the water rights and related easement is not
something that requires approval of the Planning Board, but for the sake of full disclosure he
believes the Water Rights Area and Easement Area to be granted to the Village of Cold Spring
should be shown on the plat. We fully agree, and for this reason ask that the resolution
granting approval be revised and re-approved.

In furtherance of these requests, we attach13 copies of our Subdivision Plat prepared for Yung
& Ming-Hsien Wang ...”, which was last revised on August 31, 2012. In addition to
responding to the adopted conditions, this version of the plat has been revised to show the

Owners of the records of:
¢ Joseph S. Agnoli ¢ Barger & Hustis ¢ Burgess & Behr ¢ Roy Burgess ¢ Vincent Burruano ¢ Hudson Valley Engineering Company ¢ G. Radcliff Hustis
¢ Peter R. Hustis ¢ J. Wilbur Irish ¢ James W. Irish, Jr. ® Douglas A. Merritt ¢ E.B. Moebus ¢ Reynolds & Chase ¢ General Jacob Schofield ¢
¢ Sidney Schofield ¢ Allan Smith ¢ Taconic Surveying and Engineering ¢ D. Walcutt ¢
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extent and the metes and bounds of both the Water Rights Area and the Easement Area that
will be granted to the Village of Cold Spring.

Please place these requests on the agenda for the September 20, 2012, meeting of the Planning
Board, at which time we are hopeful that the Board will grant the extension, adopt a revised
resolution and sign the plat so that it can be filed on September 21*.

As always, thank you for your concern for and attention to this application.

Yours truly,
BADEY & WATSON,
Surveying & Engineering, P.C.

by ‘é

Glennon J. Watson, L.S.

Enclosure (2)
GIW/bms
cc: File 75-109B\MLO05SP12BP_SubmitsAddMaterial.doc
Yung & Ming-Hsien Wang, w/enclosures
Stephen Gaba, Esquire/ w/enclosures
Andrew Chmar, HHLT w/o enclosures
Michael Englert, Esquire w/o enclosures

F  “orm Lettersl

BADEY & WATSON

Surveying & Engineering, P.C.



e Wang 2-lot Subdivision
Final Subdivision Approval
June 16, 2011

PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN, NEW YORK
RESOLUTION PPB # é Yung Wang &lMing-Hsien Wang 2ot three lot subdivision. 81.108 +/-

Acres of Land located on Jaycox Road. Tax Map # 38-2-27.

WHEREAS, Wang own a parcel totaling some 81.108 +/- of acres located on Jaycox Road in
an R-40 Zoning District; and

WHEREAS, an application was made to the Planning Board of the Town of Philipstown for
approval of a 2-lot subdivision; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has completed SEQRA review for this project; and
WHEREAS, a duly advertised public hearing on the application has been held; and

WHEREAS, referral of the application pursuant to GML §239-n has been duly made to the
County Planning Department, which has responded with approval of the project; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has carefully considered all of the comments raised by the
public, the Board's consultants, and other interested agencies, organizations and officials; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted the following materials for consideration:

Author Title Last Revision Date

Badey & Watson Surveying & Subdivision Plat prepared for Yung June 16. 2011
Engineering, PC Wang & Ming-Hsien Wang ’

Badey & V\_Iatsop Surveying & Constraints Map March 28, 2011
Engineering, PC

WHEREAS, the Town Planning Board has been duly authorized to approve plat applications
and to grant subdivision approval for property located within the Town and approve local wetlands

permits; and
WHEREAS, appropriate application fees have been received by the Town.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that:

|. Subdivision Approval:

1) The Planning Board finds that the applicant has met the requirements of Town of
Philipstown Article 112 for grant of subdivision approval; and




2) The Planning Board grants Finaliapproval of the subdivision plat as depicted on the

plans listed above and final approval subject to the following conditions:

A

Presentation of a tracing and print of the final plat in accordance with Section
112-14C(1) of the Philipstown Code, including all required endorsements; and
Signature of the Plat by the Putnam County Health Department; and

To address concerns of the Planning Board, the Construction Plans shall
incorporate the following:

° ’_A note should be added to the plans to specify that, prior to the
construction of any lot improvements, an erosion/sediment control plan
conforming to applicable NYS and Town Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) requirements, and including all necessary
construction details required therein, acceptable to the Building

_ Inspector and Town Engineer shall be prepared and implemented on
each lot

e Concrete Monuments should be provided where specified by the Town
Engineer

e Addition of the attached standard Plat notations on the plans

Bayswater Findings - Payment of a Recreation Fee for the second and each
additional residential lot in the subdivision which does not contain an existing
dwelling shall be collected by the Town in an amount then in effect as of the
date the plat is presented for the Chairperson’s signature, which fees shall be
paid prior to signing that section to be filed in the County Clerk’s office. The
Planning Board has determined, based upon the present and anticipated future
need for parks and recreational facilities in the Town [as calculated from
projected population growth to which this subdivision will contribute], that
parkiands should be created as a condition of approval of this subdivision.
However, because parks of a size adequate to meet the Town'’s requirements
cannot be properly located on the subdivision plat or would otherwise be
impractical thereon, the Planning Board, pursuant to Section 277(4) of the Town
Law of the State of New York, hereby requires that the applicant deliver
payment in lieu of parkiand, by cashier’s check or certified check drawn to the
order of the Town of Philipstown in such sum as the Town Board shall
determine. In this regard, since the Town Board has promulgated Chapter 71 of
the Town Code fixing the amount to be paid in lieu of dedication of parkland at




$5.000.00 and 00/100 Doliars for every additional lot created in a subdivision;
such Recreation fee payment being _1_lots x _$5,000.00 for a total of
$5.000.00 . Such amount shall be paid at the time the-Plat is presented for
endorsement by the Planning Board Chair, and before any on site work
commences or building permits are issued, unless payment shall be deferred to
a later date by agreement between the applicant and the Town Board.

E. Payment of all outstanding fees for review and approval of this application.

3) The Chairman is authorized as officer of the Planning Board to endorse the final plat

when Conditions A through E have been met.

4) Pursuant to Section 112-47D(5)(e) of the Philipstown Code, conditional approval
expires 180 days after the date of this resolution unless the conditions or requirements
have been certified as completed. Provided, however, that the Planning Board may
extend the time in which the conditionally approved plat must be submitted for
signature for two (2) additional periods of ninety (90) days each.

Adopted at a meeting of the Philipstown Planning Board on June 16, 2011.

PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD
ﬁ@, Nositr—
/

Anthony Merante, Chairman.

c: Richard Shea, Town Supervisor
Kevin Donohue, Building Inspector
David Klotzle, Wetlands Inspector




TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN

SUBDIVISION NOTES FOR WANG SUBDIVISION

The following standard notes utilized by the Town of Philipstown should be placed on the subdivision plat.

10.

11.

Specify the datum for the Topographic information contained on the plat.
Ali proposed utilities shall be placed underground.

Prior to the initiation of construction the applicant or his representative will meet with the Building
Inspector, Site Contractor, and/or any additional outside agencies that may have jurisdiction for a Pre-
Construction Conference to review all facets of construction and required inspections.

All erosion controls are to be set in place prior to any land disturbances on the site.

Per New York State Law, the contractor shall call the Underground Facilities Protective Organization
(UFPO) at 1-800-962-7962 two (2) full days prior to performing any excavation work.

All embankments are to be graded and seeded immediately upon being laid back.

Stabilized construction entrances shall be provided at all driveway entrances and shall conform to New
York State Guidelines for Urban Erosion and Sediment Control.

The house and driveway locations shown hereon are not to be revised without further Planning Board
approval.

In accordance with §112-15D of the Philipstown Code, the subdivider shall deliver to the Planning Board
within 10 days after filing the final plat five certified copies, compiete with file number and date of filing.

All areas shown by limits of disturbance shall be flagged and suitable barriers erected prior to any
construction activities. :

Existing stone walls on the property shall be preserved, to the maximum extent possible.




RESOLUTION ADOPTING A NEGATIVE DECLARATION UNDER SEQRA

WHEREAS, Yung Wang and Ming-Hsien Wang have applied to the Town of Philipstown
Planning Board for subdivision approval pursuant to Town Code Chapter 112, Article [l, for a
two lot subdivision on certain real property located on Jaycox Road, Philipstown, New York in a
Residential (R-40) Zoning District, and identified as Town of Philipstown Tax Map No. 38-2-27;
and

WHEREAS, in regard to the proposed Subdivision application, a Long Environmental
Assessment Form — Part 1 ("EAF") has been submitted pursuant to the New York State
Environmental Quality Review Act ("SEQRA"), and

WHEREAS, the project represents an “unlisted” action pursuant to SEQRA, and the
Planning Board has deemed itself the responsible agency for review under SEQRA,

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has duly reviewed the EAF, the public record and the
latest plans filed;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows:

The vote on the foregoing resolution was as follows:

Kim Conner, Member, voting

Michael Gibbons, Member, voting "

Michael Leonard, Member, voting //¢2

Kerry Meehan, Member, voting___ /22

Pat Sexton, Member, voting ///M

Neal Zuckerman, Member, voting !77.} v ode
Anthony Merante, Chairman, voting 4/,@4

Adopted at a meeting of the Philipstown Planning Board on June 16, 2011.



NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Wang 2-lot Subdivision
Town of Philipstown Planning Board, County of Putnam

Date: June 16, 2011

This Notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the implementing regulations pertaining to Article 8 (the State
Environmental Quality Review Act) of the Environmental Conservation Law.

The Town of Philipstown Planning Board as Lead Agency has determined that the proposed

action described below will not have potential significant harmful effects on the environment,
and a Draft Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.

Name of Project: Wang Subdivision

Action Type Unlisted
Site Location : Jaycox Road, Town of Philipstown, N.Y.
L.ocation : Town of Philipstown.

.Summary of Action: The action is grant of subdivision approval for a 2-lot residential subdivision
of a 81.108 acre parcel.

Reasons Supporting This Determination: No significant environmental effects are associated
with the proposed subdivision of the project site as per review of the EAF prepared and duly
adopted herein.

Agency Address: Town of Philipstown Planning Board
Town Hall - 238 Main Street
Cold Spring, New York 10516
Tel. No. (845) 265-5200

Contact Person: Planning Board Chairman, Anthony Merante
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September 6, 2012

Honorable Michael Leonard, Chairman
Philipstown Planning Board

238 Main Street

Cold Spring, NY 10516

RE: Application of SNK Farms, Inc. - Submission of Revised & Additional Materials
Dear Mr. Leonard and Honorable Board Members:
Attached the following documents:

o Site Plan prepared for SNK Farms, Inc., last revised August 27, 2012 (23 sets);

o Full Environmental Assessment Form, Part 1 and our suggested Part 2, dated September
6, 2012 (13 copies); and

o Letter from VHB Engineering, PC, dated August 27, 2012 (attached to EAF).

The plans have been revised in response to comments contained in your consultant’s reports
and our discussion with the Board during its meeting on August 16, 2012.

Plan revisions of particular note include:

o The addition of a traffic striping sheet to the plan set;

o The addition of reflective posts along the curb installed by the adjoining owner

o The reduction of the width of the southern entry in accordance with the
recommendations of VHB Engineering, our traffic consultant.

The Full EAF is submitted in substitution of the Short Form EAF, originally submitted in
response to the preliminary classification of the project we were given at the Pre-Application
meeting.

Owners of the records of:
¢ Joseph S. Agnoli ¢ Barger & Hustis ¢ Burgess & Behr ¢ Roy Burgess ¢ Vincent Burruano ¢ Hudson Valley Engineering Company ¢ G. Radcliff Hustis ¢
¢ Peter R. Hustis ¢ ]. Wilbur Irish & James W. Irish, Jr. & Douglas A. Merritt & E.B. Moebus ¢ Reynolds & Chase ¢ General Jacob Schofield ¢
¢ Sidney Schofield ® Allan Smith ¢ Taconic Surveying and Engineering ¢ D. Walcutt ¢
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Please place this matter on the agenda for the September 20, 2012, meeting of the Planning
Board, at which time we are hopeful that a Public Hearing will be scheduled.

As always, thank you for your concern for and attention to this application.

Yours truly,
BADEY & WATSON,
Surveying & Engineering, P.C.

by
Glennon J. Watson, L.S.

Enclosure (3)

GJW/bms

cc: File 75-109B\ML05SP12BP_SubmitsAddMaterial.doc
S. Kirmani, w/enclosures

File Form Letters1

BADEY & WATSON

Surveying & Engineering, P.C.



FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
PARTS 1 & 2

for the application of

SNK FARMS

for approval of a
SITE PLAN
ON A PARCEL CONTAINING
1.073 acres
Located on

U.S. Route 9
in the
TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN
PUTNAM COUNTY

NEW YORK
SEPTEMBER 6, 2012

Prepared for and at the request of

THE PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD
TOWN HALL

238 MAIN STREET

COLD SPRING, NY 10516

Prepared and compiled by
BADEY & WATSON
Surveying & Engineering, P.C.
3063 Route 9

Cold Spring, NY 10516

(845) 265-9217 (V)

(845) 265-4428 (F)
www.Badey-Watson.com
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FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
PART 1



617.20
Appendix A
State Environmental Quality Review
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

__ .pose: The full EAF is designed to help applicants and agencies determine, in an orderly manner, whether a project or action may
be significant. The question of whether an action may be significant is not always easy to answer. Frequently, there are aspects of

a project that are subjective or unmeasurable. It is also understood that those who determine significance may have littie or no formal
knowledge of the environment or may not be technically expert in environmental analysis. In addition, many who have knowledge

in one particular area may not be aware of the broader concems affecting the question of significance.

The full EAF is intended to provide a method whereby applicants and agencies can be assured that the determination process
has been orderty, comprehensive in nature, yet flexible enough to allow introduction of information to fit a project or action.
Full EAF Components: The full EAF is comprised of three parts:

Part 1  Provides objective data and information about a given project and its site. By identifying basic project data, it assists
a reviewer in the analysis that takes place in Parts 2 and 3.

Part 2 Focuses on identifying the range of possible impacts that may occur from a project or action. It provides guidance
as to whether an impact is likely to be considered small to moderate or whether it is a potentially-large impact. The
form also identifies whether an impact can be mitigated or reduced.

Part 3 Ifanyimpactin Part 2 is identified as potentialiy-large, then Part 3 is used to evaluate whether or notthe impact is
actually important.

THIS AREA FOR LEAD AGENCY USE ONLY

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Type 1 and Unlisted Actions
Identify the Portions of EAF completed for this project: N Part1 N Pat2 [ ] Pat3

on review of the information recorded on this EAF (Parts 1 and 2 and 3 ff appropriate), and any cther supporting information, and
__ msidering both the magnitude and importance of each impact, it is reasonably detemmined by the lead agency that:
D A The project will not result in any large and important impact(s) and, therefore, is one which will not have a
significant impact on the environment, therefore a negative declaration will be prepared.

D B Although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect

for this Unlisted Action because the mitigation measures described in PART 3 have been required, therefore
a CONDITIONED negative declaration will be prepared.*

- D C.  The project may result in one or more large and important impacts that may have a significant impact on the
environment, therefore a positive declaration will be prepared.

*A Conditioned Negative Declaration is only valid for Unlisted Actions

Approval of a Minor Site Plan/Special Use Permit prepared for SNK Farms, Inc.

Name of Action
Philipstown Planning Board
Name of Lead Agency
Michael Leonard Chairman
Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency v Title of Responsible Officer
Signature of Responsble Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (|f different from responsible officer)
Date

Page 1 of 21



Please Complete Each Question- Indicate N.A. if not applicable

A. SITE DESCRIPTION
Physical setting of overall project, both developed and undeveloped areas.

1.PresentlandUse: | | Utan [ ] Industal [ | Commercal [ Residential (suburban) ] Rl (ronfam)
D Forast D Agriculture @ Other Mixed uses along Route 9, including retail sales,

contractors yards, auto repair shop. Lands to the rear

are suburban single family residential uses

2. Totalacreage of projectarea:  1.073  acres.
APPROXIMATE ACREAGE PRESENTLY

AFTER COMPLETION
Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricultural) 0 acres 0 acres
Forested 0.09 aces 09  ares
Agricuttural (Includes orchards, cropland, pasture, etc.) 0 acres 0 acres
Wetland (Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24,25 of ECL) 0 acres 0 acres
Water Surface Area ‘ 03 aces 03  ams
Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill) 0 acres 0 acres
Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces 0.81 aces 081 acres
Other (Indicate type) Lawns, Gardens and Landscape 0.14 aces 0.14 ares

Total &_ Total 1.073
3. What is predominant soil type(s) on project site”? Udorthents smoothed
a.Soldrainage: /| Welldrained 90 % of site /] Moderately well drained 16 % of site

N/ Poorly drained 10 %o site

b. Iif any agricuttural land is involved, how many acres of soil are classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the NYS Land
Classification System? N/A  acres(see 1NYCRR370).

4. Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site? ] Yes N n
a. What is depth to bedrock 0>2' (nfest)
5. Approximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes:

N/ 010% 100 % [ J10-15% % [ |15%orgreater %

6. Is project substantially contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or National Registers of Historic Places?

CYes Mo

7. Is project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks? || Yes  /]No

8. Wnat is the depth of the water table? 0>5' (nfest)
9. Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer? D Yes @ No
10. Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presentiy exist in the project area? D Yes @ No

Page 3 of 21



PART 1 --PROJECT INFORMATION
Prepared by Project Sponsor

NOTICE: This document is designed to assist in determining whether the action proposed may have a significant effect on the environment. Please
complete the entire form, Parts A through E. Answers to these questions will be considered as part of the application for approval and may be
yect to further verification and public review. Provide any additional information you believe will be needed to complete Parts 2 and 3.

Tt is expected that completion of the full EAF will be dependent on information currently available and will not involve new studies, research or
investigation. if information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify each instance.

Narme of Action Approval of a Minor Site Plan/Special Use Permit for SNK Farms, Inc.

Location of Action (include Street Address, Municipality and County)
3188 Route 9 Cold Spring, NY 10516

Narme of Applicant/Sponsor SNK Farms, Inc.
Acciress 3188 Route 9
Ciy/PO Cold Spring State NY Zip Code 10516

Business Telephone (8 4 5)7 6 5-43 6 4

Name of Owner (f different) 3188 Route 9 LI.C
Address 3188 Route 9
//PO Cold Spring State NY Zp Code 10516

Business Telephone (8 4 5)7 6 5-43 6 4

Description of Action:

Approval of a Minor Site Plan/Special Use Permit for SNK Farms, Inc., which, if approved would allow the continued use of]
retail sales as filling station, convenience store/deli. Approval would also allow the conversion of existing 3 bay car wash to use
as light automobile repair shop (oil changes, tire changes, wiper blade replacement).

Page 2 of 21



11. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered? D Yes D No
According to:
UNKNOWN - The proposal does not include any disturbance beyond the limits of the existing development.

Identify each species:

N/A

12. Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations?
[JYes Ko

Describe:

N/A

13. Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or recreation area?

[JYes [N
If yes, explain:

N/A

14. Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community? D Yes @ No
N/A

15. Streams within or contiguous to project area:

Yes

a. Name of Stream and name of River to which it is tributary

Clove Creek runs through rear of property. It is tributary to the Fishkill Creek, which is tributary to the Hudson River.
No activity is proposed within 50' of Creek.

16. Lakes, ponds, wetiand areas within or contiguous to project area:

NONE

b. Size (in acres):

NA L.

Page 4 of 21



17. Is the site served by existing public utilities? gYs D No
a) If Yes, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection? D Yes [ | Mo

b) If Yes, wil improvements be necessary to allow connection? D Yes & No

18. Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agricutture and Markets law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304?

DY&: XN)

19. Is the site located in or substantially configuous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8 of the ECL, and 6 NYCRR 6177
[ JYs X no

20. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes? DY&G gl\b

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1. Physical dimensions and scale of project (fill in dimensions as appropriate)

a. Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor 1.07 acres

b. Project acreage to be developed: 81 already developed acres initially, .81 already developed acres ulimately.

¢. Project acreage to remain undeveloped 0.26 acres.

d. Length of project, in miles: NA (it appropriate)

e. If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed? NA %
{. Number of off-street parking spaces existing 10 , proposed 13

9. Maximum vehicular trips generated per hour 156 (upon completion of project)?

h. If residential: Number and type of housing units:

Ore Family Two Family Muttiple Family Condominium
Initially NA NA NA NA
Ultimately NA NA NA NA
i. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure NA height; NA width; NA lengh.
J. Linear fest of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? 220 ft.
2. How muuch natural material (i.e. rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site? ZERO fons/cubic yards?

3. Will disturbed areas be reclaimed? X]Yes [ [N [ |NA

a. If yes, for what intended purpose is the site being reclaimed?

L Landseaping as shown on plan

b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? D Yes | |No

¢. Will upper subsail be stockpiled for reciamation? D] Yes [ |No

How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? ZERO acres.
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5. Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-importart vegetation be removed by this project?

[Jyes [NM™»
6. If single phase project: Anticipated period of construcion: ¢  months, (including demolition)

7. f multi-phased:
a. Total number of phases anticipated NA  (number)

b. Anticipated dateof commencementphase 1:  NA  math  NA  yea, (inciuding demoliion)

¢. Approximate completiondate of finalphase: NA monh NA  year.

d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases? DYes DN:)
8. Wil blasting occur during construction? [ | Yes /| No
9. Number of jobs generated: during construction § ,afterprojectis compiete 5

10. Number of jobs eliminated by this project 0

11. Wi project require relocaion ofary projects orfaciities? | [Yes  {/]No

If yes, explain:
N/A
12. Is surface liquid waste disposalinvoived? [ [Yes [/} Mo
a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc) and amount NA
b. Name of water body into which effiuent will be discharged NA
13. Is subsurface liquid waste disposalinvoived?  R/]Yes [ [No  Type Human Waste, system in place

14, Wil surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal? || Yes /| No

If yes, explain:

N/A

15.Is project orany porion of project located ina 100 yearfood pan?  y/|Yes [ |No
16. Will the project generate solidwaste? /]Yes [ |No
a. It yes, what is the amount per month? 5 fons

b. If yes, will an existing solid waste faciity be used?  /|Yes [ | Mo

c. lfyes, give name Commercial Carting » location unknown

d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill? @Yes D No

Page 6 of 21



e. If yes, explain:

Recyclables will be segregated for that purpose. Waste oil will be collected and removed by licensed contractof

17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste? [ | Yes /Mo
a. lf yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal? NA  tonsimonth.
b. If yes, what is the anticipated site life? NA  years.
18. Wil project use herbicides or pesticides? [ [Yes  R//No
19. Wil project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)? | | Yes §/|No
20. Wil project produce operatting noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels? | |Yes R/ Mo

21. Will project result in an increase in energy use? @ Yes D No

Ifyes, indicate type(s)

Minor increase in consumption of heating fuel, electricity

22. f water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity 5 (in place)  gallons/minte.

23. Total anticipated water usage per day 550 includes existing demand  galons/day.

24, Does projectinvolve Local, State or Federal funding? | |Yes R/ Mo

if yes, explain:

N/A
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25. Approvals Required:

City, Town, Village Board

City, Town, Village Planning Board

City, Town Zoning Board

City, County Health Department

Other Local Agencies

Other Regional Agencies

State Agencies

Federal Agencies

C. ZONING AND PLANNING INFORMATION

DYa

DYs

L

1. Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision? /| Yes [ | Mo

If Yes, indicate decision required:

[ ] Zoningamendment

N/ stepan

D Zoning variance

@ Special use pemit
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Type Submital Date
Site Plan/Special Use Permit 5/3/2012
County 239 Referral 7/6/2012
NYSDOT Highway Work TBD

|| Newirevision of master pian [] Subdvision

| ] Resource managementplan [ ] oter



2. What is the zoning classification(s) of the site?

HM (Hamlet mixed use)

3. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as pemitted by the present zoning?

0.7 acres (30,300 s.f.) of lot coverage, 10,000 square feet of building footpring

4. What is the proposed zoning of the site”?

No change proposed

5. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as pemmitied by the proposed zoning?

No change proposed

6. Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land use plans? @ Yes D No
[

7. What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a 1/4 mile radius of proposed action?

Uses along Route 9 is a mix of retail and commercial (semi-industrial) uses such as a contractor's yard and concrete
redi-mix yard. Uses to the rear of the property that use other roads for access are suburban type single family residential
lots on 1 to 2 acres+ lots.

8. Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/sumounding land uses with a 1/4 mile? @ Yes D No

9. I the proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed? N/A

a. What is the minimum lot size proposed? N/A
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10. Will proposed action require any authorization(s) for the formation of sewer or water districts? D Yes @ No

11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, education, police, fire protection?
D Yes @ No

a. If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? fy/Yes [ | No

-

12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? D Yes @ No

a. Kiyes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic. D Yes D No

See letter report of VBH Engineering by John Canning, PE, dated August 27, 2012.

D. INFORMATIONAL DETAILS

Attach any additional information as may be needed to clarify your project. If there are or may be any adverse impacts
associated with your proposal, please discuss such impacts and the measures which you propose to mitigate or avoid them.

E. VERIFICATION

| certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my iowiedge.

Applicart/Sponsor Name Farms, In¢ Date 9/5/2012

Signature

f v

Tite Surveyor for Applicant

If the action is in the Coastal Area, and you are a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this assessment.
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FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
PART 2






PART 2 - PROJECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE Suggested by Badey & Watson September 5, 2012

Responsibility of Lead Agency

of natural material (i.e., rock or soil) per year.
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Recommended Date by (int.)
Adopted Date by
" seral Information (Read Carefully)
In completing the form the reviewer should be guided by the question: Have my responses and determinations been reasonable? The reviewer
is not expected to be an expert environmenta! analyst.
| The Examples provided are to assist the reviewer by showing types of impacts and wherever possible the threshold of magnitude that would
trigger a response in column 2. The examples are generally applicable throughout the State and for most situations. But, for any
specific project or site other examples and/or lower thresholds may be appropriate for a Potential Large Impact response,
thus requiring evaluation in Part 3.
! The impacts of each project, on each site, in each locality, will vary. Therefore, the examples are illustrative and have been offered as guidance.
They do not constitute an exhaustive list of impacts and thresholds to answer each question.
' The number of examples per question does not indicate the importance of each question.
' identifying impacts, consider long term, short term and cumulative effects.
IE;'\structions (Read carefully)
b Answer each of the 20 questions in PART 2. Answer Yes if there will be any impact.
Maybe answers should be considered as Yes answers.
¢ If answering Yes to a question then check the appropriate box (column 1 or 2) to indicate the potential size of the impact. If impact threshold equals
or exceeds any example provided, check column 2. if impact will occur but threshold is lower than example, check 1.
d. Identifying that an Impact will be potentially large (column 2) does not mean that it is also necessarily significant. Any large impact must be
evaluated in PART 3 fo determine significance. Identifying an impact in column 2 simply asks that it be looked at further.
€. If reviewer has doubt about size of the impact then consider the impact as potentially large and proceed to PART 3.
1 Ifa potentially large impact checked in column 2 can be mitigated by change(s) in the project to a small to moderate impact, also check the
Yes box in column 3. A No response indicates that such a reduction is not possible. This must be explained in Part 3.
1 2 3
- Smallto Potential Canimpact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
IMPACT ON LAND
1. Will the Proposed Action result in a physical change fo the project site?
NN YBS [ ]
Examples that would apply to column 2
Any construction on slopes of 15% or greater, (15 foot rise per 100 foot of length), ‘:] D D Yes D No
or where the general slopes in the project area exceed 10%.
Construction on land where the depth to the water table is less than 3 feet. [ ] D [ Ys DN’
Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more vehicles. ] L] ] Ys [N
Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or generally within 3 feet [] [] (] Ys [ o
of existing ground surface.
Construction that will continue for more than 1 year or involve more than Il L] T Ys [ N
one phase or stage.
Excavation for mining purposes that would remove more than 1,000 tons D |:| D Yes D No



Smallto Potential Can ImpactBe
Moderate Large Mibigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
Construction or expansion of a sanitary landfil. ] ] L] oYs [ —
Construction in a designated floodway. [] [] (] Ys [N
Other impacts: [] L ] Ys [t
2. Will there be an effect to any unique or unusual land forms found on the site?
(i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological formations, etc.)
] N [ ves
Specific land forms: [] ] L] Yes [~
IMPACT ON WATER
3. Will Proposed Action affect any water body designated as protected? (Under
Articles 15, 24, 25 of the Environmental Conservation Law, ECL)
Wi [ |yes
Examples that would apply to column 2
Developable area of site contains a protected water body. [] [] ™ [ Ino
Dredging more than 1 00 cubic yards of material from channel of a protected stream. D D D Yes D No
Extension of utity distributon facifties through a protected water body. ] [] v [
Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetiand. ] [] v [
Other impacts: [ ] [] L1 v [0
4, Will Proposed Action affect any non-protected existing or new body of water?
] N [ s
Examples that would apply to column 2
A 10% increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water or more than a 10 acre D D D Yes D No
increase or decrease.
Construction of a body of water that exceeds 10 acres of surface area. L] [] L] ves L
Otherimpacts: ] ] ] Ys [N
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5. Wil Proposed Action affect surface or groundwater quality or quantity?

Mino  [ves

Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action will require a discharge permit.

Proposed Action requires use of a source of water that does not have approval
1o serve proposed (project) action.

Proposed Action requires water supply from wells with greater than 45 gallons
per minute pumping capacity.

Construction or operation causing any contamination of a water supply system.

Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater.

Liquid effluent will be conveyed off the site to facilities which presently do not
exist or have inadequate capacity.

Proposed Action would use water in excess of 20,000 gallons per day.

Proposed Action will likely cause siltation or other discharge into an existing body of
water to the extent that there will be an obvious visual contrast to natural conditions.

Proposed Action will require the storage of petroleun or chemical products
greater than 1,100 gallons.

Proposed Action will allow residential uses in areas without water and/or
Sewer services.

Proposed Action locates commercial and/or industrial uses which may require
new or expansion of existing waste treatment and/or storage facilities.

Other impacts:

Smalto

Impact

[ O I O I O

N B U [ B R B

[]

Potential
Large
Impact

[ L I O

Can ImpactBe

Mitigated by

Yes D No
Yes D No
Yes [ |No
Yes D No
Yes [ |No
Yes D No
Yes [ |No
Yes | |No
Yes | Mo
Yes D No
Yes [ |No
Yes [ |No
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Smallto Potential Can ImpactBe
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change

6. Will Proposed Action alter drainage flow or pattems, or surface water run off?
vino [y
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action would change flood water fiows [] [ Cve O
Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion, L] L] DYes L
Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patiems. ] [] (e Do
Proposed Action will allow development in a designated floodway. ] ] ve O
Other impacts: D \_l D Yes D No

IMPACT ON AIR

7. Wil Proposed Action affect air quality?
W/ N YES [ |
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Adtion will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any given hour. ] ] TvYes [ o
Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton of refuse per hour. D D D Yes D No
Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 lbs. per hour or a heat D D D Yes 7 No
source producing more than 10 million BTU's per hour.
Proposed Action will aliow an increase in the amount of land committed 0] L] Yes || No
fo industrial use.
Proposed Action will allow an increase in the density of industrial ] [ ] Cves Lo
development within existing industrial areas.
Other impacts: D D D Yes LJ No

IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

8. Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered species?
Mo [ves
Examples that would apply to column 2
Reduction of one or more species listed on the New York or Federal list, using the D D D Yes DN;

site, over or near the site, or found on the site.
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Smal o Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
Removal of any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat. D D D Yes D No
Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year, other than for D D D Yes D No
agriculttural purposes.
Other impacts: [] L [ JYs [0
9. Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or non-endangered species?
My []yes
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action would substantially interfere with any resident or migratory fish, shellfish or Y No
wikdlfe species. L B [vs [
Proposed Action requires the removal of more than 10 acres of mature forest D D D Yes D N
(over 100 years of age) or ofher locally important vegetation.
Other impacts: [] [ ] Llys [N
IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES
10. Will Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources?
Mo [ves
Examples that would apply to column 2 .
lo [
The Proposed Action would sever, cross or limit access to agricultural land D D LiYes | [N
(includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, efc.)
4 L] [ LlYs [N
Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of agricultural land.
The Proposed Action would ireversibly convert more than 10 acres of agricultural D D u Yo [ [0

land or, if located in an Agricultural District, more than 2.5 acres of agricuitural land.
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The Proposed Action would disrupt or prevent installation of agricuttural land
management systems (e.g., subsurface drain lines, outiet ditches, strip cropping); or create
a need for such measures (e.g. cause a farm field to drain poorty due to increased runoff).

Cther impacts:

IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESQURCES

11. Will Proposed Action affect aesthetic resources? (If necessary, use the Visual EAF Addendum
in Section 617.20, Appendix B.)

Vo [ ves

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed land uses, or project components obviously different from or in sharp contrast
to current surrounding land use patterns, whether man-made or natural.

Proposed land uses, or project components visible to users of aesthetic
resources which will eliminate or significantly reduce their enjoyment of the
aesthetic qualities of that resource.

Project components that will result in the elimination or significant screening
of scenic views known to be imporiant to the area.

Other impacts:

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

12. Will Proposed Action impact any site or structure of historic, prehistoric or paleontological
importance?

vio o []YEs

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed Action occunring wholly or partially within or substantially contiguous
fo any facility or site listed on the State or National Register of historic places.

Any impact to an archaeological site or fossil bed located within the project site.

Proposed Action will occur in an area designated as sensitive for archaeological
sites on the NYS Site Inventory.
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Smallto Potential Can impactBe
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
Other impacts: (] [] [lves [ e
IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION
13. Will proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of existing or future open spaces
or recreational opportunities?

MnN [y

Examples that would apply to column 2

The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity. D D D Yes D No
A major reduction of an open space important to the community. D D D Yes D No
Other impacts: ] [] D Ys [ [N

IMPACT ON CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS
— + Will Proposed Action impact the exceptional or unique characteristics of a critical
environmental area (CEA) established pursuant to subdivision 6 NYCRR 617.14(g)?

My [ Jves

List the environmental characteristics that caused the designation of the CEA.

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed Action to locate within the CEA? ] ] [ Vs [N
Proposed Action will resutt in a reduction in the quantity of the [] [ ] L Ys [N
resource?

Proposed Action will resuttin a reduction in the quality of the ] [] T lves [
resource?

Proposed Action will impact the use, function or enjoyment of the D D D Yes D No
resource?

Otherimpacts: L] [] L hYs [n

e
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1 2 3
Smallto Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impeact Project Change
IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION
15. Will there be an effect to existing transportation systems?
W no []¥es
Examples that would apply to column 2
Alteration of present pattems of movement of people and/or goods. D D D Yes D No
Proposed Action will resultin major traffic problems. ] [] Ll ves [N
Other impacts: W (] [JYs [N
Potential increase in site traffic and conflicts at entry points.
See report of VHB Engineering byJohn Canning, PE dated August 27, 2012.
IMPACT ON ENERGY
16. Will Proposed Action affect the community's sources of fuel or energy supply?
/N ] ves
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action wili cause a greater than 5% increase in the use of any form of energy [] [] [ lYes [N
in the municipality.
Proposed Action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission or supply D D D Yes D No
system to serve more than 50 single or two family residences or to serve a major
commercial or industrial use.
Other impacts: L] [] [lYes [0
NOISE AND ODOR IMPACT
17. Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration as a result of the Proposed Action?
N no L ves
Examples that would apply to column 2
Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive facility. D D D Yes D No
Odors will occur routinely (more than one hour per day). D D LJ Yes D No
Proposed Action will produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient D D D Yes D N
noise levels for noise outside of structures.
Proposed Action will remove natural barriers that would act as a ] D D Yes D No
noise screen.
Otherimpacss: L ] CiYes [ o
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police and fire, etc.)
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1 2 3
Smallto Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH
o, Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety?
Vo [ves
Proposed Action may cause a risk of explosion or release of hazardous substances (i.e. o, L] ] (] Yes (e
pesticides, chemicals, radiation, etc.) in the event of accident or upset conditions,
or there may be a chronic low level discharge or emission.
Proposed Action may result in the burial of *hazardous wastes” in any form (i.. toxic, poisonoLs, ] L] [ ] Yes C o
highly reactive, radioactive, imitating, infectious, etc.)
Storage facilities for one million or more gallons of liquefied natural gas or cther [] L] [l Ys [
flammabie liquids.
Proposed Action may resut in the excavation or other disturbance within 2,000 [] ] [ Ys [
feet of a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste.
Other impacts: L] L (] Yes [0
IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHQOD
19. Will Proposed Action affect the character of the existing community?
]ro [ ] ves
Examples that would apply to column 2
The permanent population of the city, town or village in which the project is located is likely | R ™
to grow by more than 5%. D D D = '—J No
The municipal budget for capital expenditures or operating services will increase by more [ D D Yes ”LJ No
than 5% per year as a result of this project.
Proposed Action will conflict with officially adopted plans or goals. D D D Ys | |No
Proposed Action will cause a change in the density of land use. ] [ ] Ys | | N\o
Proposed Action will replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures or areas of historic — D D Yes D Ao
importance to the community. L]
Development will create a demand for additional community services (e.g. schools, D [] D Yes D o




Smallto Potential
Moderate Large
Impact impact
Proposed Action will set an important precedent for future projects. (] ]
Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment. (] [ ]
Other impacts: [] ]

Can Impact Be
Mitigated by

L] Yes
(] Yes
D Yes

L
[ ro
[Ino

20. Is there, oris there likely to be, public controversy related to potential adverse environment impacts?

CINno [ ]yes

If Any Action in Part 2 Is ldentified as a Potential Large Impact or If you Cannot Determine the Magnitude of
Impact, Proceed to Part 3
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Part 3 - EVALUATION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF IMPACTS

Responsibility of Lead Agency

Part 3 must be prepared if one or more impact(s) is considered to be potentially large, even if the impact(s) may be mitigated.

Instructions (If you need more space, aitach additional sheets)

Discuss the following for each impact identified in Column 2 of Part 2:
1. Briefly describe the impact.
2. Describe (if applicable) how the impact could be mitigated or reduced to a small to moderate impact by project change(s).

3. Based on the information available, decide if it is reasonable to conclude that this impact is important.

To answer the question of importance, consider:
! The probability of the impact occuning
! The duration of the impact
! lts imeversibility, including permanently lost resources of value
! Whether the impact can or will be controlled
! The regional consequence of the impact
! Its potential divergence from local needs and goals

! Whether known objections to the project relate to this impact.
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ATTACHMENT 1
TRAFFIC STUDY
prepared by
VHB Engineering, Surveying,
and Landscape Architecture, P.C.
August 27, 2012



‘/HB VHB Engineering, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, P.C. | Affiliated with Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc.

Planniing
Transportation
Land Development
Environmental

August 27, 2012

Ref:

28812.00

Mr. Glennon J. Watson, LS

Badey & Watson Surveying & Engineering, P.C.
3063 Route 9

Cold Spring, NY 10516

Re:

Kirmani - Gas Station and Ancillary Activities
3188 Route 9
North Highland, NY

Dear Mr. Watson:

I am a professional engineer, licensed to practice in the State of New York and have over 20 years of
traffic engineering and transportation planning experience. I was also the engineer responsible for the
design of the traffic signal at the intersection of Fishkill Road with US Route 9 by the subject site.

I have visited the site and am familiar with its surroundings. Ihave also reviewed the following
documents relating to the above project for issues relating to traffic and parking:

Existing Conditions Plan (sheet 1 of 4), prepared by Badey & Watson, last revised 8/27/12;
Site Layout & Planting Plan (sheet 2 of 4), prepared by Badey & Watson, revised 8/27/12;
Pavement Striping (sheet 3 of 4), prepared by Badey & Watson, last revised 8/27/12;

Site Details (sheet 4 of 4), prepared by Badey & Watson, last revised 8/27/12;

Review Memorandum, prepared by AKRF, dated July 23, 2012;

Site Walk Memorandum, prepared by Ronald J. Gainer, P.E., PLLC, dated July 23, 2012;

Review Memorandum, prepared by Ronald ]. Gainer, P.E., PLLC, dated July 24, 2012;

50 Main Street, Suite 360
White Plains, New York 10606
W14.761.3582 o0 FAN 914.761.3759
email: info@vhb.com
www.vhb.com



A. Existing Conditions

The subject site is currently developed as a gas station which has a convenience store and a 3-bay car
wash as ancillary activities. Access to US Route 9 is provided by two driveways (both of which permit
traffic to enter and exit), one unsignalized driveway at the south end of the site and the second driveway
at the north end of the site. The driveway at the north end of the site is opposite to but offset by 19 feet
from Fishkill Road. The intersection of Fishkill Road is controlled by a traffic signal (installed within the
past couple of years) but there is no signal indication facing vehicles exiting the gas station. The stop line
on northbound US Rout 9 is just to the south of the site’s north driveway, preventing queued vehicles on
US Route 9 from blocking the driveway and allowing vehicles to enter and exit the site during the Fishkill
Road portion of the signal phase. A third access point connects the property to the abutting property to
the south. The tank filling caps are located on the south side of the site adjacent to this cross access
driveway.

The site has been used as a gas station for approximately 20 years and the ancillary convenience store and
car wash were added somewhat more recently. Operation of the car wash has recently become
intermittent due to issues not relating to traffic. When in use, cars visiting the car wash would go around
the back of the building and form a queue. After entering the car wash bays and being washed, they
would exit the front of the building and depart. A total of approximately 10 parking spaces are stripped
along the north side of the building and along the northern half of the front of the building.

B. Proposed Action

It is proposed to replace the three car-wash bays with three automobile light repair bays (oil, tire and
similarly simple service). This capital investment also provides an opportunity to make some other
minor changes to the Site Plan to improve the site’s operation. Specifically, it is proposed to:

s Provide aloading zone and delivery and auto-service queuing/circulation lanes around the rear
of the building;

e Provide delineators to identify a raised curb which runs along the bulk of the south side of the
property; and

e Restripe the site with 13 parking spaces.

C. Potential Traffic Impacts

Traffic count data for Self-Service Car Washes (Land Use Code 947), Quick Lube Vehicle Shops (Land Use
Code 941) and Automobile Care Centers (Land Use Code 942), which have been compiled by the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and are presented in their publication, Trip Generation, 8 Edition,
indicate that the proposal to convert the 3 car wash bays to 3 automobile light service repair bays will
result in a reduction of the site’s trip generation potential.
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A review of the data, which are attached, indicates that Self-Service Car Wash facilities generate between
1.1 and 3.2 times more traffic than Quick Lube Vehicle Shops during all times for which data is available
and that, over the course of an entire week, Self-Service Car Washes generate 2.8 times more traffic than
Quick Lube Vehicle Shops.

A review of the attached data also indicates that Self-Service Car Wash facilities generate between 2.6 and
10.6 times more traffic than Automobile Care Centers during all times for which data is available and
that, on average, Self-Service Car Washes generate 5.1 times more traffic than Automobile Care Centers.

Since the site is developed with and the Applicant has the right to operate the existing 3-bay, self-serve
car wash, it is, therefore, concluded that the proposed conversion of the bays for use as automobile light
service repair bays will result in an overall reduction of the Site’s traffic potential (estimated at 35 and 60
percent).

Based on available ITE data (also attached), it is calculated that the existing service station and
convenience store generate a maximum of 138 trips in the busiest hour of the day. Assuming that 15
percent of the automobile repair customers will decide to get some quick auto repair work done when
they stop for gas, it is projected that the 3 auto-repair bays will add a maximum of 18 trips to the gas
station and convenience store traffic, a 13 percent increase over existing conditions, where the car wash is
not in operation. This is substantially fewer than the maximum 53 trips which the 3-bay car wash would
add in its busiest hour.

The empirical data indicate that the conversion of the 3 bays from car wash to auto repair will reduce the
site’s traffic potential and since the auto-repair-related traffic activity will be just a small component of
Site activity, it is concluded that the proposed action will not have any significant adverse traffic impacts.

A review of the Site Plan indicates that the new circulation patterns, including signing and pavement
markings directing car-care customers and deliveries around the back of the building, will provide
improved traffic circulation over the existing conditions. Providing separate, designated paths for
various on-site activities, such as deliveries and the auto service component of the business (which are
predominantly all in the same direction of flow) will substantially simplify on-site operations, resulting in
a safer driving environments. Fuel deliver vehicles will no longer back out of the site onto US 9. Striping
at the site driveways will provide better-defined/separated travel paths for entering and exiting vehicles.

The revised plans will also increase the number of striped parking spaces from 10 to 13 (with employee
parking confined to the rear of the building), and, with the installation of new bollards, will eliminate a
condition wherein access to and from the vehicle fueling position closest to the building parking
conflicted with the door exiting the building.

D. Response to Comments
7/23/12 AKRF Memorandum

Comment: The proposed addition of oil change services and the improvements to the existing gas filling
station/retail store would likely cause an increase in the volume of traffic to the property.
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Response: While the proposed addition of oil change services and other improvements would modestly
increase the volume of traffic to the property with the existing car-wash facility closed, the proposed
action actually results in a reduction in the site’s traffic potential with the car wash operational (a much
greater reduction than the modest increase).

Comment: The proposed improvements will change the vehicular and pedestrian circulation patterns on
the site.

Response: The proposed parking and circulation improvements will better define and separate various
activities on the site, thereby improving conditions.

Comment: The proposed additional service would introduce a new vehicular flow to a site with complex
and undirected vehicular flow pattern.

Response: It is proposed to replace an existing, approved service with similarly-operating service which
has a lower traffic potential. The proposed new striping will provide direction to this flow pattern.

Comment: Existing site complexities which would be exacerbated include the operation of the site’s
north driveway, cross access with the property to the south, confusing on-site circulation, unpredictable
pedestrian movements, high speed of entering traffic, deliveries.

Response: The reviewer’s comments create an image of the gas station as a veritable safety hazard

("hazardous, dangerous, confusing, unpredictable”). In point of fact, the gas station has been in -
operation, pretty much in its present configuration, for almost 20 years and is presently one of the most

successful businesses in the North Highland community. The current and former owners have testified

that there have been no accidents at the property that they can recall. Absent any evidence of actual

patterns of safety incidents, it is reasonable to conclude that reducing the site’s long-term traffic potential

while approving a modest increase in traffic activity in the near term, along with implementing other

measures to improve site circulation, will permit the site to continue to operate safely and successfully in

the future.

In response to specific concerns, it is noted that the location of the stop line on northbound US Route 9,
which is south of the north driveway, makes it easier for motorists to enter and, particularly, exit the site
at that location. What little cross traffic activity there is between the site and the property to the south
occurs and very low speeds and poses little, if any, risk to anyone. Striping is now proposed to improve
and better define on-site pedestrian and vehicular circulation. Fuel deliveries are infrequent, can be
scheduled for off hours and where fuel transfer occurs will not change appreciably as a result of the
proposed action. The curb cut on the south US Route 9 driveway is proposed to be reduced from 36 to 33
feet which will have the effect of reducing the speed at which vehicles enter the site, albeit modestly.
Reflective delineators are proposed to rectify a deficient site condition along that portion of the northern
border of the property immediately abutting to the south. These delineators will alert motorists who
might try to drive between the two properties to the presence of a raised curb.

Comment: The Applicant should refer to the Putnam County Main Street Partnership Planning Study for
guidance.
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Response: The Putnam County Main Street Partnership Planning Study was reviewed and its
recommendations are laudable. However, the cost of implementing the Study’s improvements may be
beyond the ability of the subject project to support, particularly in light of the scale of the proposed site
improvements. The site improvements will not preclude the future implementation of the plan’s
recommendations.

Comment: The Applicant’s traffic engineer should propose potential improvements at the north access
point.

Response: Absent any evidence to suggest that the north access point is not functioning satisfactorily,
and considering the scale of the proposed project which will actually reduce the site’s traffic potential, no
changes to the north access point, other than minor striping or curb improvements, are proposed.
Establishing a one-way traffic pattern, enter-only at the north access point and exit-only at the south
access point, which would make it significantly more difficult to exit the site safely, is not recommended.

7/23/12 Site Walk Through Memorandum

Comment: The site plans should be revised to illustrate vehicle travel paths and queuing for the auto
service bays with access to the bays from the rear and with vehicles exiting through the front garage
doors.

Response: The site plans have been revised accordingly.

Comment: The applicant should review whether a one-way traffic flow configuration, making one
access in-only and the second access exit-only, would be beneficial for the site.

Response: After review, it is concluded that making a one-way traffic flow configuration would not be
beneficial to the site. Making an entrance-only at the north access point and an exit-only at the south
access point would make it significantly more difficult to exit the site safely. Making an exit-only at the
north access point and an entrance-only at the south access point would make it significantly more
difficult for Fishkill Road traffic to enter the site. Both driveways are proposed to be striped with stop
lines and double yellow lines to better define entering and exiting movements thereat.

Comment: The handicapped parking spaces on the 7/12/12 site plan are too close to the gas pumps and
should be moved elsewhere.

Response: The handicapped parking spaces have been relocated as shown on the revised site plans.
Comment: Revised delivery procedures and hours of operation should be considered
Response: The site plan has been revised to direct delivery vehicles to the rear of the site and the owner

has indicated that he will request overnight fuel deliveries or, when overnight deliveries are not feasible,
will specify that daytime deliveries take place between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m.

August 27, 2012
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Comment: The Board reviewed the curbing and landscaping improvements to be done at the internal lot
access between Philipstown Square and the gasoline station sites, and felt that this would provide the
necessary improvements to make this safe.

Response: Comment noted. Delineators have subsequently been added to the plan to better identify the
curbing,.

Comment: The County’s recommendations for the area of NYS Route 9 & Fishkill Road could be of
interest in the Board's review of the Site Plan.

\

Response: See the response to the corresponding AKRF comment.

7/24/12 Ronald ]. Gainer, P.E., PLL.C Memorandum

Comment: The plans should review parking layout and access circulation within the site, re-
configuration of the auto repair use building ingress and egress, and pavement delineation/lanes/arrows
to direct customers through the site to support the circulation intended.

Response: The plans have been revised to reflect the enumerated items, which are described in more
detail above.

Comment: Off-street loading occurring for the convenience store and layout for the gasoline delivery
vehicles should be identified on the site plan. Further any commitments by the applicant to require
gasoline deliveries on off-peak hours should be specified.

Response: The plans have been revised to reflect directional striping for loading and deliveries, and the
applicant should specify commitments, if any, to require gasoline deliveries during off-peak hours.

Comment: It would appear appropriate to require technical quantification of the additional traffic which
may be expected for the proposed auto repair use, as well as expected hours of operation.

Response: The proposed automobile light repair component of the business is projected to add, at most,
18 trips to the surrounding roadways during the peak hours. This is just a modest increase over the
traffic activity associated with the gas station and convenience store and is considerably less than the
traffic which would be generated by an active 3-bay, self-serve car wash. lItis, therefore, concluded that
no mitigations are warranted as no environmental concerns will result from the change in use.
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I trust that this information will assist you. Should you require any additional information or
clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

VHB Engineering, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, P.C.

L=

John Canning, P.E.
Director of Transportation
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8th Edition * Volume 3 of 3

Trip Generation Rates, Plots and Equations

* Institutional (Land Uses 500 - 599)
* Medical (Land Uses 600 - 699)
- Office (Land Uses 700 - 799)
* Retail (Land Uses 800 - 899)
* Services (Land Uses 900 - 999)
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Land Use: 941
Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop

Independent Variables with One Observation

The following trip generation data are for independent variables with only one observation. This
information is shown in this table only; there are no related plots for these data.

Users are cautioned to use data with care because of the small sample size.

Trip Size of Number
Generation Independent of

Independent Variable Rate Variable Studies Directional Distribution
Servicing Positions
Weekday . 40.0 2 1 50% entering, 50% exitin
Weekday a.m. Peak . 3.0 2 1 67% entering, 33% exiting
Hour of Adjacent Street
Traffic

Weekday a.m. Peak 4.0 2 1 50% entering, 50% exiting
Hour of Generator

Saturday 42.0 2 1 50% entering, 50% exiting |
Saturday Peak Hour of | 7.0 2 1 50% entering, 50% exiting
Generator !

Sunday 28.0 2 1 50% entering, 50% exiting |
Sunday Peak Hour of 4.5 2 1 56% entering, 44% exiting
Generator

Trip Generation, 8th Edition 1877 Institute of Transportation Engineers




Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop
(941)

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Servicing Positions
On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m.

Number of Studies: 8
Avg. Num. of Servicing Positions: 3
' Directional Distribution: 55% entering, 45% exiting

Trip Generation per Servicing Position
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
519 3.00 - 10.00 2.96

Data Plot and Equation

30

Average Vehicle Trip Ends

T=

0 T l ™
2 3 4

X = Number of Servicing Positions

X Actual Data Points FittedCurve @ -——-——- Average Rate

Fitted Curve Equation: Ln(T) = 1.44 Ln{X) + 1.13 R? = 0.51

Trip Generation, 8th Edition 1878 Institute of Transportation Engineers




Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop
(941)

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Servicing Positions o
On a: Weekday, |
P.M. Peak Hour of Generator

Number of Studies: 6
Avg. Num. of Servicing Positions: 3
Directional Distribution: 55% entering, 45% exiting

Trip Generation per Servicing Position
Range of Rates
325 - 6.00

Standard Deviation
1.97

Average Rate
4.60

Data Plot and Equation

Average Vehicle Trip Ends

T=

19

18 7

17

16

15

14

13

12 9

- 11 4

10 A

..............................................................................

..............................................................................

T S T

...............................................................................

X = Number of Servicing Positions

X Actual Data Points

Fitted Curve Equation: Not given

""""" Average Rate

RZ .

—

Trip Generation, 8th Edition
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-Land Use: 942

Automobile Care Center
Independent Variables with One Observation

The following trip generation data are for independent variables with only one observation. This
information is shown in this table only; there are no related plots for these data.

Users are cautioned to use data with care because of the small sample size.

Trip Size of Number
Generation Independent of

Independent Variable Rate Variable Studies Directional Distribution
1,000 Square Feet Occupied Gross Leasable Area

Saturday 15.86 23 1 50% entering, 50% exiting
Sunday 2.59 23 1 50% entering, 50% exiting
Employees

Weekday a.m. Peak 1.00 44 1 68% entering, 32% exiting
Hour of Adjacent Street

Traffic

Weekday p.m. Peak 1.43 44 1 Not available

Hour of Adjacent Street -

Traffic

Weekday a.m. Peak 1.00 44 1 68% entering, 32% exiting
Hour of Generator

Weekday p.m. Peak 1.43 44 1 Not available

Hour of Generator

Saturday 8.23 44 1 50% entering, 50% exiting
Sunday 1.34 44 1 50% entering, 50% exiting |
Service Stalls
Weekday a.m. Peak 1.52 29 1 68% entering, 32% exiting
Hour of Adjacent Street
Traffic
Weekday p.m. Peak 217 29 1 Not available

Hour of Adjacent Street '
Traffic
Weekday a.m. Peak 1.52 29 1 68% entering, 32% exiting
Hour of Generator .
Weekday p.m. Peak 217 29 1 Not available

Hour of Generator
Saturday 12.48 29 1 50% entering, 50% exiﬁggj
Sunday 2.03 29 1 50% entering, 50% exiting |

Trip Generation, 8th Edition 1881 Institute of Transportation Engineers




Land Use: 947

Self-Service Car Wash

Independent Variables with One Observation

The following trip generation data are for independent variables with only one observation. This
information is shown in this table only; there are no related plots for these data.

Users are cautioned to use data with care because of the small sample size.

Trip Size of Number
Generation Independent of
Independent Variable Rate Variable Studies  Directional Distribution

Wash Stalls

Weekday 108.00 5 50% entering, 50% exiting |

Weekday a.m. Peak 8.00 5 1 50% entering, 50% exiting

Hour of Generator

Weekday p.m. Peak 8.00 5 1 50% entering, 50% exiting

Hour of Generator

Saturday 132.80 5 1 50% entering, 50% exiting |
Trip Generation, 8th Edition 1916 Institute of Transportation Engineers
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Self-Service Car Wash
(947)

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Wash Stalls
On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m.

Number of Studies: 6
Average Num. of Wash Stalls: 7
Directional Distribution: 51% entering, 49% exiting

Trip Generation per Wash Stall
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
5.54 400 - 8.00 2.67

Data Plot and Equation
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Fitted Curve Equation: Not given R2 =t

Trip Generation, 8th Edition 1917 Institute of Transportation Engineers




Self-Service Car Wash
(947)

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Wash Stalls
On a: Saturday,
Peak Hour of Generator

. Number of Studies: 2
Average Num. of Wash Stalls: 5 -
' Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting

Trip Generation per Wash Stall

L Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
20.60 11.20 - 30.00 *
Data Plot and Equation Caution - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size
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Gasoline/Service Statio(n wi)th Convenience Market
945

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs:
On a:

Number of Studies:
Average Vehicle Fueling Positions:
Directional Distribution:

Vehicle Fueling Positions
Weekday,
P.M. Peak Hour of Generator

37
10
50% entering, 50% exiting

Trip Generation per Vehicle Fueling Position

Average Rate

Range of Rates

Standard Deviation

13.57 425 - 57.80 7.94
Data Plot and Equation
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BADEY & WATSON 58S Surver
\ri:/‘ Surveying & Engincering ﬁ\\%ﬁi’fﬁéﬁ%

\\\\\\\\\\ Landscape Design

3063 Route 9, Cold Spring, New York 10516 7 en . D, PE
(845)265-9217 (877)3.141593 (NY Toll Free) (845)265-4428 (Fax) Peter Meisler. LS.
email: info@badey-watson.com  website: www.badey-watson.com Stephen R. Miller, L.S.

Jennifer W. Reap, L.S.

Robert S. Miglin, Jr., L.S.
Mary Rice, R.L.A., Consultant
George A. Badey, LS., (1973-2011)

September 5, 2012

Honorable Michael Leonard, Interim Chairman
Philipstown Planning Board

238 Main Street

Cold Spring, NY 10516

RE: Application of E. Polhemus Enterprise, LL.C - Submission of Revised Materials
Dear Mr. Leonard and Honorable Board Members:
We submit herewith 13 copies each of the following materials:

o Site Plan for E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC, 3 sheets, last revised September 5, 2012, and
g Full Environmental Assessment, Parts 1, 2 and 3 for the captioned application, and
Qg Planning Board Minutes showing Public Hearing conducted and closed on January 19, 2012

The site plan has been revised to incorporate suggestions of the applicant and as a result of a meeting
among Edgar B. Polhemus, Jr., Code Enforcement Officer Kevin Donohue, Planning Board Member
Anthony Merante, Planning Board consultants Susan Janechill, RLA and Ron Gainer, PE and the
undersigned at the Town Hall on August 27, 2012. During this meeting a number of suggestions were
made. They have been incorporated in the plan and include, generalization of the work area, addition
of a sign at the northeast comer, other generalization of the equipment parking area. During the
meeting Mr. Gainer suggested that the EAF should be revised to reflect all plan changes and completed
for the Board’s consideration.

Other changes incorporated in the plan include signage to direct traffic to the appropriate intersection
of Horsemen’s Trail and Route 9, and relocation of the work area to maximize the distance of the
screening operation from all property lines.

Please place this matter on the agenda for the September 20, 2012 meeting of the Planning Board, at
which time we are hopeful that the matter will be brought to a satisfactory conclusion. As always,
thank you for you attention to and concern for this project.

Owmners of the records of:
¢ Joseph S. Agnoli ¢ Barger & Hustis ¢ Burgess & Behr ¢ Roy Burgess ¢ Vincent Burruano ¢ Hudson Valley Engineering Company ¢ G. Radcliff Hustis ¢
¢ Peter R. Hustis ¢ ]. Wilbur Irish ¢ James W. Irish, Jr. ® Douglas A. Merritt ® E.B. Moebus ¢ Reynolds & Chase ¢ General Jacob Schofield ¢
¢ Sidney Schofield ¢ Allan Smith ¢ Taconic Surveying and Engineering ¢ D. Walcutt ¢
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Y ours truly,
BADEY & WATSON,

Surveying & Engineering, P.C.

by 2:

Glennon J. Watson, L.S.

Enclosures (2)

GJIW/bms

cc: File 90-130B\MLO5SP12BP_SubmitRevMaterial.doc
Edgar B. Polhemus, Jr., w/enclosures.

File Form Letters1

BADEY & WATSON

Surveying & Engineering, P.C.



Philipstown Planning Board
Meeting Minutes
January 19, 2012

The Philipstown Planning Board held its regular monthly meeting on Thursday, January
19, 2012 at the VFW Hall on Kemble Avenue, Cold Spring, New York. The meeting
was opened at 7:30 a.m. by Acting Chair, Kim Conner.
Present: Kim Conner, Acting Chair
Mary Ellen Finger
Michael Leonard
Kerry Meehan
Pat Sexton
Neal Zuckerman
Steve Gaba, Counsel
Ron Gainer, Planner
Absent: Anthony Merante, Chairman

Ms. Conner announced that the Santucci application/public hearing would be adjourned
to next month.
Public Hearing

E. Polhemus Enterprises, LLC: Site plan (soil processing) — Horsemen’s Trail, Cold
Spring: Revised plans/discussion

Mr. Watson said that essentially, they are seeking permission to continue a use that’s
been going on for a good number of years, augmented a little bit from the original. He
said that it is a seven acre parcel, of which the activities will be limited to the two-acre
site that was disturbed and was the floor of a soil mine that was closed roughly thirty
years ago. Mr. Watson said that the storage and some processing of material has gone on
since then that was conducted and continued to be conducted after the mining was closed
by the Polhemus family. The Building Inspector has advised them that there was no c.o.
for the activity and to continue, a site plan approval is required. Mr. Watson said that
they made the application a couple of years ago. That application did include wood
processing and a building. He said that the wood processing proved to have impacts they
couldn’t overcome, so they withdrew that from the application. The building became
unrealistic from a financial point of view. They redeveloped the site plan and amended
the application to what is before the Board today. Mr. Watson said that the core area of
the site is roughly level with the road. He said that you come in from one of two
driveways — they’re going to close one of them (pointed out on plan). Mr. Watson said
that if you come in to the south of the existing garage to the open area that’s been used
for many years. He said that until a few years ago, there was also a house on the site
that’s been removed. Mr. Watson said that the application is to continue to use the site as
a depot for the storage and processing of materials. At the south portion of the site,
they’ll be some concrete bins that will store processed material, sand, graded gravel, top
soil, etc. It will be toward the northwest of the site. There will be four or five stock piles
— each about fifteen feet high, which will be raw material that will be trucked onto the
site for processing for storage. Mr. Watson said that some of that will also just leave the



site and not be processed. Towards the northeastern portion of the site, they have located
a screening plan — a portable screening plan, which will take the raw material, run it
through a series of sids to grade it and size it and turn it into the finished project that will
be stored toward the southwest corner of the site. Mr. Watson said that there are a couple
of design features that have been added to the site. The site has been re-graded, so the
grade will fall gently and evenly toward the northeast corner where there will be a
siltation basin to catch runoff and any of the solids that are picked up and carried (sand
and gravel) toward and into the stilling basin and the water will drop its solids and either
the water will absorb into the ground at that point or in a larger storm, would fill up and
will be allowed to spill over and into an existing drainage ditch that’s on the northeast
line of the property. Mr. Watson said that over the years, there’s been a berm built up — a
bank of material that’s been built up to separate the site from the road. It provides a
partial screen, which is actually fairly affective. They’re going to build that up a little bit
more and a highly dense landscape plan has been developed for that site, so that they’ll
have the advantage of the additional height and the landscaping plan to screen the activity
from the road. Mr. Watson said that as you pass by the garage, it would largely remain
unchanged. He said that there would be no soil mining on the site. The grading that
exists today other than in the floor of the site will remain unchanged. The back part of
the property has gone from meadow to woods over the thirty years since the mining
operation shut down. It’s not going to be touched. Mr. Watson said that they would
provide some additional screening for cars approaching and for the neighbors to the
south. There are some additional plantings planted at the southwest corner.

Ms. Conner asked Mr. Watson if he received a copy of Mr. Chirico’s letter.
Mr. Watson said that he believed he did, but it was late this afternoon

Ms. Conner said that his concern had to do with drainage. She read that part of the letter
aloud (copy on file at Town Hall).

Mr. Watson said that he was sure there was a concern with that with regard to
maintenance and they would certainly address it, but the whole purpose of the stilling
basin and a major purpose of the grading plan is to direct the water into the stilling basin,
so it will simply be overflow and the biggest part of the solids will certainly have dropped
out. Mr. Watson said that there is a catch basin and drainage system in the corner
(pointed out). He said that he believed that there is runoff coming from the road and
coming down along the property line.

Mr. Mechan said that a couple of winters ago, there was some pretty heavy flooding and
a lot of ice on Route 9 going toward Giachinta’s cement place. He said that (inaudible)
the pipe underneath Route 9 couldn’t handle the flow of water.

Mr. Watson said that he remembered that and always understood that it was a
groundwater problem where it was actually just breaking through the concrete and it
wasn’t a matter of the draining system failing.



Mr. Meehan said that he thought Joe Giachinta had some comments on that, but couldn’t
remember what they were.

Mr. Watson said that the drainage characteristics are really going to be fairly well
unchanged.

Ms. Sexton said at the site visit, they talked about the screening and dust control, and
now there’s going to be rock crushing.

Mr. Watson said no. He said that there would be an occasional time — a day or so — when
a crusher will be rented and brought in to get rid of the material that’s too large to be
graded and mixed into the product. Mr. Watson said that would occur on a very
infrequent basis. It will also occur behind a screen. He said that there is a well on site,
which originally served the house and continues to be available. It will be used to pull
water to keep the dust down when needed.

Mr. Leonard asked if there would be noise from the soil processing.

Mr. Watson said that they didn’t expect the noise would be much different than it is today
and the berm will help deflect it upward from going across the street toward the trailer
park. He said that they moved to the north of the property to minimize the sound that
reaches the south part of the property, where there’s actually an industrial building zone.

Ms. Conner said that there won’t be a bathroom facility, so there’s no septic tank, and
there won’t be any regular employees.

Mr. Watson said no, it never is operated that way. It’s always been sort of a depot
transfer station...work there for a little while and take the product where it needs to go.
He said that there might be a day or a week when somebody works there, but typically
it’s not going to be manned.

Ms. Conner asked Mr. Gaba how they regulate that and if he knew what the rules were on
that.

Mr. Gaba said that he didn’t believe that anybody regulates that — sanitary (inaudible) by
the Department of Health. He said for a port-a-potty, he didn’t think there was any
permit required.

Ms. Conner said that the Planning Board is not required to require...(did not finish
sentence).

Mr. Gaba said on-site sanitary facilities, no — not at all...not for a commercial site like
this.

Ms. Conner asked Mr. Gainer if he had any comment.



Mr. Gainer said that the Board had site walk comments that have been distributed. He
said that there were a few technical issues he thought that remained, but they can be
addressed directly with the applicant. Mr. Gainer said that he thought the largest open
issue that he recalled from December was the question of whether with the change now
proposed in the use (soil processing), if the Board wished to see an amended EAF to
address some of the language they just talked about tonight — dust control, elimination of
wood processing. :

Mr. Watson said that he thought all of the changes in the site plan could be seen as
mitigations to the EAF that they’ve already submitted and could combine the Part 3 to
reflect that. He said it could be addressed in the Part 3 because every change they made
mitigates an impact that they’ ve previously identified.

Ms. Conner opened the meeting to the public.

Mr. Mickey Deneher of Sky Line Drive, introduced himself. He said that he would like
to acknowledge the Board and thanked them for their work. He said that one of the first
things the Board said they talked about was sound...across the street — to the south. Mr.
Deneher said that he and his neighbors live to the west and they did not address that.

Mr. Watson said that he was right, he did not. He said that all he could say was that they
had a fair amount of distance and did not think the noise was going to change.

Mr. Deneher said, but if he is telling him they are going to increase the amount of activity
there — occasionally bring in a stone crusher and doing additional work, how can it not
but increase.

Mr. Watson said that it is really a matter of what they deliver to the property line and they
will look at that.

Mr. Deneher asked how big the equipment that will be coming on site would be.

Mr. Watson said that if he wanted to get a sense of the size of the screen — the piece that’s
going to be there more or less permanently, he could look over to where Lyons’ is and
said that it is going to be a very similar operation to that. Mr. Watson said that he was
really guessing, but said they’re about fifteen feet high. He said that this (pointed out)
might be thirty or forty feet.

Mr. Deneher asked if Mr. Watson said the screen would be there permanently.
Mr. Watson said that it is a portable screen and will be moved around in the general area
as need be, but this (pointed out) is the basic area. He said that it might be brought off

site when needed.

Mr. Deneher said he was wondering about the amount of trucks coming in, days and
hours of operations, etc.



Mr. Watson said that those were enumerated in the Statement of Use. He said that the
answer is that it will vary. There might be days where they have a day’s worth of trucks
coming in and going out, which might happen once an hour or something like that. Mr.
Watson said that more often than not, this would act as a depot where they’ll be a trip or
two a day. He looked in the Statement of Use and said that in the worst situation, you
might have 42 trips over the course of an eight-hour workday. Typically, you might have
as few as one every couple of hours.

Mr. Deneher said that 42 trips is an incredible amount. He said that they would not be
small trucks either.

Mr. Watson said that they’re dump trucks.

Mr. Deneher said exactly, so that’s just a concern. He said that if you think about Sky
Line Drive with regard to the ice, the flooding, the heavy run-off that comes down, the
corner is not a large area. Mr. Deneher said if you’ve got the possibility of 42 trucks
coming in and out of there, it concerns him a lot.

Mr. Watson said that he would differ with him when you consider that Route 9 sees
15,000 trips a day. He said that 42 is one every (did not finish sentence).

Mr. Deneher said that Route 9 is a much larger avenue as compared to Sky Line and
Horsemen’s Trail. He said you’re also talking about the volume of traffic. Mr. Dencher
said again, it’s something for the Board to consider. ‘

Mr. Watson said that with regard to the question of hours of operation, the yard will
operate between 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. on
Saturdays, and will not operate on Sundays, legal holidays, except in cases of
emergencies. The crushing, on the occasions when it does take place, it will take place
only between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on weekdays.

Mr. Zuckerman asked Mr. Watson if he would compare and contrast what will be in the
future versus what is now.

Mr. Watson said that he thought the difference is the more regular operation of the
screen. For years, material has been stockpiled here and occasionally has been screened,
but that wasn’t a regular thing. This will be a more regular thing. He said that as far as
what’s stored there, how it’s brought in and out, it would stay the same.

Ms. Finger asked if it was going to be at all similar to the operation just to the north of it
at Harold Lyons’.

Mr. Watson said that he thought it was going to be precisely like that.



Mss. Kelly Martin, 128 Sky Line Drive, introduced herself. She stated that her concern
was her children and the buses that pass through on Horsemen’s Trail. There are kids
waiting for the bus in the morning and getting off the buses in the afternoon. Ms. Martin
said that she would think with that many trucks coming in and out, it could be very
dangerous. She said that now she knows he does work there, but it’s minimal and she
hardly ever sees the trucks. Ms. Martin said that 42 seemed like a lot, especially on that
road.

Mr. Watson said that if you read the Statement of Use, he painted three scenarios. He
said in an attempt to give her the absolute worst-case situation...he truly did not believe
that it would be the situation every day. Mr. Watson said, does he think it will happen
once in a while?...yes, he does, but it won’t be at all typical.

Ms. Martin said that when the bus does come through and she’s coming in the opposite
direction, she actually has to pull over so that the bus can get by, so it’s going to be tight
if there is a bus on the road. She asked if they were going to burn there.

Mr. Watson said no burning. He said that there was wood processing stuff turning logs,
etc, into mulch. It turned out the noise generated by that was significant.

Mr. David Vicory of 3 Horsemen’s Trail introduced himself. He said that he’s been an
observer of the Polhemus operation for about ten years and it’s been an observation that
the Polhemus operation is a good neighbor. Mr. Vicory said that he worked there — in the
yard, on the farm during the day, and he sees the Polhemus trucks going in and out. He
said that he had never seen them go fast. He’s only seen them go cautiously — no matter
what trucks they drove. Mr. Vicory said that he thinks they are very responsible and
good neighbors and would like to see them be able to do what they’d like to do.

Mr. Meehan said that he did not know school buses went down Horsemen’s Trail. He
asked how many buses there were.

Ms. Martin said two in the morning — one at 7:00 and one at 8:10, and then in the
afternoon at 2:45 and then 3:30.

Mr. Meehan said he didn’t see any school bus signs.

Ms. Martin said that there is no sign. She said that they actually used to stop on Route 9,
but it’s too dangerous.

Mr. Meehan said that he thought there should be signage to warn people.

Mr. Gainer said that it’s the Board’s decision on whether or not to move this forward.
He said that the Board could decide also on whether or not to require a new EAF or not.

Mr. Watson said that they could investigate to make sure the Part 2 doesn’t have any
additional things and then they’ll prepare the Part 3 and have that ready.
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Appenciﬁ A
State Environmental Quality Review
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

Purpose: The full EAF is designed to help applicants and agencies determine, in an orderly manner, whether a project or action may
2 significant. The question of whether an action may be significart is not always easy to answer. Frequently, there are aspects of
__.project that are subjective or unmeasurable. 1t is also understood that those who determine significance may have litle or no formal
knowledge of the environment or may not be technically expert in erwironmental analysis. In addition, many who have knowledge
in one particular area may not be aware of the broader concems affecting the question of significance.
The full EAF is intended to provide a method whereby applicants and agencies can be assured that the detenmination process
has been orderly, comprehensive in nature, yet flexible enough to allow introduction of information to fit a project or action.

Full EAF Components: The full EAF is comprised of three parts:

Pat!- Provides objective data and informnation about a given project and its site. By identifying basic project data, it assists
areviewer in the analysis that takes place in Parts 2 and 3.
Part 2- Focuses on identifying the range of possible impacts that may occur from a project or action. It provides guidance

as to whether an impact is likely to be considered small to moderate or whether it is a potentially-large impact. The
form also identifies whether an impact can be mitigated or reduced.

Part3- if any impact in Part 2 is identified as potentially-large, then Part 3 is used to evaluate whether or not the impact is
actually important.

THIS AREA FOR LEAD AGENCY USE ONLY
DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Type 1 and Unlisted Actions

\/
ldentify the Portions of EAF completed for this project: Part1 [E Part2 |X| Part3
Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF (Parts 1 and 2 and 3 if appropriate), and any other supporting information, and
Isidering both the magnitude and importance of each impact, itis reasonably determined by the lead agency that:

D A The project will not result in any large and important impact(s) and, therefore, is one which willnothave a
significant impact on the environment, therefore a negative declaration will be prepared.

D B  Although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect
for this Unlisted Action because the mitigation measures described in PART 3 have been required, therefore
a CONDITIONED negative declaration will be prepared.”

I:] C. The project may result in one or more large and imporant impacts that may have a significant impact on the
environment, therefore a positive declaration will be prepared.

*A Conditioned Negative Declaration is only valid for Unlisted Actions

E. Polhemus Enterprises, L1.C
Name of Action

Philipstown Planning Board
Name of Lead Agency

Michael Leonard Chairman
Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Tite of Responsble Officer

Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (if different from responsible officer)

website 1



rFAKI I - FRUJEUI INFUKMAILIUN
Prepared by Project Sponsor

NOTICE: This document is designed to assist in determining whether the action proposed may have a significant effecton the
environment. Please complete the entire form, Parts A through E. Answers to these questions will be considered as part of the
application for approval and may be subject to further verification and public review. Provide any additional information you believe 4
be needed 1o complete Parts 2 and 3.

It is expected that completion of the full EAF will be dependent on information cumrently available and will not involve new studies,
research or investigation. If information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify each instance.

NAME OF ACTION

Approval of Site Plan for E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC
LOCATION OF ACTION (nclude Street Address, Municipality and County)

Horseman's Trail Cold Spring, NY 10516 Town of Philipstown, Putnam County

NAME OF APPLICANT/SPONSOR BUSINESS THLEPHONE
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC 845-424-3477
ADDRESS
289 Route 9D Box 23
CITY/PO STATE | ZIP CODE
Garrison NY 10524
NAME OF OVWNER ( different) BUSINESS TEHLEPHONE
Same as above
ADDRESS
CITY/PPO STATE ZIP CODE -
DESCRIPTION OF ACTION

Approval of Site Plan for E. Polhemus Enterprise, LL.C which will allow the operation of an outdoor soil processing, storage,
sales, and contractors yard. '

Please Complete Each Question - Indicate N. A. if not applicable

A. Site Description

Physical setting of overall project, both developed and undeveloped areas.

1.Presentlanduse: [J Uban [X Industial X Commercial  [X] Residential (suburban)  [X] Rural (non-famm)
[] Forest [ Agricuture  [X] Other Mixed Use Area

2 Total acreage of project area: 6.605 acres,
APPROXIMATE ACREAGE PRESENTLY AFTER COMPLETION
Meadow or Bushland (Non-agricultural) 0.26 acres 0.919 acres
Forested 3.700 acres 3.64 acres
Agricuitiural (Includes orchards, cropland, pastures, efc,) 0.0 acres 0.0 acres
Wetland (Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24, 25 or ECL 0.0 acres 0.0 acres
Water Surface Area 0.0 acres 0.0 acres
Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill) 2.62 acres 1.333 acres
Roads, buildings an other paved surfaces -025 acres .301 acres
Other (Indicate type) Lawns & Landscaping 0 acres 412 acres
; : . . . Totals 6.605 6.605

3. What is predominant soil type(s) on project site?

a.Soildrainage: X Well Drained 100 % of site 0 Moderately well drained - % of site

[ Poorly Drained - % of site
b. If any agricuitural land is involved, how many acres of soil are dassified within soil group 1 through 4 of the NYS
Land Classification System? 0 acres. (See 1 NYCRR 3700.

4. Are there bedrock outcroppings on projectsite? [X Yes [ No

a What is the depth to bedrock? 0->7" (in feet)

2



5. Approximate perceniage of proposed stewih siopes: | [ 010% 317 % K1015% 98 %

B 15% orgreater 58.5 %
6. Is project substantially contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or National Registers of Historic
Places? [] Yes No
". Is project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks? [ Yes No
8. What is the depth of the water table? <7 (in feet)
9. Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer? [ Yes No
10. Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presenty existinthe projectarea? [ Yes [ nbo
11. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered?

OYes X No Accordingto Visual Inspection, (previously submitted)
Identify each species NA
12. Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations.)
(JYes i No Describe NA

13. Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or recreational area?

OYes ] No  Ifyes, explain NA
14. Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the commuinity?
O Yes X No
15. Streams within or contiguous to project area: None
a. Name of Stream and name of River to which it is fributary NA

16. Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area:
a. Name None b. Size (in acres) NA
17. Is the site served by existing public utiiies? Xl Yes [] No
a) If Yes, does sufficient capacity exist toallow connection? [X] Yes [J No
b) If Yes, willimprovements be necessary toaliow connection? [ Yes X No
18. Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets law, Article 25-AA,
Section 303and 3047 [] Yes No
19. Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8 of the
ECL,and6 NYCRR6172 [1 Yes X No
20. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes? [[] Yes No

B. Project Description
1. Physical dimensions and scale of project (fill in dimensions as appropriate)

a. Tatal contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor 6.605 acres

b. Project acreage to be developed: 2.046 acres initially; 2.046 acres ultimately.

¢. Project acreage to remain undeveioped 4.099 acres.

d. Length of project, in miles: NA (if appropriate)

e. If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed? N/A %

f. Nurmber of off-street parking spaces existing 3 , proposed 2

g. Maximum vehicular trips generated per hour 10 (upon completion of project)?

h. If residential: Nurmber and type of housing units:

One Family Two Family Muttiple Farnity Condominium
initiaity N/A NA NA NA
1T ately N/A NA NA NA
1. _.nensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure NA height; NA width; NA length.
3
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J. Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? 492.98 ft.

2. How much natural material (i.e. rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site? Zero tons/cubic yards?
3. Wildistubed areasberedaimed? XYes CON [CINA
a. If yes, for what intended purpose is the site being reclaimed? - Plants & Landscaping

b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for redamation? ®Yes CONo O NA
¢. Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for recamation? XYes [N [J NA
4. How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? Zero acres.

5. Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or ather locally-important vegetation be removed by this project?
O Yes No

6. If single phase project Anticipated period of construction? 8 months, (including demolition).

7. f multi-phased:
a. Total number of phases anticipated? NA (number).
b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1 NA morth NA year, (including demoilition)
¢. Approximate completion date of final phase NA month NA year.

d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases? Oves X No
8. Will blasting occur duringconstrucion? [Yes XN

9. Number of jobs generated during consiruction? 3 , after project is complete 3
1 0. Number of jobs eliminated by this project? 0
11. Will project require relocation of any projects or faciiities?? OYes Xno
If yes, explain NA
12 Is surface liquid waste disposalinvolved? [Yes XN
a. if yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc.) and amount. NA
b. Name of water body into which effluent will be discharged. NA

13. Is subsurface liquid waste disposal involved? [Yes XN

14. Will surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal? [lYes KN
Explain NA

15. Is project or any portion of project located in 100 year flood plain? [Yes X No
16 Wiltheprojectgeneratesolidwaste? [OYes XN

a. if yes, what is the amount per month NA Tons
b. lf yes, wil an existing solid waste fadiiiybe used? [Yes o X NA
c. lfyes, gve name NA , location NA
d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill? OYes MNo
e. if yes, explain NA
17. Will the projectinvolve the disposal of solid waste? [Yes XN
a. If yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal? NA tons/month.
b. If yes, what is the anticipated site life? NA years.

18. Will project use herbicides orpesticides? [ Yes Ao
19. Wili project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day?) [ Yes No
20. Will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels? X ves U no OTo be determined

21. Wil project resuit in an increase in energy use? Kyes LIno
if yes, indicate type(s) Diesel Fuel

22. fwater supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity 5 gallons/minute.
23. Total anticipated water usage per day 100 (occassional) gallons/day.

24. Does project involve Local, State or Federal funding? [ Yes No
If yes, explain NA




25. Approvals Required:

Tyvpe Submittal
Date
City, Town, Village Board Clyes X No
City, Town, Village Planning Board Xyes [No Site Plan 3 Mar 2009, Rev/ 3 Nov 2011
~y, Town Zoning Board Ciyes XNo '
/» County Health Department Xyes [No Spetic & Well Permit
Other Local Agencies XYes [INo County Planning 239 Referral
Other Regional Agencies CYes X No
State Agencies Liyes [XNo
Federal Agencies ClYes No
C. Zoning and Planning Information
1. Does proposed action involve a ptanning or zoning decision? XYes [No
If yes, indicate decision required:
O zoning amendment O zoning variance O special use permit O subdivision X site plan
] new/revision of master plan [ resource management plan O other

2. What is the zoning classification(2) of the site? I-Industrial (Old Zoning Applicable), Office Commercial/Industry Mixed Use (New)

3. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning?

Perhaps 40,000 SF of commercial building or/ 3 residential units

4. What is the proposed zoning of the site? No change proposed

5. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the proposed zoning?
NA

6. Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land use plans? Yes [dNo
7. What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a 1/4 mile radius of proposed action?
Mixed use Commercial, Contractors Yard, Industrial (materials processing)
<-1S the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses within a 1/4 mile? Myes [Ino
9. If the proposed action is the subdivision of iand, how many lots are proposed? NA
a. What is the minimum lot size proposed? NA
1 0. Will proposed action require any authorization(s) for the formation of sewer or water districts? OYes XN

11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, education, police, fire protection?
OYes XN

12. Will the proposed action resuit in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? OYes XN
a. If yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the addiional trafic? M Yes [INo

D. informational Details

Attach any additional information as may be needed to darify your project. If there are or may be any adverse impacts associated
with your proposal, please discuss such impacts and measures which you propose to mitigate or avoid them.

E. Verification
| certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant/Sponsor )

Z

& Engineering, P.C. Date 5 Sep 2012

Signature Tile _Surveyor for Applicant

1€ action is in the Coastal Area, and you are a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding
wat this assessment.
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PART 2 - PROJECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE Suggested by Badey & Watson September 5, 2012

Responsibility of Lead Agency Recommended Date by (int)

Adopted Date by

General Information (Read Carefully)

in completing the form the reviewer should be guided by the question: Have my responses and determinations been reasonable? The reviewer
— isnot expected to be an expert environmental analyst.

1 The Examples provided are 1o assist the reviewer by showing types of impacts and wherever possible the threshold of magnitude that would
trigger a response in column 2. The exampies are generally applicable throughout the State and for most situations. But, for any
specific project or site other examples and/or lower thresholds may be appropriate for a Potential Large Impact response,
thus requiring evaluation in Part 3.

! The impacts of each project, on each site, in each locality, will vary. Therefore, the examples are illustrative and have been offered as guidance.
They do not constitute an exhaustive list of impacts and thresholds to answer each question.

The number of examples per question does not indicate the importance of each question.

In identifying impacts, consider long term, short term and cumulative effects.

Qstructions (Read carefully)

b. Answer each of the 20 questions in PART 2. Answer Yes if there will be any impact.

Maybe answers should be considered as Yes answers.
¢ [lfanswering Yes to a question then check the appropriate box (column 1 or 2) fo indicate the potential size of the impact. If impact threshold equals
or exceeds any example provided, check column 2. If impact will occur but threshold is lower than example, check 1.

d Identifying that an Impact wil be potentially large (column 2) does not mean that it is also necessarily significant. Any large impact must be
evaluated in PART 3 to determine significance. Identifying an impact in column 2 simply asks that it be looked at further.

€. Ifreviewer has doubt about size of the impact then consider the impact as potentially large and proceed to PART 3.

. Ifa potentially large impact checked in column 2 can be mitigated by change(s) in the project to a small to moderate impact, also check the
Yes box in column 3. A No response indicates that such a reduction is not possible. This must be explained in Part 3.

1 2 3
Smalito Potential Canimpact Be
- Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
IMPACT ON LAND
1. Will the Proposed Action result in a physical change to the project site?
o[ ] sy
Examples that would apply to column 2
Any construction on slopes of 15% or greater, (15 foot rise per 100 foot of length), N ] (s v
or where the general slopes in the project area exceed 10%.
Construction on land where the depth to the water table is less than 3 feet. D D Dve; DN’
Construction of paved parking area for 4,000 or more vehicles. ] [] Llyes v
Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or generally within 3 feet ] [] Llys [0
of existing ground surface. '
Construction that will conttinue for more than 1 year or involve more than D D D Yes D No
one phase or stage.
Excavation for mining purposes that would remove more than 1,000 tons [] ] Llvs [ v

of natural material (i.e., rock or soil) per year.
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Smallto Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
Consiruction or expansion of a sanitary landfil. ] _ Clves [N —
Construction in a designated floodway. ‘ ] | ] Clves [ oo
Other impacts: D D D Yes D No
2. Will there be an effect to any unique or unusual land forms found on the site?
(i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological fomations, etc.)
V] N _Jves
Specificland forms: ] [] [lves [ I
IMPACT ON WATER
3. Will Proposed Action affect any water body designated as protected? (Under
Articles 15, 24, 25 of the Erwironmental Conservation Law, ECL)
W] no [ ves
Examples that would apply fo column 2
Developable area of site contains a protected water body. (] ] [(ves [ N0
Dredging more than 1 00 cubic yards of material from channel of a protected stream. [] [] [ Yes [ 0o
Extension of utiity distribution facilities through a protected water body. [ [] [IYs [ 0o
Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetiand. (] ] Cves [ Ine
Other impacs: L] L] [ Jves [ 0o
4., Will Proposed Action affect any non-protected existing or new body of water?
N [Jves
Exampies that would apply fo column 2
A 10% increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water or more than a 10 acre (] [] [Jves [ 0o
increase or decrease.
Construction of a body of water that exceeds 10 acres of surface area. ] ] [JYes [ Mo
Other impacts: D D D Yes D No
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—-. Will Proposed Action affect surface or groundwater quality or quantity?

[ Jno RJYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action will require a discharge permit

Proposed Action requires use of a source of water that does not have approval
fo serve proposed (project) action.

Proposed Action requires water supply from wells with greater than 45 gallons
per minute pumping capacity.

Construction or operation causing any contamination of a water supply system.

Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater.

Liquid effluent will be conveyed off the site to facilities which presently do not
exist or have inadequate capacity.

Proposed Action would use water in excess of 20,000 gallons per day.

Proposed Action will likely cause siltation or other discharge into an existing body of
water to the extent that there will be an obvious visual contrast to natural conditions.

Proposed Action will require the storage of petroleumn or chemical products
greater than 1,100 gallons.

Proposed Action will allow residential uses in areas without water and/or
Sewer senvices.

Proposed Action locates commercial and/or industrial uses which may require
new or expansion of existing waste treatment and/or storage faciltties.

Other impacts:

Smalto
Moderate

Impact

O O 0O O o0 o« ot

Potential

impact

00 o o oo o oo Ot

Can ImpactBe
Mitigated by
Project Change

D Yes
D Yes

DY&

D Yes
DY&

DY&

DYes
D Yes

D Yes

DYes

D Yes

[:I Yes
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Smalto Potential Canimpact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change

6. Will Proposed Action alter drainage flow or pattems, or surface water run off?
VN [y
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action would change flood water flows D D D Yes D No
Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion. D D D Yes DN)
Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patterns. ] ] LlYes [ e
Proposed Action will allow development in a designated floodway. L] ] ClYs [N
Other impacts: ] ] CYes [

IMPACT ON AR

7. Will Proposed Action affect air quality?
[ Myes
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any given hour. D D D Yes D No
Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton of refuse per hour. D D D Yes D No
Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 bs. per hour or a heat D D D Yes D No
source producing more than 10 mitlion BTU's per hour.
Proposed Action will allow an increase in the amount of land committed D D D Yes D No
to industrial use.
Proposed Action will allow an increase in the density of industrial ] L] Cves [ n
development within existing industrial areas.
Other impacts: @ D D Yes D No
‘Potential dust impacts from proposed soil processing operation.

IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

8. Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered species?
o [ves
Examples that would apply to column 2
Redugction of one or more species listed on the New York or Federal list, using the L] D [lYs [ o
site, over or near the site, or found on the site.
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Smalito Potential Canlmpact Be
Moderate Large Mmgated by
Impact Impact Project Change
Removal of any portion of a criical or significant wildlife habitat. ] L] ClYs [
~ Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year, other than for ] ' L] L] Yes v
agricultural purposes.
Other impacts: D D D Yes D No
9. Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or non-endangered species?
M~ [ ]yes
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action would substantially interfere with any resident or migratory fish, shellfish or D D D Yes D N
wildlife species.
Proposed Action requires the removal of more than 10 acres of mature forest D D D Yes D N
(over 100 years of age) or other locally important vegetation.
Other impacis: D D D Ye [ [N
- IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES
10. Will Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources?
M [ ]yes
Examples that would apply to column 2
The Proposed Action would sever, cross or limit access to agricultural land D D D Ys [ [N
{includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, efc.)
Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of agricultural land. D D D Yes D No
The Proposed Action would imeversibly convert more than 10 acres of agricultural D L] CYes [ Mo

land or, if located in an Agricuttural District, more than 2.5 acres of agricultural land.
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The Proposed Action would disrupt or prevent installation of agricuttural land
management systems (e.g., subsurface drain lines, outlet ditches, strip cropping); or create
a need for such measures (e.g. cause a fanm field fo drain poorly due to increased runoff).

Other impacts:
| |

IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES

11. Will Proposed Action affect aesthetic resources? (if necessary, use the Visual EAF Addendum
in Section 617.20, Appendix B.)

Vo [y
Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed land uses, or project components obviously different from or in sharp contrast
fo current surrounding land use pattems, whether man-made or natural.

Proposed land uses, or project components visible to users of aesthetic
resources which will eliminate or significantly reduce their enjoyment of the
aesthetic qualities of that resource.

Project components that will result in the elimination or significant screening
of scenic views known to be important to the area.

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

12. Will Proposed Action impact any site or structure of historic, prehistoric or paleontological
importance?
Mo []ves

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed Action occurring wholly or partially within or substantially contiguous
to any facility or site listed on the State or National Register of historic places.

Anvy impact 1o an archaeological site or fossil bed located within the project site.

Proposed Action will occur in an area designated as sensitive for archaeological
sites on the NYS Site inventory.
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Smallto Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
Other impacts: D L] [ Yes D No
IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION
13. Will proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of existing or future open spaces
or recreational opportunities?
My [ves
Examples that would apply to colurmn 2
The permanent foreciosure of a future recreational opportunity. ] ] (v | o
A major reduction of an open space important o the communtty. ] ] [(Jys [N
Other impacts: ] L] LlYs [
IMPACT ON CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS
Will Proposed Action impact the exceptional or unique characteristics of a critical
envionmental area (CEA) established pursuant fo subdivision 6 NYCRR 617.14(q)?
N [ ]YES
List the environmental characteristics that caused the designation of the CEA.
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action o locate within the CEA? ] ] (v [
Proposed Action will result ina reduction in the quantity of the ] [ LlYes [N
resource?
Proposed Action will resuttina reduction in the quality of the D E D Yes D N
resource?
Proposed Action will impact the use, function or enjoyment of the Yes N
? O 0 Ow [
Otherimpacts: D D D Yes D No
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Smallto Potential Can ImpactBe
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION -
15. Will there be an effect to existing transportation systems?

LIno W ves
Examples that would apply to column 2
Alteration of present patttems of movement of people and/or goods. [] [] [Jves [ |00
Proposed Action will resutin major traffic problems. [] [ ] [lYes [ 0o
Other impacts: N ] [IYes [ |00

‘Potential traffic conflict with trucks entering Route 9 from Horsemen's Trail. (Evaluate sight distances, etc.)

16. Will Proposed Action affect the community's sources of fuel or energy supply?

NN [ ]yes

Examples that would apply to column 2

IMPACT ON ENERGY

Proposed Action will cause a greater than 5% increase in the use of any form of energy []) [] [JYes [ N

in the municipaiity.

Proposed Action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission or supply D D D Yes D No B
system to serve more than 50 single or two family residences or 10 serve a major

commercial or industrial use.

Other impacts: [ ] [ [ JYs [N

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACT
17. Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration as a result of the Proposed Action?

[ /] ves

Exampies that would apply fo column 2

Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive facilty. [ ] [] LlYes [0
Odors will occur routinely (more than one hour per day). D D D Yes D No
Proposed Action will produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient [] ClYes [ ™
noise levels for noise outside of structures.

Proposed Action will remove natural barriers that would act as a D D DY&‘ DN-"
Otherimpacts: D D D Yes D No

|
\
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1 2 3
Smallto Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change
IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH
Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety?

NO L]y

Proposed Action may cause a risk of explosion or release of hazardous substances (i.e. o, ] ] [(JvYs [N
pesticides, chemicals, radiation, etc.) in the event of accident or upset conditions,

or there may be a chronic low level discharge or emission.

Proposed Action may resutin the burial of "hazardous wastes* in any form (ie. toxic, poisonous, ] ] [JYs [N
highly reactive, radioactive, imitating, infectious, etc.)

Storage facilities for ane million or more gallons of liquefied natural gas or other D D D Yes D No
flammable liquids.

Proposed Action may result in the excavation or other disturbance within 2,000 D D D Yes D No
feet of a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste.

Other impacts: D D D Yes D No
—

IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOOD
19. Will Proposed Action affect the character of the existing community?

/o [ ]vyes

Examples that would apply to column 2

The permanent population of the city, town or village in which the project is located is likely D D D Yes | |No
o grow by more than 5%.

The municipal budget for capital expenditures or operating services will increase by more D D D Yes ' No
than 5% per year as a result of this project.

Proposed Action will confiict with officially adopted pians or goals. L] ] _Yes [N
Proposed Action will cause a change in the density of land use. D D D Yes E No
Proposed Action will replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures or areas of historic ] L] LlYs [N
importance to the community.

Development will create a demand for additional community services (e.g. schools, D D D Yes D No

police and fire, efc.)
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Proposed Action will set an important precedent for future projects.
Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment.

Other impacts:

Smallto
Impact

Potential

Impact

Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change
[Yes [N
[Jves [

[lYes [N

20. Is there, or is there likely to be, public controversy related to potential adverse environment impacts?

MnNn  []yes

If Any Action in Part 2 Is |dentified as a Potential Large Impact or If you Cannot Determine the Magnitude of

Impact, Proceed to Part 3
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Part 3 - EVALUATION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF IMPACTS

Responsibility of Lead Agency

Part 3 must be prepared if one or more impacl(s) is considered to be potentially large, even if the impact(s) may be mitigated.

Instructions (If you need more space, attach additional sheets)

Discuss the following for each impact identified in Column 2 of Part 2:
1. Briefly describe the impact.
2. Describe (if applicable) how the impact could be mitigated or reduced to a small to moderate impact by project change(s).

3. Based on the information available, decide if it is reasonable to conclude that this impact is important.

To answer the question of importance, consider:
| The probability of the impact occurring
! The duration of the impact
! Its imeversibility, including permanently lost resources of value
! Whether the impact can or will be controlied
! The regional consequence of the impact
! tts potential divergence from local needs and goals

! Whether known objections to the project relate to this impact.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM, Part 3
Application of E. Polhemus Enterprise LL.C

INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC is the owner of a 6.605-acre parcel on the westerly side of
Horsemen’s Trail, immediately south of its intersection with Sky Line Drive. The

property appears on the Putnam County Tax Map for the Town of Philipstown as Sheet
16.12, Block 1, Lot 7. )

E. Polhemus Enterprise applied for site plan approval in 2009, prior to the enactment of
the current zoning. The property was zoned I - Industrial. With the adoption of the new
zoning, it is now zoned OC — Office, Commercial/Industry Mixed Use. Because the
application preceded the 2011 adoption of the current zoning law, the site plan is being
processed under the previous zoning. '

In addition to the soil processing, storage, and sales and the contractor’s yard, discussed
in this EAF, the original application sought approval to construct an office building and
operate a wood products processing facility. These uses were eliminated from the
application in November of 2011 in an effort to the minimize potential impacts
associated with them.

The property was the site of a former soil mine that ceased operation ca. 1980. Members
of the Polhemus family operated the mine. Afier the mining ceased, the site continued to
operate as a material’s storage and contractor’s yard, with occasional processing of
material. This was conducted without the benefit of site plan approval or a Certificate of
Occupancy. Until recently, there was also a house on the property. It was razed about 5
years ago.

The application seeks approval to continue and formalize the material storage and
contractor’s yard. The application also seeks approval to process and sell soil products,
such as sand, gravel, topsoil, etc.

Following the November 2011 revisions submitted by the applicant as noted above, the
Planning Board conducted and closed a Public Hearing on the application. The hearing
was conducted on January 19, 2012, after which the applicant was instructed to review
the plan and address issues raised by the public, members of the Planning Board and its
consultants. Chief among the concerns was the potential impact of noise generated by the
soil screener proposed by the applicant.

On August 27, 2012, Edgar B. Polhemus, Jr., member of E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC,
and Glennon J. Watson, L.S., the applicant’s surveyor met in Town Hall with Code
Enforcement Officer Donohue, Planning Board Member Anthony Merante and Planning
Board Consultants Susan Jainchill, RLA and Ron Gainer, PE, to review the application
and discuss the reasons why it appeared to be stalled.



Environmental Assessment Form, Part 3
Application of E Polhemus Enterprise, LLC

During the meeting Messrs. Polhemus and Watson explained what had happened during
the past several months, at the same time explaining the reasons for the delay. Following
this meeting, the Town’s representatives offered comment and several suggestions
regarding how the application might be moved forward. Chief among the suggestions
was that the applicant prepare this EAF for consideration by the Planning Board. Other
suggestions regarding the site plan have been incorporated in the September 5, 2012
edition of the plan set. This EAF was completed following that revision.

Parts 1 and 2 of this EAF have been revised to incorporate the changes necessitated by

the elimination of the office building and wood product processing activities from the
application.

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED AND DISCUSSED

Part 2 of this revised EAF identifies 4 small to moderate impacts and 1 potentially large

impact associated with approval of the application in its revised form. Each is listed and
discussed below.

IMPACTS ON LAND

Any construction on slopes of 15 % or greater, (15 foot rise per 100 foot of length), or
where the general slopes in the project area exceed 10%.

This is a small to moderate impact that threatens erosion and sedimentation. The
applicant’s plan minimizes disturbance to steep slopes by limiting it to the existing berm
along the road. This activity is necessary to enlarge the berm and provide landscaping
that has been designed to obscure the operation and enhance the appearance of the road
frontage. Nevertheless, the threat of erosion exists. The applicant’s designers have
provided standard erosion control measures and notes on their plan. These measures are
designed to minimize the increased threat of erosion resulting from disturbing steep
slopes. By making the implementation of these measures a condition of site plan
approval, the potential impact will be minimized to the greatest practical extent.

IMPACTS ON WATER
Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater.

This is also a small to moderate impact. The operation of engine-powered machinery
always has the potential for equipment failure. In the instant situation there is the
potential for a hydraulic hose to burst or some other fluid to leak onto and be absorbed
into the ground. Should this happen without immediate response, the fluid could
‘eventually reach and foul the groundwater.

The applicant’s plan shows that a 500-gallon fuel tank on the site will remain. Were this
tank to leak without protection and response, a similar fouling of the groundwater might
occur.

September 2012 Page 2 of 5 pages




Environmental Assessment Form, Part 3
Application of E Polhemus Enterprise, LLC

The applicant’s plan and program of equipment maintenance assures that this impact has
been minimized to the greatest practical extent.

First, the applicant has stated that all of his equipment is subject to regular inspection and
maintenance. This program is intended to minimize equipment failure and thus minimize
fluid leaks. The Planning Board will make regular inspection and maintenance of all
equipment on the site a condition of Site Plan Approval.

Second, the applicant’s designers have specified that a spill kit be kept on site. Doing so
will assure that the means necessary to contain and correct a spill, which may occur

despite the maintenance and inspection program conducted by the applicant, will be
immediately available.

Finally, as noted on the plan, the oil tank is housed in a concrete tank, providing double
containment for the fuel oil. This precautionary measure provides assurance that the
threat of the impact associated with a leak from the tank has been minimized to the
greatest practical extent.

IMPACTS ON AIR
M Other Impacts — Potential dust impacts from proposed soil processing operation.

This is a potentially small to moderate impact. The operation of a screener and the other
operations associated with a soil processing operation have the potential to release of dust
into the atmosphere. The applicant notes that most of the time, the material being
processed is damp, which reduces the threat of dust being released. Still, the applicant’s
designers have specified that the existing well on the site be made operational so that the
ground and stockpiled material can be dampened when it is necessary to control dust.
Other areas where dust might be generated are to be seeded and otherwise planted to
minimize the potential impact.

The Planning Board will make control of dust by watering a condition of site plan

approval. By doing so this potential impact will be minimized to the greatest practical
extent.

IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION

Other Impacts- Potential traffic conflict with trucks entering Route 9 from Horsemen’s
Trail. (Evaluate sight distances, etc.)

This is a small to moderate impact. There will be few trips in an out of the site, but all
traffic must eventually come from or enter onto Route 9. The number of trips will have
little impact. Nevertheless, the applicant commissioned John Collins Engineers to
conduct the traffic study, which forms Attachment 1 to this EAF. The study considers
the once quarterly impact of the recently approved site plan submitted by Entergy. It
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Environmental Assessment Form, Part 3
Application of E Polhemus Enterprise, LLC

concludes that there will be a reduction of the Level of service. This reduction is
associated with the once quarterly traffic from Entergy. The additional impact from the
Polhemus proposal does not further reduce the expected Level of Service at the
intersections of Horsemen’s Trail with Route 9.

The report recommends that signs directing southbound traffic from the site to turn right
exiting the site and use the southern intersection of Horsemen’s Trail and Route 9, while
northbound traffic is directed to turn left and use the northern intersection. The
applicant’s designers have specified that the recommended signage be installed. When

the signage is installed the potential impact will be minimized to the greatest practical
extent.

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACTS

Proposed Action will produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels
for noise outside of structures.

A potentially large impact from noise was threatened by the project as originally
proposed. The original proposal included the wood processing operation. The applicant
commissioned Sound Sense to conduct a noise study. This study forms Attachment 2 to
this EAF. The study demonstrated several ways the potential noise impact from the
wood processing operation might be minimized. The applicant considered the various
options and concluded that none of them were affordable considering the size and scale
of the operation. Accordingly, the applicant decided that the best way to reduce the

impact of the wood processing application was to eliminate if from the application and
did so.

Although considerably smaller, there remains the potential noise impact associated with
the contractor’s yard and the soil processing operation. One reduction of the remaining
impact has been incorporated into the revised plan. Specifically, the designers have
moved the work area from the near the road to the rear of the yard area on the site.

The previously mentioned maintenance regimen that the applicant employs also includes
replacement of mufflers on all of the equipment. This will assure that the equipment
continues to operate as designed. -

Finally, the noise study recommends that the screener be modified by lining the hopper
with 1” thick rubber material and replacing the screen cloth with screen cloth made of %
thick polymer screen material.

In combination the impact of noise associated with the revised plan and reduced activity
level will be minimized to the greatest practical extent. The Planning Board will make

maintenance of the hopper liner and use of the polymer screen material a condition of
Site Plan approval.
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CONCLUSION

The impacts associated with approval of the revised site plan submitted by E. Polhemus
Enterprise, LLC have been reviewed, identified, discussed and addressed. Based on the
discussion in this EAF, it is reasonable to conclude that those impacts that were identified
are either small to moderate and/or have been minimized to the greatest practical extent.
At is therefore reasonable to consider the adoption of a Negative Declaration under
SEQRA.

U:\90-130B\EP21FB12GL_ Pt. 3 eaf.doc

September 2012 Page 5 of 5 pages



ATTACHMENT 1
TRAFFIC STUDY
prepared by
John Collins Engineers, P.C.
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JOHN COLLINS
ENGINE ERS 9 PQ C o TRAFFIC « TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS

===== 11 BRADHURST AVENUE « HAWTHORNE, N.Y. * 10532 * (314) 347-7500 * FAX (914) 347-7266 ===

March 2, 2012

Mzr. Glennon J. Watson, L. S.
Badey & Watson

Surveying & Engineering, P.C.
3063 Route 9

Cold Spring, NY 10516

RE: E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC
Route 9 and Horseman’s Trail
Town of Philipstown, New York

Dear Glenn:

As requested, we have completed our field investigation and traffic analysis for the proposed E.
Polhemus Enterprise, LLC contractor’s yard, which is planned to be constructed on property located
on the west side of Horseman’s Trail south of Skyline Drive (see Figure No. 1) in the Town of
Philipstown, New York. The approximately 6.6-acre site is proposed for the processing, storage and
sale of sand, gravel, soild and related construction materials and the operation of a contractor’s yard.
Based on the Statement of Use provided by E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC it is expected that the site
will have approximately three employees on site daily. The following summatizes the tasks

undertaken in our review and our recommendations as a result of our analysis.

1. 2012 Existing Traffic Volumes (Figures No. 2 and 3)

Turning movement traffic counts were collected at the intersection of Horseman’s Trail
South with U.S. Route 9. These counts were conducted during the weekday peak hours from
3:30 to 6:30PM on February 2, 2012 and between 7:00 and 9:15 AM on February 3,2012. In
addition, traffic data available from the New York State Department of Transportation
(NYSDOT) as well as from other studies completed in the area were referenced to identify
the existing peak hour traffic volumes. The resulting 2012 Existing Traffic Volumes are
shown on Figures No. 2 and 3.
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2014 No-Build Traffic Volumes (Figures No. 4 and 5)

The Existing Traffic Volumes were projected to a future design year utilizing a background
growth factor of 1% per year. This factor was used to account for other development traffic
as well as normal background growth in the corridor. In addition, traffic associated with the
proposed Entergy Emergency Operation Center to be located along Horseman’s Trail has
also been considered. It should be noted that the traffic volumes associated with this project
which were analyzed in the this report are associated with the quarterly event conditions that
will occur at the site and therefore better operating conditions can be expected under typical
conditions when it is expected that only two or three employees will be present at the Entergy
facility. Figures No. 4 and 5 show the 2014 No-Build Traffic Volumes for the AM and PM
'Peak Hours.

Site Generated Traffic Volumes (Table No. 1)

As indicated previously, the site is expected to only have three employees on site daily.
Based on the Statement of Use provided by E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC it is expected that
there will approximately 3 vehicles entering and 3 vehicles exiting the site per hour during a
peak day. The expected trip generation numbers are shown in Table No. 1.

Arrival and Departure Distributions (Figures No. 6 and 7)
The expected arrival and departure distributions of trips to this site for typical and the

quarterly event conditions are shown on Figures No. 6 and 7.

2014 Build Traffic Volumes (Figures No. 8,9, 10 and 11)

The Site Generated Traffic Volumes shown on Table No. 1 were assigned to the roadway
network and added together with the No-Build Traffic Volumes to obtain the Build Traffic
Volumes. The Site Generated Traffic Volumes are shown on Figures No. 8 and 9 while the
Build Traffic Volumes are shown on Figures No. 10 and 11.
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Description of Analysis Procedures

In order to determine éxisting and future traffic operating conditions at the study area
intersections, it was necessary to perform capacity analyses. The unsignalized intersection
capacity analysis method utilized in this report was also performed in accordance with the
procedures described in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual. The procedure is based on
total elapsed time from when a vehicle stops at the end of the queue until the vehicle departs
from the stop line. The average total delay for any particular critical movement is a function
of the service rate or capacity of the approach and the degree of saturation. In order to
identify the Level of Service, the average amount of vehicle delay is computed for each

critical movement to the intersection.

Additional information concerning unsignalized Levels of Service can be found in Appendix

“D” of this report.

Findings and Recommendations ,
Capacity analysis was conducted for the U.S. Route 9 and Horseman’s Trail north
intersections. This intersection is a “T” type unsignalized intersection, which is controlled by

“stop” signs on the Horseman’s Trail approaches.

The capacity analysis results, which accounted for the traffic associated with both the
proposed Entergy Emergency Operations Center (quarterly event conditions) and the E.
Polhemus Enterprise, LLC contractor’s yard, are summarized in Table No. 2. The capacity
analysis conducted for the Horseman’s Trail north intersection indicates that the intersection
currently operates at a Level of Service “C” during each of the peak hours. The analysis was
recomputed with the 2014 No-Build Traffic Volumes which indicates that the intersection
will continue to experience a Level of Service “C” during the AM Peak Hour and will
operate at a Level of Service “E” during the PM Peak Hour. The intersection was again
analyzed with the 2014 Build Traffic Volumes which indicates that a Level of Service “C”
will be maintained during the AM Peak Hour, while a Level of Service “E” will be
experienced during the PM Peak Hour. Note that it is expect that a Level of Service “D” will
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be experienced during other typical days of operation associated with the Entergy Facility.

Furthermore, based on our findings for the Entergy evaluation, it was determined that the
sight distance for left turn exiting movements at the south leg of Horseman’s Trail and U.S.
Route 9 are restricted. Therefore signs should be installed on the exit driveway from the E. ‘
Polhemus Enterprise, LLC directing traffic destined to U.S. Route 9 northbound to make a

left onto Horseman’s Trail and use the northerly connection to U.S. Route 9 northbound.

8. Summary and Conclusions
Based on the results of the capacity analysis contained herein, the Levels of Service are

consistent with other locations along this area of U.S. Route 9. The left turns exiting onto
U.S. Route 9 northbound should be directed to the Horseman’s Trail north leg intersection as
discussed above. Again, it should be noted that the operating conditions presented will only
be experienced four times per year when emergency drills are conducted at the proposed
Entergy facility.

Respectfully submitted,
JOHN COLLINS ENGINEERS, P.C.

Philip J.

1883.Ltr Rpt.doc
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NOTE: LINE DIAGRAM NOT TO SCALE

E. POLHEMUS ENTERPRISE, LLC SITE LOCATION MAP
ILIPSTOWN, NEW YORK

JOHN COLLINS ENGINEERS, P.C.
HAWTHORNE , NEW YORK PROJECT NO. 1883 DATE: FEB. 2012 FIG. NO. 1
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TABLE NO. 1

HOURLY TRIP GENERATION RATES (HTGR) AND ANTICIPATED
SITE GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES

ENTRY EXIT
E. POLHEMUS ENTEPRISE, LLC
PHILLIPSTOWN, NEW YORK HTGR* VOLUME HTGR* VOLUME
CONTRACTOR'S YARD
(6.605 ACRES)
PEAK AM HOUR 0.45 3 0.45 -3
PEAK PM HOUR 0.45 3 0.45 3
NOTES:

1) * THE HOURLY TRIP GENERATION RATES (HTGR) AND VOLUEMS ARE BASED ON DATA PROVIDED BY
E. POLHEMUS ENTERPRISE, LLC IN THEIR STATEMENT OF USE FOR THE PROPOSED CONTRACTOR'S YARD.

2212012 JCE JOB 1883
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HCS+: Unsignalized Intersections Release 5.6

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Analyst: RGD
wgency/Co. : _ JCE
" Date Performed: 2/29/2012
Analysis Time Period: AM PEAK HOUR
Intersection: ROUTE 9 & HORSEMENS TRAIL
Jurisdiction:
Units: U, S. Customary
BAnalysis Year: 2012 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Project ID: 1883AMEX1
East/West Street: HORSEMENS TRAIL (NORTH)
North/South Street: U.S. ROUTE ¢
Intersection Orientation: NS Study period (hrs): 0.25

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Major Street: Approach Northbound Southbound

Movement 1 2 3 | 4 s 6

L T R | T R

Volume 0 434 665 0
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 482 738 ]
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 -- -- -- --
Median Type/Storage Undivided /
RT Channelized?
Lanes 0 1 1 0
Configuration LT TR
Upstream Signal? No No
_ inor Street: Approach Westbound Eastbound

Movement 7 8 9 | 10 11 12

L T R | & T R
Volume 3 1
Peak Hour Factor, PHF 0.30 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 3 1
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 2
Percent Grade (%) 0 2 .
Flared Approach: Exists?/Storage / No /
Lanes 0 0
Configuration LR
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 | 7 8 9 | 10 11 12
Lane Config LT | | LR
v (vph) 0 4
C{m) (vph) 868 203
v/c 0.00 0.02
95% queue length 0.00 0.06
Control Delay 9.1 23.1
LOS A c
Avproach Delay 23.1

yroach LOS C




HCS+: Unsignalized Intersections Release 5.6

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Analyst:
Agency/Co.:
Date Performed:

Analysis Time Period:

Intersection:
Jurisdiction:
Units:
Analysis Year:
Project ID:

North/South Street:

RGD

JCE

2/29/12

PM PEAK HOUR

ROUTE 92 & HORSEMENS TRAIL

U. S. Customary

2012 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

1883PMEX1
East /West Street:

HORSEMENS TRAIL (NORTH)

U.S. ROUTE 9

Intersection Orientation: NS Study period (hrs): 0.25
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Major Street: Approach Northbound Southbound

Movement 1 2 3 | 4 5 6

L T R | T R

Volume 2 986 493 3
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 2 1071 535§ 3
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 -- -- -- --
Median Type/Storage Undivided /
RT Channelized?
Lanes Y] 1 1l 0
Configuration LT TR
Upstream Signal? No No
Minor Street: Approach Westbound Eastbound

Movement 7 8 9 | 10 11 12

L T R | L T R
Volume 1 1
Peak Hour Pactor, PHF 0.92 0.92
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 1 i
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 2
Percent Grade (%) 0 2
Flared Approach: Exists?/Storage / No /
Lanes 0 0
Configuration LR
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 | 7 8 9 | 10 11 12
Lane Config LT | | LR
v (vph) 2 2
C(m) (vph) 1030 189
v/c 0.00 0.01
95% queue length 0.01 06.03
Control Delay 8.5 24.3
LOS A C
Approach Delay 24.3
Approach LOS C




HCS+: Unsignalized Intersections Release 5.6

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

‘nalyst: RGD
gency/Co.: JCE
"Date Performed: 2/29/2012
Analysis Time Period: AM PEAK HOUR _
Intersection: ROUTE 9 & HORSEMENS TRAIL
Jurisdiction:
Units: U. S. Customary
Analysis Year: 2014 NO-BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Project ID: 1883AMNB1
East/West Street: HORSEMENS TRAIL (NORTH)
North/South Street: U.S. ROUTE 9
Intersection Orientation: NS Study period {(hrs): 0.25
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Street: Approach Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 2 3 | 4 5 6
L T R | . T R
Volume o 443 678 42
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 492 753 46
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 -- -- -~ --
Median Type/Storage Undivided /
RT Channelized?
Lanes 0 1 1 0
Configuration LT - TR
Upstream Signal? No No
—.inor Street: Approach Westbound Eastbound
Movement 7 8 9 | 10 11 12
L T R | L T R
volume 3 1
Peak Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 3 1
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 2
Percent Grade (%) 0 2
Flared Approach: Exists?/Storage / No /
Lanes 0 0
Configuration LR
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 |7 8 9 | 10 - 11 12
Lane Config LT | | LR
v (vph) 0 4
C{(m) (vph) 824 189
v/c 0.00 0.02
95% queue length 0.00 0.06
Control Delay 9.4 24.5
LOS A c
Approach Delay 24.5

Jproach LOS C




HCS+: Unsignalized Intersections Release 5.6

Analyst: RGD
Agency/Co. : JCE
Date Performed: 2/29/2012

Analysis Time Period:
Intersection:
Jurisdiction:

Units: U. S. Customary
Analysis Year:

Project ID: 1883PMNB1
East /West Street:
North/South Street:

PM PEAK HOUR
ROUTE 9 & HORSEMENS TRAIL

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

2014 NO-RBRUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES

HORSEMENS TRAIL (NORTH)
U.S. ROUTE o

Intersection Orientation: NS Study period (hrs): 0.25
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Major Street: Approach Northbound Southbound

Movement 1 2 3 | 4 5 6

L T R | o T R

Volume 2 1006 503 3
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 2 1093 546 3
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 -- -- -~ --
Median Type/Storage Undivided /
RT Channelized?
Lanes 0 1 1 4]
Configuration LT TR
Upstream Signal? No No -
Minor Street: Approach Westbound Bastbound

Movement 7 8 9 | 10 11 12

L T R | w T R
Volume 43 1
Peak Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 46 1
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 2
Percent Grade (%) 0 2
Flared Approach: Exists?/Storage / No /
Lanes 0
Configuration LR
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 | 7 8 9 | 10 11 12
Lane Config LT | | LR
v (vph) 2 417
C(m) (vph) 1021 128
v/c 0.00 0,37
95% queue length 0.01 1.51
Control Delay 8.5 48.6
LOS A E
Approach Delay 48.6 -
Approach LOS E




HCS+: Unsignalized Intersections Release 5.6

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

“nalyst: RGD
gency/Co.: JCE
“Date Performed: 2/29/2012
Analysis Time Period: AM PEAK HOUR
Intersection: ROUTE 9 & HORSEMENS TRAIL
Jurisdiction:
Units: U. 8. Customary
Analysis Year: 2014 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Project ID: 1883AMBD1
East/West Street: HORSEMENS TRAIL (NORTH)
North/South Street: U.S. ROUTE 9
Intersection Orientation: NS Study period (hrs): 0.25
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Street: Approach Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 2 3 | 4 5 6
L T R | © T R
Volume 1 443 678 44
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.%0 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 1 492 753 48
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 -- -- -- --
Median Type/Storage Undivided /
RT Channelized?
Lanes (o] 1 1 0
Configuration LT TR
Upstream Signal? No No
_.lnor Street: Approach Westbound Eastbound
Movement 7 8 9 | 10 11 12
" L T R | T R
Volume 5 2
Peak Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 5 2
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 2
Percent Grade (%) 0 2
Plared Approach: Exists?/Storage / No /
Lanes ¢] 0
Configuration LR
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 | 7 8 9 | 10 11 12
Lane Config LT [ | LR
v (vph) 1 7
C(m) (vph) 822 192
v/c 0.00 0.04
95% queue length 0.00 0.11
Control Delay 9.4 24.5
LOS A cC
Approach Delay 24.5

Jproach LOS C




HCS+: Unsignalized Intersections Release 5.6

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Analyst:
Agency/Co. :
Date Performed:

Analysis Time Period:

Intersection:
Jurisdiction:
Units: U.
Analysis Year:
Project ID:

RGD

JCE
2/29/2012

PM PEAK HOUR

ROUTE 9 & HORSEMENS TRAIL

S. Customary
2014 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
1883PMBD1
East/West Street:
North/South Street:

HORSEMENS TRAIL (NORTH)

U.S. ROUTE 9

Intersection Orientation: NS Study period {(hrs): ©0.25
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Major Street: Approach Northbound Southbound

Movement 1 2 3 | 4 5 6

L T R | T R

Volume 3 1006 503 5
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 3 1083 546 5
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 - - -- -~
Median Type/Storage Undivided
RT Channelized?
Lanes o] 1 1 0
Configuration LT TR
Upstream Signal? No No
Minor Street: Approach Westbound Eastbound

Movement 7 8 9 | 10 11 12

L T R | L T R
Volume 45 2
Peak Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92
Hourly Plow Rate, HFR 48 2
Percent Heavy Vehicles 2 2
Percent Grade (%) 0 2
Flared Approach: Exists?/Storage No /
Lanes 0 0
Configuration LR
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 | 7 8 9 | 10 11 12
Lane Config LT | | LR
v {vph) 3 50
C{m) (vph) 1019 129
v/e 0.00 0.39
95% queue length 0.01 1.63
Control Delay 8.5 49.6
LOS A E
Approach Delay 49.6
Approach LOS E
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LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Level of Service (LOS) can be characterized for the entire intersection, each intersection

approach, and each lane group. Control delay alone is used to characterize LOS for the entire
intersection or an approach. Control delay and volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio are used to
characterize LOS for a lane group. Delay quantifies the increase in travel time due to traffic
signal control. It is also a measure of driver discomfort and fuel consumption. The volume-to-

capacity ratio quantifies the degree to which a phase’s capacity is utilized by a lane group.

LOS A describes operations with a control delay of 10 s/veh or less and a volume-to-capacity
ratio no greater than 1.0. This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity ratio is
low and either progression is exceptionally favorable or the cycle length is very short. Ifit is due
to favorable progression, most vehicles arrive during the green indication and travel through the

intersection without stopping.

LOS B describes operations with control delay between 10 and 20 s/veh and a volume-to-
capacity ratio no greater than 1.0. This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity
ratio is low and ejther progression is highly favorable or the cycle length is short. More vehicles
stop than with LOS A.

LOS C describes operations with control delay between 20 and 35 s/veh and a volume-to-
capacity ratio no greater than 1.0. This level is typically assigned when progression is favorable
or the cycle length is moderate.

LOS D describes operations with control delay between 35 and 55 s/veh and a volume-to-
capacity ratio no greater than 1.0. This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity
ratio is high and either progression is ineffective or the cycle length is long.



LOS E describes operations with control delay between 55 and 80 s/veh and a volume-to-
capacity ratio no greater than 1.0. This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity

ratio is high, progression is unfavorable, and the cycle length is long.

LOS F describes operations with control delay exceeding 80 s/veh or a volume-to-capacity ratio
greater than 1.0. This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity ratio is very high,
progression is very poor, and the cycle length is long.

A lane group can incur a delay less than 80 s/veh when the volume-to-capacity ratio exceeds 1.0.
This condition typically occurs when the cycle length is short, the signal progression is
favorable, or both. As a result, both the delay and volume-to-capacity ratio are considered when
lane group LOS is established. A ratio of 1.0 or more indicates that cycle capacity is fully
utilized and represents failure from a capacity perspective (just as delay in excess of 80 s/veh
represent; failure from a delay perspective).

The Level of Service Criteria for signalized intersections are given in Exhibit 18-4 from the 2010
Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation Research Board.

Exhibit 184
LOS by Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
Control Delay (s/veh) vic £1.0 vic>1.0
<10 A F
>10-20 B F
>20-35 C F
>35-55 D F
>55-80 E F
>80 F F

For approach-based and intersectionwide assessments, LOS is defined solely by control delay.



LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA
FOR TWO-WAY STOP-CONTROLLED (TWSC) UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Level of Service (LOS) for a two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) intersection is determined by the
computed or measured control delay. For motor vehicles, LOS is determined for each minor-
street movement (or shared movement) as well as major-street left turns. LOS is not defined for

the intersection as a whole or for major-street approaches.

The Level of Service Criteria for TWSC unsignalized intersections are given in Exhibit 19-1
from the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation Research Board.

Exhibit 19-1
LOS by Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
Control Delay (s/veh) v/e<1.0 vic>1.0
0-10 A F
>10-15 B F
>15-25 C F
>25-35 D F
>35-50 E F
>50 F F

The LOS criteria apply to each lane on a given approach and to each approach on the minor street.
LOS is not calculated for major-street approaches or for the intersection as a whole.

As Exhibit 19-1 notes, LOS F is assigned to the movement if the volume-to-capacity ratio for the

movement exceeds 1.0, regardless of the control delay.

The Level of Service Criteria for unsignalized intersections are somewhat different from the

criteria for signalized intersections.



LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA
FORALL-WAY STOP-CONTROLLED (AWSC) UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

The Levels of Service (LOS) for all-way stop-controlled (AWSC) intersections are given in
Exhibit 20-2. As the exhibit notes, LOS F is assigned if the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio of a
lane exceeds 1.0, regardless of the control delay. For assessment of LOS at the approach and

intersection levels, LOS is based solely on control delay.

The Level of Service Criteria for AWSC unsignalized intersections are given in Exhibit 20-2
from the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation Research Board.

Exhibit 20-2
LOS by Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
Control Delay (s/veh) vie <1, vic>1.0
0-10 A F
>10-15 B F
>15-25 C F
>25-35 D F
>35-50 E F
>50 F F

For approaches and intersectionwide assessment, LOS is defined solely by control delay.



ATTACHMENT 2
NOISE IMPACT EVALUATION
prepared by
SoundSense, LL.C
March 24,2010



(DRAFT)
E. POLHEMUS ENTERPRISE, LLC
GARRISON TREE, Inc.
HORSEMAN'’S TRAIL and U.S. ROUTE 9

SoundSense, LLC

Town of Philipstown, NY

NOISE IMPACT EVALUATION

As requested by:
Badey & Watson, Surveying & Engineering
3063 US Rt 9
Cold Spring, NY 10516

Prepared by:

SoundSense, LLC

Engineers: Bonnie Schnitta, PhD
Melissa Russo

Greg Greenwald

46 Newtown Lane 3/24/2010
East Hampton NY 11937 www.soundsense.com

P# 631-324-2266
F# 631-324-6750



SoundSense, LLC

www.soundsense.com 3/24/2010 DRAFT Page 2 of 14

o

11.

111.

Noise Impact Evaluation
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree

INTRODUCTION

SoundSense, LLC was contracted to perform a Noise Impact Evaluation for the
proposed E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree, Inc. site on Horseman's
Trail near Route 9 in the Town of Philipstown, New York. The evaluation was
conducted in four stages as follows:

1) Identify sensitive receptor locations in the vicinity of the proposed facility.

2) Determine ambient noise levels and operational noise levels at the receptor
locations.

3) Model the projected noise levels from the equipment activity to the receptor
locations using maximum operational noise levels and determine the effect on
the existing ambient noise levels.

4) If operational noise levels are determined to be in violation of local noise code,
outline one or more possible solution sets.

SUMMARY

The operation of the equipment (inclusive of the soil screener, the mobile rock
crusher, the wood grinder, the front-end loaders and dump trucks) and the
processing of materials will be in violation of the noise code for the town of
Philipstown, New York. In many cases, it is in excess of 20 decibels above the
ambient conditions and code limitations at the various receptor locations. 1In
order to sufficiently protect the neighboring residences, an enclosure must be
constructed on the property. Processing activities must be contained to such a
structure. Several options are presented in Section F of the report, inclusive of
detailed construction criteria and placement.

BACKGROUND

A. Surrounding Area

The surrounding area consists of residential, commercial and vacant
commercial parcels. Commercial properties are situated to the north and
east of the subject property along Skyline Drive and Route 9. Residential
receptors were located to the south and southwest on Horseman'’s Trail, as
shown on the attached Receptor Location Map.




Noise Impact Evaluation
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree

B. Proposed Activity

The owner, E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC intends to jointly use the property
with the tenant, Garrison Tree, Inc. The sound levels from the onsite
activity will include the use of a variety of front-end loaders and dump
trucks, as well as a soil screener (McCloskey 407), a mobile rock crusher
(Komatsu BR380]JG-1), and a wood grinder (Bandit 3680 Beast Recycler),
("Noise”) were analyzed. This equipment will be used to process and
stockpile soil, stone, and forest products (trees, etc). There is no
proposed activity between the hours of 6PM and 7 AM on any day of the
week.

IV. ACOUSTIC CRITERIA AND STANDARDS

SoundSense, LLC

Noise is unwanted sound. In order to evaluate the impact that the Noise from
the proposed activities will have on the surrounding receptors, we first have to
establish the criteria to which these levels will be compared.

A. Annoyance

Annoyance by sound is a response to auditory experience. The standard
acoustic ruler is that any noise that exceeds the background noise level by
5 dB(A) or more is perceivable and significant (see Section B below) and
should be considered as a potential disturbance to the comfort of a person.

B. Subjective Perception of Actual Sound Energy Change

Sound or noise is measured by decibels (dB). As sound increases or
decreases, decibels increase or decrease logarithmically - not
arithmetically. The doubling of the volume of a sound only shows a ten
point increase in dB. For example, one TV set at a normal conversational
level is about 60 dB. Ten TV sets at the same volume will sound twice as
loud and register about 70 dB.

TABLE 1. SUBJECTIVE PERCEPTION OF ACTUAL SOUND ENERGY CHANGE

| 7-9dB

| 10dB

rmmhange | Subjective Perception | % Sound Energy Change
B 0 f 3 dB Barely perceivable \ 50 %
| 4-5dB | Perceivable and significant | 69 %
| 6 dB | Double sound pressure | 75%
'er
l

|

Major perceived increase I 87 %
W
|

Double loudness, 10x power 90 %

www.soundsense.com 3/24/2010 DRAFT Page 3 of 14




SoundSense, LLC
o)

Noise Impact Evaluation
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree

Chapter 175: Zoning Code for the Town of Philipstown
1) § 175-63 Performance Standards: Standards Enumerated

A. Section F. Noise: With the exception of time and emergency
signals and noise necessarily involved in the construction or
demolition of buildings and other structures, no continuous
sound or frequent impulse sound shall be transmitted outside
the lot where it originates:

(1) So as to be a hazard to public health and safety;

(2) Exceeding 55 decibels between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00
p.m. and 45 decibels between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00
a.m., or greater than five decibels above the
ambient noise at the point on the boundary of the
lot where measured, whichever is greater.

V. METHODS, PROCEDURES AND RESULTS

A.

www.soundsense.com

Determine Existing Ambient Noise Levels for Receptor
Locations

In order to determine if the proposed activities will impact the surrounding
receptors, it is paramount to any investigation to determine the existing
ambient noise levels for the receptor locations. Six receptor locations
were chosen along the boundary lines of the subject property. These
receptor locations, identified as “A-F,” were chosen in order to cover a
broad area of the property. Receptors “A,” "D” and “E” are of particular
significance as they are close to nearby residences. These locations are
depicted on the attached map.

Equipment

The acoustic readings obtained during the monitoring activities were
acquired using a Larson Davis System 824 Precision Sound Level Meter
with a Real-Time Frequency Analyzer.

The System 824 features high speed data gathering and recording. The
time history record records different broadband and spectral parameters
such as spectral Ln’s, RTA Leq, RTA Max or RTA Min (SSA), and includes
1/1 and 1/3 true digital octave analysis capabilities. The readings
presented throughout this document are A-weighted, since this is most
similar to how a human perceives noise, as well as the required weight for
Code readings. The microphone is Type-1 per ASTM standards and was
calibrated for the readings.

3/24/2010 DRAFT Page 4 of 14



SoundSense, LLC

Noise Impact Evaluation
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree

C. Noise Level Monitoring
Noise level monitoring of the site occurred on January 22, 2010 between
the hours of 9:30am and 12:30pm. Readings were taken of the ambient
conditions, individual equipment operation, and simultaneous equipment
operation at the various receptor locations. Temperature ranged between
25 and 38 degrees F, with relative humidity between 60% and 80%, and
winds typically between 5mph and 10mph. In preparation for the
monitoring events, the equipment was calibrated prior to obtaining the
readings.
D. Ambient Noise Level Results
In order to accurately describe the ambient noise environment of each
location, we monitored the ambient noise level at each receptor location.
The following table displays the results.
TABLE 2. AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS AT RECEPTOR LOCATIONS
Receptor [9:45am] [12:30pm] Average Star.rdgrd
Location Lea Lea Lea Deviation
dB(A) dB(A) dB(A) dB(A)

A 56.6 50.1 534 46

B 66.2 66.9 66.6 05

c 50.4 50.6 50.5 0.1

D 55.2 515 53.4 26

E 56.0 497 52.9 45

F 54.4 50.1 52.3 30

www.soundsense.com 3/24/2010 DRAFT




SoundSense, LLC

Noise Impact Evaluation
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree

Referencing Table 2, the Leq, or, Equivalent Continuous Sound Level, is the
equivalent sound pressure level of a fluctuating noise over a period of time, in
terms of a constant noise level. This level tells us how the residences within
the area would be affected by the overall Noise during that time period.

The data displayed in Table 2 and Figure 1 tells us the following about the
typical daytime acoustical environment of the site:

e With the exception of Receptor “B,” the typical daytime ambient
conditions at the site are approximately between 50-55 dB(A). It is
important to note that this is greater than the typical ambient noise
levels of a quiet community.

e The ambient sound pressure level at Receptor "B” is approximately 66
dB(A), roughly 10-15 dB higher than the others. This can be attributed
to its proximity to Route 9 and the neighboring concrete facility.

E. Operational Noise Level Results

The operational Noise levels of the proposed equipment were taken at various
locations on the property. Individual readings of each piece of equipment
during both idle conditions and operational conditions were taken to specifically
identify the projected Noise across the full auditory spectrum. The individual
readings are listed in Table 3 below.

TABLE 3. INDIVIDUAL EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS

Leq - Sound Level dB(A)
Equipment lding@20° | Iding @40 | OPeranI@ ?!Zgi:?? %?:i’:;it';? a
[3'32 ;g;eé:e;m 68.3 64.1 763 636 66.8
m‘;‘::t::’;:g:(‘jg | 637 50.7 797 7.2 725
;ggzgitG 3"6":(;9 Ir3east Recycler] 66.7 656 83.5 720 722
www.soundsense.com 3/24/2010 DRAFT Page 6 of 14




Noise Impact Evaluation
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree

SoundSense, LLC

TABLE 4. SIMULTANEOUS EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS

Receptor Location

LeqdB(A)

749

73.7

78.7

726

74.8

mimlo|lo|lwm]| >

72.2

www.soundsense.com 3/24/2010 DRAFT

Simultaneous equipment operational Noise levels were also taken at each
receptor location ("A"-"F”). During these readings, the Soil Screener, the
Mobile Rock Crusher, and the Wood Grinder were all in full operation, with
individuals operating the onsite pay-loading equipment.
equipment readings are listed in Table 4 under this section of the report.

The simultaneous

Page 7 of 14



Noise Impact Evaluation
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree

F. Projected Noise Levels at Receptor Locations

In addition to the readings taken at the site, SoundSense engineers virtually
modeled the source and receptor information using a computer simulation of
the location. There are various methods of calculating the path of an acoustic
wave from the Source (proposed activities) to the Receiver (sensitive
receptors). The computer algorithm used to determine the main acoustic paths
and the main reflected paths of the noise from the Source to the Receiver is one
that has been used by Bonnie Schnitta, PhD for over 30 years and has been well
tested for known acoustic environments. The algorithm models the projected
noise levels for each activity and calculates the resultant noise levels at the
receptors. We then compared the projected noise levels to the existing noise
levels (operational and ambient) to determine the resultant effect on the
sensitive receptors.

SoundSense, LLC

The algorithm for total attenuation (AtoraL in dB) incorporates the cumulative
attenuation effects of geometric divergence, air absorption, ground attenuation
and other miscellaneous factors such as existing foliage and topography.

ArotaL = Adiv +Aair + Aground + Amisc
Agiv = 20 logyo r+ 0.6-C
Where r = distance of point source to receiver in feet

Cc

the correction factor as a function of temperature for varying
values of atmospheric pressure.

A,ir = ad/ 100 dB
Where o = air attenuation coefficient in dB per kilometer
d = distance in meters
Aground = 4.8 - (2hy/r) (17+ 300/r) dB
Where r = distance between source and receiver in meters

hm = the mean height of the propagation path above the ground in
meters

Amisg -dB/m
This is based on frequencies of concern for each activity.

Reference: Harris, Cyril M (1998) Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and
Noise Control. Woodbury, NY: Acoustical Society of America.

www.soundsense.com 3/24/2010 DRAFT Page 8 of 14
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Noise Impact Evaluation
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree

In addition, the sound waves being emitted from the various sources are
directly influenced by thermal gradients in the atmosphere and wind shear.
This effect is known as refraction, and will cause the path of the sound waves to
bend. Generally, refraction is a major concern across distances greater than
300 feet, but in some rare cases can have a significant effect at distances as
short as 50 feet. Sound projections are refracted downward in the direction of
the wind, increasing downwind sound levels. Due to nighttime temperature
inversion, sound levels are increased at ground level, when the ground itself is
cooler than the atmosphere (at night). During the daytime the ground is
heated by the sunlight, bending the sound waves upwards. Since the focus is
daytime only this variable was not modeled. These factors are not taken into
account in the projected sound level analysis due to their irregularity, and can
have a significant positive or negative effect depending on weather conditions.
The ambient data collected was done so under low wind conditions and
significant cloud cover, providing estimated mean values with regards to
atmospheric refraction.

All information regarding elevations, property boundaries, and proposed
construction is based on the plan developed by Badey and Watson Surveying
and Engineering. This noise impact study incorporated the contour data
depicted on the most recent survey prepared by Badey and Watson, dated
September 3, 2009.

G. Conclusions

On average, the operation of the proposed equipment is roughly 20 dB above
code and ambient conditions at the receptor locations. The breakdown of this
noise across the auditory spectrum is fairly broad, with high energy levels in
most octaves. This Noise will not be in violation of the noise code in the Town
of Philipstown when properly treated with acoustically rated materials. This
Noise will not be a significant disturbance to the nearby residents, inclusive of
the properties to the south, east, and west of the site, with the proper acoustic
treatment.

There are several options with regards to mitigating the elevated Noise issue.
These options are outlined below and the second option is supported with the
attached graphical representations.

OPTION 1:

Solution #1 involves the installation of a full enclosure, including a roof, four
walls, and a closable door or gate. Each major interior surface (including walls,
door, and ceiling) must be lined with a material exhibiting the following
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minimum acoustical properties: STC: 30, NRC: 1.0. The STC rating represents
the Sound Transmission Loss, or how much sound can pass through the surface.
The NRC rating represents the acoustical absorptivity of the surface, or how
much sound energy is reflected back into the space. The recommended
material is SoundSense QB14 (S7C: 32, NRC: 1.05, or equivalent. The space
must also include vertically hung baffles (from the ceiling) with a minimum
NRC: 1.0. These baffles must be at least 9'0” tail, must run the length of the
footprint of any machinery below it, and must be spaced a maximum of 4'
apart. The recommended material is SoundSense QA4 (NRC: 1.05), or
equivalent. The building(s) may be sized to house one or all of the proposed
equipment as long as it meets the above conditions. The suggested form is a
pre-engineered steel structure with a large bi-fold, top hinged door (similar to a
typical airplane hangar). The door must be closed during operation of the Rock
Crusher, Wood Grinder, and Soil Screener. Due to the fact that the door must
remain open during the transportation of material into and out of the structure,
the doorway should face northeast to use the rest of the structure as a noise
barrier.

SoundSense, LLC

OPTION 2: -

Solution #2 involves the installation of a three-sided barrier wall, with a rooftop
and vertical baffles. A series of sketches are attached in the appendix of the
report, representing the shape and approximate dimensions of such a structure.
The longest wall must run parallel to Horsemans Trail, and must be at a
minimum distance of 170" from Horsemans Trail. Allowing 15’ for clearance
between the equipment and such wall, the shorter side walls must be a
minimum length of 40'. The structure must incorporate a complete roof,
including vertical baffies (40’ long by 9’ tall) positioned above the footprint of
any machinery below it. The baffles must be spaced a maximum of 4’ apart.
Each major interior surface (including walls, door, and ceiling) must be lined
with a material exhibiting the following minimum acoustical properties: STC:
30, NRC: 1.0. The recommended material is SoundSense QB14 (STC: 32,
NRC: 1.05) or equivalent. The baffles must exhibit a minimum NRC: 1.0. The
recommended material is SoundSense QA4 (NRC: 1.05) or equivalent. The
open side of the structure must incorporate vertically hung, flexible barrier
strips that allow access to the equipment. These strips must have a 100%
overtap, implying no gap between seams and a second row of strips, offset
horizontally by 2 the width of a strip, as well as a minimum STC of 25. We
recommend SoundSense LV-1 Clear (STC: 26), offered in a reinforced '-
Ib/sq. ft. variation, or equivalent. The attached sketches display one of the
short walls in red. This wall may be an actuated doorway for easier equipment
positioning, but must be closed during equipment operation.
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OPTION 3:

Solution #3 represents a similar method to Solution #2, only it is designed for
the operation of only one piece of equipment at a time. A series of sketches are
attached in the appendix of the report, representing the shape and approximate
dimensions of such a structure. Allowing 15’ for clearance between the
equipment and such wall, the shorter side walls must be a minimum length of
40’. The structure must incorporate a complete roof, including vertical baffles
(40’ long by 9’ tall) positioned along the entire length of the structure. The
baffles must be spaced a maximum of 4’ apart. Each major interior surface
(including walls, door, and ceiling) must be lined with a material exhibiting the
following minimum acoustical properties: STC: 30, NRC: 1.0. The
recommended material is SoundSense QB14 (ST7TC: 32, NRC: 1.05), or
equivalent. The baffles must exhibit a minimum NRC: 1.0. The recommended
material is SoundSense QA4 (NRC: 1.05), or equivalent. The open side of the
structure must incorporate vertically hung, flexible barrier strips that allow
access to the equipment. These strips must have a 100% overlap, implying no
gap between seams and a second row of strips, offset horizontally by 2 the
width of a strip, as well as a minimum STC of 25. We recommend
SoundSense LV-1 Clear (STC: 26) offered in a reinforced - lb/sq. ft.
variation. The attached sketches display one of the short walls in red. This wall
may be an actuated doorway for easier equipment positioning, but must be .
closed during equipment operation.

www.soundsense.com 3/24/2010 DRAFT Page 11 of 14



Noise Impact Evaluation
E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC and Garrison Tree

H. GLOSSARY OF TERMS

A. Standards

SoundSense, LLC

The information within this findings sheet is based on the ASTM
Standards. Any variation to the ASTM criteria is based on additional
research that focuses on the well being of humans in the presence of
noise,

B. Sound Transmission Class (STC)

Definition: STC is the rating that identifies the ability of an object to block
sound. Specifically, STC is a single-number rating calculated in
accordance with ASTM classification E413 by using values of sound
transmission loss. This is a single-number rating for sound insulation.
Generally, STC ratings can be interpreted as follows:

25 Normal speech can be understood quite clearly

30 Loud speech can be understood fairly well

35 Loud speech is audible but not intelligible

45 Loud speech is very faint

48 Some loud speech is barely audible

50 Normal speech is not audible, but amplified sound wiil be
audible

60 Minimum requirement for amplified sound

C. Decibel (dB)

Definition: The term used to identify ten times the common logarithm of
the ratio of two like quantities proportional to power or energy. Thus one
decibel corresponds to a power ratio (10 to the 0.1 power) to the n
power. Since the decibel expresses the ratio of two like quantities, it has
no dimensions.

D. Ambient
Definition: In this document ambient refers to that sound level in the

residence when there are no noises of concern. This is a critical value,
since it is level that determines the degree of annoyance that a noise is.
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E. Reflection Amplification

Not all noise will be stopped by an acoustic barrier. The residual noise
that passes over the barrier can then reflect off the nearest structure,
which in this case is the building. This would then reflect off the barrier,
amplifying the noise, uniess the barrier has an absorptive or diffusive
surface.

F. Noise reduction coefficient (NRC)

Definition: The rating that identifies the ability of an object to absorb
rather than reflect sound. Specifically, NRC of a material is the average of
the sound absorption coefficient for 250, 500, 1000, and 2000 Hz rounded
to the nearest multiple of .05.

G. Equivalent-Continuous Sound Level (Leq)

WWww.soundsense.com

Definition: Equivalent-continuous, frequency-weighted sound pressure
level over a specified averaging time is the equivalent steady level, in that
time interval, of the time-mean-square, frequency-weighted sound
pressure produced by the sources of steady, fluctuating, intermittent,
irregular, or impulsive sounds.

A-frequency-weighting is most commonly selected for a measure of
equivalent-continuous, frequency-weighted sound pressure level. Unless
otherwise stated, A-weighting is understood. Decibels measured with A-
frequency weighting are indicated as dB (A).

The equivalent-continuous sound level of a time-varying sound is equal to
the level of an equivalent steady sound at a measurement location for the
same measurement duration. Specifically, Leq is 10 times the common
logarithm of the ratio of the time-mean-square, A-weighted sound

pressure p’(f) over time period T =T,~T, to the square of the standard
reference sound pressure p,’(t). Measured in dB (A) the Leq is

5
[P)-ar
L, =10-log,| ———
! NS0
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H. (Ln)

Definition: Percentile levels are used greatly when measuring
environmental noise. Ln, where n may be anything from 1 to 99, is that
noise level exceeded for n% of the measurement time. By definition of
percentiles, L1 must be greater than or equal to L2, which must be greater
than or equal to L3, etc. L90 represents that noise level that was exceeded
90% of the time and is indicative of the typical ambient environment for
the location.

SoundSense, LLC

I. Sound Pressure Level (SPL)

Definition: a Bell (named for Alexander Graham Bell) scale is the log base
10 of the ratio of some measurement divided by a reference value. A
decibel is one tenth of a Bell. Three scales are commonly used for sound
pressure levels. They are called the linear scale (measured in dB), the A-
weighted scale (measured in dBA), and the C-weighted scale (measured in
dBC). The linear scale is directly related to the mean square pressure

2
differential, p , by the following equation

2
SPL=10log [ s—z ]
0

J. Table of Comparative Noise Levels

(TO BE ADDED)
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SoundSense, LLC

46 Newtown Lane, East Hampton, New York 11937

Phone: 631-324-2266
Fax: 631-324-6750
Web: www.soundsense.com

April 9, 2010

Garrison Tree, Inc.

E. Polhemus Enterprise, LLC
Horseman’s Trail and U.S. Route 9
Town of Philipstown, NY

Re: Alternate Noise Mitigation Option (Option 4)

To whom it may concern;

Due to client interest, we have pursued several new alternate design options for mitigating the
Noise created by the operation of the soil screener (McCloskey 407), the mobile rock crusher
(Komatsu BR380JG-1), and the wood grinder (Bandit 3680 Beast Recycler), at the proposed
Garrison Tree site at the intersection of Horseman’s Trail and U.S. Route 9, Philipstown NY.
The results are as follows:

(1) If only a berm is used as the noise mitigation method, it WILL NOT provide
sufficient acoustic attenuation. On the other hand if a berm is used in combination
with direct acoustic treatment to the equipment, the noise from the equipment will
meet Code. These treatments are as follows:

(2) The Soil Screener (McCloskey 407)

a. The majority of the disturbing noise coming from the Soil Screener is a result
of both the material being loaded into the hopper and the rocks tumbling in the
trommel drum. We propose the following treatment:

i. Lining of the interior of the hopper with 1” thick 60 Durometer rubber.

ii. Replacing the screen cloth with a 2” thick polymer screen material
(Durex Eurethane Armor, spec attached).

b. We have been in contact with Durex Products, Inc. (www.durexproducts.com)
and they can provide both solutions at a reasonable cost (estimated $29.83/sqft
for the hopper material and $488.60 per 37.75 x 42” panel for the trommel).
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(3) The Mobile Rock Crusher (Komatsu BR380JG-1)

The majority of the disturbing noise coming from the Rock Crusher is a result of
both the material being loaded into the hopper and the rocks exploding in the
crusher’s jaws. We propose the following treatment:

Create a vertical acoustic barrier, attached directly to the perimeter of the
hopper. The barrier must be continuous around the perimeter of the
hopper, and must be a minimum height of 4°. This barrier must have a
minimum STC of 30, with a minimum NRC of 0.85. We recommend
SoundSense QB12-EXT. Due to the geometry of the hopper, the best fit
will occur if the material is ordered in raw form, as opposed to
prefabricated panels. The solution will require two full rolls, with a
grommet kit and edge biding kit. Steel framework will have to be attached
to the hopper in order to support the material. Because the solution will be
integrated into the product owned by Pine Bush Equipment Co., Inc.,
treatment must be reviewed and discussed with their local representative

(Dave  Ewald, P: 845.878.4004, C: 845.518.5774, E:
dewald@pbeinc.com).

(4) The Wood Grinder (Bandit 3680 Beast Recycler)

The majority of the disturbing noise coming from the Wood Grinder is a result of
the radiator fan, the grinding wheel, the grinding impact noises, and the engine
noise. Due to the wide range of noise sources, we propose the following
treatment:

The creation of a smaller, individual canopy.. A sketch is attached
detailing the dimensions and placement with respect to the unit. A
structure must be designed and installed to support an acoustic barrier on
the top and two sides. This barrier should have a minimum STC of 30 and
a minimum NRC of 0.85. We recommend SoundSense QB12-EXT, if
the design is inclusive of the frame and the acoustic material alone. We
recommend SoundSense QB112, if the design is a plywood canopy to
which the acoustic material is attached. Since a great deal of the noise
emanates from the grinding wheel, an acoustic barrier curtain must be
included in this acoustic canopy. In this design, the curtain is comprised
of 8’ long strips of SoundSense LV-1 Clear, suspended from the 17’ tall
roofline of the structure. In this configuration, the acoustic materials
would cost an estimated $15,000, not including the structural support. A
formal quote will be issued, once the design is finalized.

Sincerely,
Bonnie Schnitta

Greg Greenwald o
SoundSense, LLC
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