CONSERVATION BOARD
230 Main St, Cold Spring, NY 10516
March 12, 2019 7:30 PM
MEETING AGENDA

1) Approval of Minutes:
• January 8, 2019
2) Return of Escrow:

3) Old Business (all old business pending):
4) New Business:
Berland Property, 22 Hudson River Lane
TM# 89.7-1-11
WL19-316
(The applicant is seeking approval to seasonally install a gangway ramp leading to a floating
dock, Jet Ski float and swim float. The project encompasses the initial installation of 2 concrete
anchor blocks in the river to moor an 8’ by 30’ floating dock. The float will be accessed from a 4’
by 24’ gangway ramp leading from an existing shoreline platform. A Jet Ski float and swim float
will also be moored at the site and held in place. The purpose of the main float is to moor and
access the owner’s primary vessel. The installation of the concrete anchors is a ‘one-time’
activity as the float will be removed each winter and then reinstalled the following spring. The
gangway ramp will remain on site, tethered to the upland platform. Applications are also pending
with the NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation, US Army Corps of Engineers and NYS
Office of General Services.)
5) Stormwater:
6) Other Discussion:
May Monthly Meeting - Request to change the date of the May meeting from May 14th to either
May 7th or May 21st (requested by secretary)

Philipstown Conservation Board
Regular Monthly Meeting Minutes
January 8, 2019

TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN CONSERVATION BOARD
238 MAIN STREET, COLD SPRING, NY 10516
January 8, 2019
DRAFT MINUTES
The Conservation Board held its regular meeting at Philipstown Town Hall on Tuesday, January
8, 2019.
Present:

Mark Galezo, Chairman
MJ Martin
Jan Baker
Robert Repetto
Max Garfinkle (Natural Resources Review Officer)

Absent:

Andrew Galler
Lew Kingsley
VACANCY

**PLEASE NOTE that these minutes were abstracted in summary from the meeting and a
taped recording.
Chairman Galezo opened the meeting at 7:30 pm.
Old Business:
Robert Ashley, 3 Ethan Drive

TM# 91.6-1-50

Joel Greenberg, architect, & Robert Ashley, applicant, were in attendance. Mr. Greenberg
reported that he made a submission prior to the meeting which included revised drawings that
include the 5 items that the board requested be added. Mr. Greenberg stated he included
correspondence from the Town of Cortlandt and noted that they state they have no objection to
the development of the property and entrust the environmental review to the Town of
Philipstown. Mr. Greenberg stated that the few items that the Town Engineer of Cortlandt
requested have been added to the drawings as well.
Mr. Greenberg noted on the plan being displayed that the blue represents the property itself, the
pink represents the house, yellow represents Ethan Drive and the driveway, and the green
represents the intermittent drainage course that comes from Ethan Drive, along the adjacent
property, onto this parcel, and then eventually winds down into the Town of Cortlandt. He noted
that there is also another culvert pipe under Ethan Drive on the east side which sets drainage
down into the property on the other side, the east side of this property. He stated there are
drainage courses on either side of this parcel.
Mr. Greenberg pointed out there is an area for a leeching basin to collect all the roof drains and
gutters and such. He stated there is town water at this property and pointed out the water line
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going into the structure. Mr. Greenberg pointed out the area where the septic will go and stated it
will be located between the house and Ethan Drive.
Mr. Repetto questioned if that location is where the current septic is. Mr. Greenberg responded
that they had done some excavation trying to find it and noted the area where there seems to be
some evidence of its location, adding that it has deteriorated quite a bit. Chairman Galezo
questioned if the applicant has any idea of when the septic is originally from. Mr. Greenberg
stated he does not but would guess that its been quite some time.
Chairman Galezo asked what Mr. Greenberg believes was there in terms of the septic. Mr.
Ashley stated there definitely has to be a septic system there, as there was a house there up until
2011. Mr. Greenberg responded it is likely a concrete or metal tank. Chairman Galezo stated that
the septic that is there is obviously horrendous. He noted that the entire property is in the 100foot buffer and the board can not deem the property not-buildable, so the goal is to make it the
best they can, and this new system is definitely a step in the right direction. Chairman Galezo
questioned the possibility of a clay barrier. Mr. Greenberg stated one of the things they planned
on doing is, at the end of each field put plugs so it can’t go beyond the end of those fields. He
stated, if the board feels it is necessary to install a clay barrier, they have no problem doing so.
Chairman Galezo questioned if there was a second drywell to collect runoff. Mr. Greenberg
stated the one drywell will catch both. Chairman Galezo stated he sees 2 on the plan. Mr.
Greenberg responded that Mr. Galezo is correct. Chairman Galezo asked what those calculations
were based on. Mr. Greenberg stated they were based on the 25-year storm. Chairman Galezo
stated other towns require calculations based on a 100-year storm. Mr. Greenberg stated he
would be happy to submit the calculations to the board.
Mr. Repetto questioned if they have received a permit from the Board of Health for the septic
yet. Mr. Greenberg stated they have a letter from the Board of Health stating that they can
replace the septic system with a maximum of a 2-bedroom house. Mr. Garfinkle noted that the
most recent plans'submitted are for a 3-bedroom house. Mr. Greenberg stated that was a mistake
on his part and brought with him the corrected plans showing it as a 2 bedroom.
Chairman Galezo stated the applicant is building the smallest house possible and replacing the
septic system, which is a huge improvement. He stated they are suggesting a clay barrier and
they would like to see the calculations for the runoff from all the impervious surfaces. Mr.
Greenberg stated they would submit them to Ms. Percacciolo in the very near future.
Mrs. Martin asked if the driveway was to be paved. Mr. Ashley responded it is.
Chairman Galezo stated he personally does not believe there is anything more the board can ask
for on this. Mr. Baker stated he believes this is the best solution possible.
Mr. Repetto stated that maybe this isn’t the project, but at some point, the board has to be able to
say no and to prevent these septic systems from going in the buffer of the wetlands, otherwise
there will never be any improvements to the health of these wetlands and watercourses.
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Chairman Galezo stated that sometimes the wetlands inspector is required to supply the Health
Department with a wetland determination, noting where the wetland boundaries are located on
the property, if any. Mr. Garfinkle stated sometimes the Health Department requires that before
they will offer any approval. Chairman Galezo suggested the board could contact Joe Paravati
and have a conversation regarding the approval process.
Mr. Baker moved to issue a wetland permit conditioned on the submission of calculations on the
2 drywells & the addition of the clay barrier to the plan and Mrs. Martin seconded the motion.
The vote was as follows:
Mark Galezo
Robert Repetto
Andrew Galler
Jan Baker
Lew Kingsley
MJ Martin

-

Aye
Aye
Absent
Aye
Absent
Aye

Kristan Connolly, Route 403

TM# 82.7-1-2

Glenn Watson was in attendance along with Mr. & Mrs. Connolly.
Chairman Galezo stated he would like to ask a question before beginning and asked if any test
holes had been done up above to see if there is any chance part of the septic could go up behind
the house. Mr. Watson stated he did not know, the answer to that question though he is certain
they looked at all the possible options.
Mr. Watson stated this is obviously a constrained site. They found suitable soils; they’re not the
best soils in the world. He stated they’ve proposed a clay barrier which is designed to keep the
drainage from going out and under, its to keep it going down, and once it gets through the soil
that’s where it gets its cleansing action. The clay barrier forces the water to go down instead of
out into the wetland. Chairman Galezo asked how long a clay barrier typically lasts. Mr. Watson
explained that they can last forever, they shouldn’t break down or wear out. Chairman Galezo
questioned what percentage of the water that goes into the fields evaporates versus drains. Mr.
Watson explained that very little evaporates anymore for the reason that the leeching fields are
now put 24- 30 inches underground as opposed to 6 inches like in the old days.
Mr. Watson reiterated this is a constrained site and they have tried to do their best with it. He
stated the Planning Board had asked that they consider moving the driveway up and taking it
around a different way, but that would ruin the only suitable septic area available. One thing the
engineer pointed out is, if they were to push the driveway up there would be ponding and it
would flood the driveway.
Mr. Watson reported they are certainly willing to work with a condition with regard to the
plantings on the side slope and having Mr. Garfinkle suggest plans; they have no objection to
that or to the randomness of it either.
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Mr. Watson stated they did just receive a permit from the Health Department and supplied the
board with a copy of such. He stated there has been considerable discussion with the Health
Department regarding the septic system and where it is. He stated the proximity of such to the
wetlands is shown right on the plan that the Health Department received and approved.
Mr. Watson reported they could essentially push the house back but that would create the need
for a variance. He noted they show the Zoning District line on the plan as well. Mr. Watson
stated they are sort of “between a rock and a steep slope” on this site.
Chairman Galezo stated at the last meeting one of the things the board wanted was confirmation
that the septic couldn’t be placed up behind the house and that the location shown is the best
possible option for it. Mr. Connolly stated the reason why it can not be located up behind the
house is that is ledge. Mr. Garfinkle questioned what the discussion with the Health Department
was in terms of their ultimate approval of this proposal. Mr. Watson stated the thing that “turned
the trick” on it was the clay barrier and obviously their having seen the ledge in the back.
Chairman Galezo recalled a previous project on Ox Yoke where there was a stream that came
down through the middle and they wanted to put the septic in that wetland barrier so they
allowed him to pipe the stream; the closest the Health Department would allow him do it was 50
feet, if he piped the stream. He continued, in this case they are 0 feet, it’s touching it. Chairman
Galezo questioned how the Health Department perceives these 2 situations differently, a wetland
versus an actual stream. Mr. Watson responded he does not know the answer to that question and
to be perfectly honest, it is a guessing game sometimes.
Mr. Baker stated, when they went out on the site inspection a few weeks back, he viewed it as a
terribly challenging site and added he is impressed with Mr. Watson and his colleague’s ability to
arrange the Site Plan in the way they have.
Mr. Repetto stated this is a new septic system, it is not replacing an existing system, and is
designed in a great way but questioned where the line is; when does the Conservation Board get
to a point where the answer is no, you can’t do it? Otherwise, anyone can put a house anywhere.
Chairman Galezo responded, as he understands it, the line is between building the most difficult
possible system that can physical be engineered, or it being a taking.
Mr. Garfinkle questioned what the discussion with the Planning Board consisted of. Mr. Watson
stated their initial thought was that this was a wetland, which it did turn out to be and they
responded to. The PB’s other thought was the location of the driveway, which could accomplish
a better grade if moved up, but that would ruin the septic location. Mr. Watson stated he thinks
they are over that hurdle but with regard to the CB’s involvement, their concern was the septic
and the wetland. Mr. Watson stated there was the concern about the driveway but in working
with Mr. Garfinkle regarding that, he believes they will be good and it will be addressed
adequately.
Mr. Garfinkle stated that he and Chairman Galezo were discussing, on the technical side, what
assurances are in place besides the clay barrier, to justify this work being done; what are the
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failsafe’s for allowing it? Mr. Watson stated they hit on it earlier, it would be a taking if not
allowed.
Regarding drywells, Chairman Galezo questioned if some cultec’s could be added to catch the
water first before it goes into the rain garden. Mr. Watson noted on the plan where one might be
able to be added. He stated they could catch the roof runoff but doesn’t seen any point in
catching the footing drain. Mr. Watson stated they could put a drywell on line with the roof
runoff and then bring it over.
Chairman Galezo stated the driveway will be paved and questioned where that runoff will go.
Mr. Watson showed on the plan where it will run and stated they will put a culvert under the
driveway. He stated they might be able to put a series of check dams across the ditch in order to
create little dams that can cascade and make its way down, dropping its solids in the process.
Mr. Garfinkle suggested the applicant prove their ‘no-alternative’ standpoint regarding the septic
system. He questioned what harm there would be in testing the soil up behind the house outside
of the wetland boundary. Mr. Connolly reiterated that there is ledge there, making the area
unsuitable for the placement of a septic system. Mr. Garfinkle questioned if it is possible to make
that location suitable. Mr. Watson explained that a septic system can only be placed somewhere
where you have at least 3.5 feet of natural soil, so if you have ledge you really don’t have a shot
at it. He clarified, you have to end up with 7 feet and 3.5 feet has to be naturally in place.
Chairman Galezo stated there has been at least one case in the past where the board has
requested that the applicant just certify, with a letter, that there is no other viable location on the
property for the septic. Mr. Watson stated they will supply the board with such.
Mrs. Martin stated she is not an engineer by any stretch of the imagination but questioned if the
fields could be moved to be longer and move the reserve area to be in the other location. Mr. &
Mrs. Connolly stated that had been looked at. Mr. Watson stated the same but could not recall
why they decided it would not work. Mr. Watson stated he would also rather not run this back
through the Health Department. He stated he'would look back into it and include the reasoning in
that letter to the board.
Mr. Connolly informed the board that they do not own the property yet but are under contract to
do so. He stated the contract expires in March so they would really like to get moving on this so
as to not lose the property and all the money they have put into this process already.
Chairman Galezo expressed his understanding and requested a letter from Mr. Watson stating
why the fields can’t be moved and that there is also no other viable site to locate the septic.
Chairman Galezo also requested calculations for the roof runoff and the addition of check dams
on the driveway. He requested calculations showing the rain garden’s capacity to hold all of the
water that will be draining into it as well. Mr. Watson clarified that there will be some water
going into the wetland, but due to immediate downstream conditions it will not move out of there
very quickly.
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Mr. Repetto questioned if there is any other type of barrier, other than a clay barrier, that could be
put in place as sort of a double protection measure. Mr. Watson explained he does not know of
any that are not outrageous and expensive. He noted that the design of this system meets the
Health Department requirements and is specifically designed to.
Chairman Galezo expressed his curiosity as to whether the Health Department has more stringent
requirements for a system that is being placed so close to a wetland. Mr. Garfinkle stated he
thinks it is kind of interesting that the Health Department approved this plan without any
confirmation or discussion with this board. He stated with the last applicant, on Ethan Drive,
they were taking their CB approval and going back to the Health Department. It goes back to the
process and which step should be taken first and when. Chairman Galezo suggested that be
discussed with Mr. Paravati at the Health Department.
Mr. Baker moved to issue a wetland permit conditioned on the items discussed above and Mrs.
Martin seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Mark Galezo
Robert Repetto
Andrew Galler
Jan Baker
Lew Kingsley
MJ Martin

-

Aye
Aye
Absent
Aye
Absent
Aye

Mr. Watson stated he has those conditions down as the drainage calculations, the insertion of the
cultec, and the check dams and questioned if he missed something. Chairman Galezo stated the
only other thing is the letter.
Mr. & Mrs. Connolly thanked the board for their time.
Mr. Garfinkle asked if a copy of the Health Department stamped plan had been submitted to the
town. Mr. Watson stated it has not and he only brought one copy this evening but he would
supply extra copies if necessary.
Other Discussion:
The Conservation Board held a lengthy discussion with Councilman Leonard regarding the
permitting process, specifically the sequencing and whether it is appropriate for the applicant to
obtain approval from the Health Department for SSTS before visiting this board or after.
Mr. Garfinkle suggested that every new build application that comes in to the Building
Department should come before him for a quick once over to determine whether there are
wetlands in the vicinity. Chairman Galezo suggested that a map showing the wetlands in
Philipstown should be attached to each application.
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Mr. Garfinkle reported that the board is technically supposed to be declaring certain types of
actions based on how the projects are designated through SEQRA, if there is no other board
involved.
The board discussed possible changes to Chapter 93 of the Town Code, Wetlands &
Watercourses, with Councilman Leonard.
Mr. Garfinkle suggested having the Town Attorney sit in on a meeting or 2 to observe the boards
process and make any suggestions necessary in terms of following the correct permitting
procedure.
Minutes:
The minutes of October 9, 2018 were reviewed. Ms. Martin moved to approve the minutes as
presented and Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Mark Galezo
Robert Repetto
Andrew Galler
Jan Baker
Lew Kingsley
MJ Martin

-

Aye
Aye
Absent
Aye
Absent
Aye

The minutes of November 13, 2018 were reviewed. Mr. Baker moved to approve the minutes as
presented and Ms. Martin seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Mark Galezo
Robert Repetto
Andrew Galler
Jan Baker
'
Lew Kingsley
MJ Martin

-

Aye
Abstain
Absent
Aye
Absent
Aye

Return of Escrow:
Galotti, 589 Route 9d

TM# 81.-1-32

Mrs. Martin moved to approve the return of escrow and Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The
vote was as follows:
Mark Galezo
Robert Repetto
Andrew Galler
Jan Baker
Lew Kingsley
MJ Martin

-

Aye
Aye
Absent
Aye
Absent
Aye
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Ms. Martin moved to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Baker seconded the motion. All were in favor
and the meeting adjourned at 9:03 pm.
Date Approved:__________________________
Respectfully submitted by,

Tara K. Percacciolo
f
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Wetscape Consulting Inc. DBA Ocean Consulting
Environmental Consulting/Permitting Services
Joseph Enrico - 262 Weidner Ave. Oceanside, NY 11572
516-764-8534 (& Fax) email'.oceancon@gmail.com
February 24, 2019
Town of Philipstown
Conservation Board
238 Main St.
Cold Spring, NY 10516

RE: Berland property - 22 Hudson River Lane, Garrison, NY
Dear Wetland Inspector:
Per my communication with your office, enclosed is an application (10 copies) to
seasonally install a gangway ramp leading to a floating dock, Jet Ski float and swim float
at the above property. Also enclosed is a check in the amount of $500 as application fee.
The project encompasses the initial installation of two concrete anchor blocks in
the river to moor an 8’x30’ floating dock. The float will be accessed from a 4’x24’
gangway ramp leading from an existing shoreline platform. A Jet Ski float and swim
float will also be moored at the site and held in place (the swim float has a mushroom
anchor and the jet ski float will be attached to the main float). The purpose of the main
float is to moor and access the owner’s primary vessel. The structures are depicted on the
attached site plans.
There are no vegetated wetlands at the site. The installation of the concrete
anchors is a ‘one-time’ activity as the float will be removed each winter and then
reinstalled the following spring. The gangway ramp will remain on site, tethered to the
upland platform. This is a similar dock facility located along the properties of Hudson
River Lane. It is for private personal use only.
The adjacent owners are shown on the site plan and are:
1)
2)

Florence Smith 24 Hudson River Lane (124 Sunset Rd. Montrose NY 10548)
J. Brennan at 20 Hudson River Lane, Garrison, NY 10524

Applications are also pending with the NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation,
US Army Corps of Engineers and NYS Office of General Services.

Thanks for your time and please contact the undersigned with any questions.
Sincerely,

Joseph Enrico
Agent for Todd Berland

TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN
PUTNAM COUNTY, NEW YORK

238 Main Street
Cold Spring, NY, 10516
(845) 265-5202
APPLICATION FOR WETLANDS PERMIT

Note to Applicant:
Submit the completed application to the appropriate permitting authority. The application for Wetlands
Permit should be submitted simultaneously with any related application (e.g., subdivision approval, site
plan approval, Special Use Permit, etc.), being made to the permitting authority.
(Office Use Only)
Application #_____________________

Permitting Authority

Received by: _____________________
Date

_____________________

Fee

_____________________

____ Conservation Board
____ Wetlands Inspector

Pursuant to Chapter 93 of the Code of the Town of Philipstown, entitled “Freshwater Wetlands and
Watercourse Law of the Town of Philipstown” (Wetlands Law), the undersigned hereby applies for a
Wetlands Permit to conduct a regulated activity in a controlled area.
1. Owner. Name:
Address:

Todd Berland______________________
22 Hudson River Lane,

Garrison NY 10524

Telephone:
404-483-5613
If Corporation, give names of officers:

Mailing Address:

171 West 71st, Apt 11c,

New York NY 10023

2. Name of Agent

{Applicant must be owner of the land. The Application may be managed an authorized agent ofsuch
person!}

Mailing Address:

Wetscape Consulting Inc. 262 Weidner Ave Oceanside NY

Telephone:

516-764-8534

3. Location of Proposed Activity:

22 Hudson River Lane, Garrison NY 10524
Tax Map#:________ 89.7

-1- 11_______________________

Acreage of Controlled Area Affected: _________ -0.35____________________
Square footage of soil disturbed by the entire project:_____ ~

32 sq. ft._______

4. Type of Activity: (See list of regulated activities)

Install ramp leading to a 8'x30' floating dock and
jet ski floats along with maintaining swim float

5. Other permit(s) required and agency or agencies responsible for granting such permits such as but
not limited to P.C.B.O.H, N.Y.D.E.C, Army Core of Engineers, EPA, DOT, Building Dept. Planning
Board, and Z.B.A.

NYSDEC, US Army Corps of Engineers, NYSOGS

6.

Each copy of this application shall be accompanied by:

a.

A detailed description of the proposed activity and a comparison of the activity to the criteria for
approval specified in §93-8 of the Wetlands Law. (See below)

b.

A completed short form environmental assessment form {includedin the application folder}

c. A map prepared by a licensed surveyor, landscape architect or engineer showing:
1. The controlled area(s) wetland buffer zone 100 feet from the edge of any wetlands, lakes, ponds or
streams on the site;

2. Any wetland or watercourse therein and the location thereof;
3. The location, extent, and nature of the proposed activity.
D. The names of claimants of water rights in the wetland or watercourse of whom the applicant has
record notice and the names and addresses of all owners of record of properties abutting and
directly across from the proposed activity as shown on the latest tax record.
(Note: Any map, plat or plan showing the above information that is required to be submitted for
any other permit or approval in connection with the regulated activity, and that is acceptable to the
Permitting Authority, may be used.)

SITE PLAN FOR FLOAT INSTALLATION
Hudson River
~1500'-1600' wide

(2) 4' square cone,
anchors set on
p bottom (by others)
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Instal a 4'x24' ramp leading to
a8'x 30'float, held by anchors
(seasonal).
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Add jet ski
ramp
attached to
main float

8'x8' seasonal
swim float (held
by 1 mushroom
anchor).
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No. 24
Florence Smith
124 Sunset Rd.
Montrose, NY
10548

No. 20
J. Brennan

/
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Notes: Work to be performed at
low tide. Cone, anchors set on
bottom one time w/ seasonal
markers.

Hudson River Lane
Applicant: Todd Berland
22 Hudson River Lane
Garrison, NY 10524

Proposed float/swim float installation
in Hudson River, Putnam County
At: Garrison, New York

PCTM: Sec: 89.7 Blk 1 Lot 11
Datum: Mean Low Water
Scale: One Inch = Thirty Feet

Appl. By: Ocean Consulting
262 Weidner Ave.
Oceanside, NY 11572
(516) 764-8534
Date: 5-SEP-18 REV: ll-FEB-19

PROFILE THROUGH FLOATS INSTALLATION

◄

Hudson River
1500’-! 600' wide
Install 4'x24' ramp leading to a
8'x30'float, held by anchors

Section thru anchor for swim float

Section thru blocks
1/2" galvanized steel chain

Not specified for construction.
*Contractor and engineer to verify all
materials & dimensions in field. Not
designed for construction.
All hardware hot dipped galvanzied.
All timber material CCA or equiv.
Work to be performed at low tide.

Applicant: Todd Berland
22 Hudson River Lane
Garrison, NY 10524

Proposed float installation in
Hudson River
At: Garrison, New York

PCTM: Sec: 89.7 Blk 1 Lot 11

Purpose: Enhance recreational mooring
Datum: Mean Low Water
Scale: One Inch = Twenty Feet

Appl. By: Ocean Consulting
262 Weidner Ave.
Oceanside, NY 11572
(516) 764-8534
Date: 5-SEP-18 REV: ll-FEB-19
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Waterfront Specialists
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This document is the sole property of
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Notes
1. COPYRIGHT ‘2014" by BADEY & WATSON, Surveying & Engineering, P.C
AH R/ghts Reserved. Unauthorized duplication is a violation of applicable
lows.
2. Unauthorized alteration or addition to a document prepared by a
licensed fond surveyor Is a violation of Section 7209, Subdivision 2 of
the New York State Education Law.
3. AH certifications ore valid for this mop and copies thereof only If said
map or copies bear the embossed seol of the surveyor whose signature
appears hereon.
4. If underground Improvements, easements, or encroachments exist and
ore neither visible during normal field survey operations nor described In
Instruments provided to these surveyors, they may not be shown an this
map.
5 This property may be affected by instruments which have not been
provided to these surveyors Users of this map should verify title with
their attorney or a qualified title exominer.
6. This survey Is of property described In the Putnam County Clerk’s Liber
1644 of deeds at page 216 (Spence to Doyle).
7. Hudson River Lane Is the name assigned to the private right-of-way
recited in Liber 953 cp 15 during the Implementation of the E-911
emergency response system by Putnom County.
B. Revised on December 17, 2014 to add stakeout. Survey was not brought
to date.
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SCALE 1 in. = 20 ft.

DECEMBER 12. 2014

We hereby certify that the survey shown hereon
was completed by us on December 12, 2014 .that
this mop was completed on December 17, 2014 ,
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os adopted by ThpMiewtfyfk State Association of
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.
____

JAM lj ;;.5
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'Surveying & Engineering. P.C.

T.M. : 89.7—1—11

FILE No. 80—120

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 - Project Information
Instructions for Completing
Part 1 - Project Information. The applicant or project sponsor is responsible for the completion of Part 1. Responses
become part of the application for approval or funding, are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.
Complete Part 1 based on information currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully
respond to any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information.
Complete all items in Part 1. You may also provide any additional information which you believe will be needed by or useful
to the lead agency; attach additional pages as necessary to supplement any item.
Part 1 - Project and Sponsor Information
OCEAN CONSULTING-JOSEPH ENRICO

Name of Action or Project:
TODD BERLAND

Project Location (describe, and attach a location map):
22 HUDSON RIVER LANE GARRISON NY 10524

Brief Description of Proposed Action:
INSTALL A 4'X24' RAMP LEADING TO A 8' X 30' FLOAT AND JET SKI FLOAT FROM AN EXISTING ACCESS PLATFORM. INSTALL A
~8'X8' SWIM FLOAT SEASONALLY.

Name of Applicant or Sponsor:

Telephone: 516-764-8534

OCEAN CONSULTING

E-Mail:

OCEANCON@GMAIL.COM

Address:
262 WEIDNER AVE

City/PO:
OCEANSIDE

State:

Zip Code:

NY

11572

1. Does the proposed action only involve the legislative adoption of a plan, local law, ordinance,
administrative rule, or regulation?
If Yes, attach a narrative description of the intent of the proposed action and the environmental resources that
may be affected in the municipality and proceed to Part 2. If no, continue to question 2.

NO

YES

0

□

2. Does the proposed action require a permit, approval or funding from any other governmental Agency?
If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit or approval:

NO

YES

□

0

NYSDEC, NYSOGS, US ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS

3.a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action?
b. Total acreage to be phvsicallv disturbed?
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned
or controlled bv the applicant or project sponsor?
4. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action.
□ Urban 171 Rural (non-agriculture) □Industrial □Commercial
□Forest □Agriculture
□Parkland

□ Aquatic

.1 acres
.05 acres
.1 acres

0Residential (suburban)

nOther ('specify'):
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5. Is the proposed action,
a. A permitted use under the zoning regulations?

NO

YES

N/A

/
/

b. Consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan?
6. Is the proposed action consistent with the predominant character of the existing built or natural
landscape?

NO
□

7. Is the site of the proposed action located in, or does it adjoin, a state listed Critical Environmental Area?
If Yes, identify:_________________________________________________________________________

NO

YES

0

□

8. a. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels?

NO

YES
□

b. Are public transportation service(s) available at or near the site of the proposed action?
c. Are any pedestrian accommodations or bicycle routes available on or near site of the proposed action?
9. Does the proposed action meet or exceed the state energy code requirements?
If the proposed action will exceed requirements, describe design features and technologies:

El

YES

0

/
/
NO

YES

□

0

NO

YES

□

0

NO

YES

□

0

12. a. Does the site contain a structure that is listed on either the State or National Register of Historic
Places?
b. Is the proposed action located in an archeological sensitive area?

NO

YES

13. a. Does any portion of the site of the proposed action, or lands adjoining the proposed action, contain
wetlands or other waterbodies regulated by a federal, state or local agency?

NO

b. Would the proposed action physically alter, or encroach into, any existing wetland or waterbody?
If Yes, identify the wetland or waterbody and extent of alterations in square feet or acres:____________

/

10. Will the proposed action connect to an existing public/private water supply?
If No, describe method for providing potable water:________________
11. Will the proposed action connect to existing wastewater utilities?
If No, describe method for providing wastewater treatment: _

/
/
YES

0
□

HUDSON RIVER

14. Identify the typical habitat types that occur on, or are likely to be found on the project site. Check all that apply:
□ Shoreline
□Forest
□ Agricultural/grasslands
□ Early mid-successional
□ Wetland
□ Urban
IH Suburban
15. Does the site of the proposed action contain any species of animal, or associated habitats, listed
by the State or Federal government as threatened or endangered?

NO

YES

0

□

16. Is the project site located in the 100 year flood plain?

NO

YES
E

17. Will the proposed action create storm water discharge, either from point or non-point sources?
If Yes,
_
a. Will storm water discharges flow to adjacent properties?
1 1 NO | |YES

NO

YE!5

0

□

b. Will storm water discharges be directed to established conveyance systems (runoff and storm drains)?
If Yes, briefly describe:
| |NO | |YES
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18. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that result in the impoundment of
water or other liquids (e.g. retention pond, waste lagoon, dam)?
If Yes, explain purpose and size:

NO

YES

0

□

19. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the location of an active or closed
solid waste management facility?
If Yes, describe:

NO

YES

0

□

20. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the subject of remediation (ongoing or
completed) for hazardous waste?
If Yes, describe:

NO

YES

0

□

I AFFIRM THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE
Applicant/sponsor name: JOSEPH ENRICO DBA WETASCAPE CONSULTING INC
Signature:___________

PRINT FORM
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Date: 26-FEB-19

Agency Use Only [If applicable)
Project:
Date:

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part 2 - Impact Assessment

Part 2 is to be completed by the Lead Agency.

Answer all of the following questions in Part 2 using the information contained in Part 1 and other materials submitted by
the project sponsor or otherwise available to the reviewer. When answering the questions the reviewer should be guided by
the concept “Have my responses been reasonable considering the scale and context of the proposed action?”

No, or
small
impact
may
occur

Moderate
to large
impact
may
occur

1.

Will the proposed action create a material conflict with an adopted land use plan or zoning
regulations?

□

□

2.

Will the proposed action result in a change in the use or intensity of use of land?

□

□

3.

Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of the existing community?

□

□

4.

Will the proposed action have an impact on the environmental characteristics that caused the
establishment of a Critical Environmental Area (CEA)?

□

□

5.

Will the proposed action result in an adverse change in the existing level of traffic or
affect existing infrastructure for mass transit, biking or walkway?

□

□

6.

Will the proposed action cause an increase in the use of energy and it fails to incorporate
reasonably available energy conservation or renewable energy opportunities?

□

□

7.

Will the proposed action impact existing:
a. public / private water supplies?

□

□

□

□

b. public / private wastewater treatment utilities?
8.

Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of important historic, archaeological,
architectural or aesthetic resources?

□

□

9.

Will the proposed action result in an adverse change to natural resources (e.g., wetlands,
waterbodies, groundwater, air quality, flora and fauna)?

□

□

10. Will the proposed action result in an increase in the potential for erosion, flooding or drainage
problems?

□

□

11. Will the proposed action create a hazard to environmental resources or human health?

□

□

PRINT FORM
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Agency Use Only [If applicable]
Project:
Date:

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part 3 Determination of Significance
For every question in Part 2 that was answered “moderate to large impact may occur”, or if there is a need to explain why a
particular element of the proposed action may or will not result in a significant adverse environmental impact, please
complete Part 3. Part 3 should, in sufficient detail, identify the impact, including any measures or design elements that
have been included by the project sponsor to avoid or reduce impacts. Part 3 should also explain how the lead agency
determined that the impact may or will not be significant. Each potential impact should be assessed considering its setting,
probability of occurring, duration, irreversibility, geographic scope and magnitude. Also consider the potential for short
term, long-term and cumulative impacts.

I I Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above, and any supporting documentation,
I—' that the proposed action may result in one or more potentially large or significant adverse impacts and an
environmental impact statement is required.
I I Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above, and any supporting documentation,
'—* that the proposed action will not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts.

Name of Lead Agency

Date

Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency
Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency

PRINT FORM

Title of Responsible Officer
Signature of Preparer (if different from Responsible Officer)
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
Division of Environmental Permits, Region 3

21 South Putt Corners Road, New Paltz, NY 12561-1620

NEW YORK

P: (845) 256-30541 F: (845) 255-4659

STATE OF
OPPORTUNITY

www.dec.ny.gov

Department of
Environmental
Conservation

February 8, 2019
Mr. Joseph Enrico
Ocean Consulting
262 Weiner Avenue
Oceanside, NY 11572
Re:

Berland Property, 22 Hudson River Lane
DEC Permit #: 3-3726-00322/00003(SD), /00004(EF) & /00005(WQ)
Town of Philipstown, Putnam County
Response on Partial Submission

Dear Mr. Enrico:
I apologize for the delay in response. The NYS Department of Environmental
Conservation (Department) has reviewed your letter dated December 1,2018, submitted
in response to the Department’s October 24, 2018 Notice of Incomplete Application
(October Notice) for the proposed installation on the Hudson River of the following: 8-foot
(ft.) by 24-ft. seasonal floating dock; 4-ft. by 24-ft. ramp; 8-ft. by 12-ft. float; 4 ft. by 20 ft.
float, two jet-ski ramps installed in between the proposed dock and floats; 64-square ft.
(sq. ft.) swim float; two concrete deadman anchor blocks with chains. A number of items
within the previous October Notice were not addressed or require further clarification.
Therefore, the application remains incomplete. The following items were received and
reviewed:
•
•
•

Letter from Joseph Enrico, Ocean Consulting, dated 12/01/18, received by this
office on 12/18/18;
Site Plans, sheets 1 through 3, dated 09/05/18 and last revised 11/12/18, received
by this office on 12/18/18; and
Short Environmental Assessment Form (SEAF), received by this office on
12/18/18.

Protection of Waters - Stream Disturbance, Excavation/Fill & Section 401 Water
Quality Certification
A phone call occurred on January 17, 2019 (January call) to discuss the resubmission
and items remaining to be addressed, which are summarized below. The call included
staff from the NYSDEC Division of Environmental Permits and Division of Marine
Resources, NYS Department of State (DOS), NYS Office of General Services (OGS),
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historical Preservation, the property owner and
Ocean Consulting.

V"*"/ NEW
VfAJLUfYORK

Department of
Environmental
Conservation
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Re: DEC Permit #: 3-3726-00322/00003-5
Berland Property - Town of Philipstown, Putnam County
Response on Partial Submission
Disturbance to the bed or banks of the Hudson River, class B, requires a permit for Stream
Disturbance. Any excavation or fill below Mean High Water (MHW) requires a permit for
Excavation/Fill in Navigable Waters. The placement of two, 16 sq. ft. to 36 sq. ft. anchors
in the Hudson River requires Stream Disturbance and Excavation/Fill in Navigable Waters
permits. A Section 401 Water Quality Certification is also required as a Section 404 permit
is required for work below spring high tide.
A Docks and Moorings permit is not required due to the ownership of the underwater
lands. The proposed dock system is located over NYS-owned lands-underwater and
subject to a license or approval from the OGS.
The proposed dock is not located within a DEC-regulated tidal wetland therefore, a Tidal
Wetlands permit is not needed. The “Tidal Wetlands Guidance Document,” attached to
the October Notice, was provided as reference material for the applicant. This guidance
document is used to review docks in tidally-influenced bodies of water, such as the
Hudson River. The guidance is used to promote a consistent and streamlined approach
for permit evaluation while recognizing the need to minimize construction-related impacts.
Staff have concerns with the size of the revised dock proposal. A U-shaped dock
configuration is not preferred and would likely not meet permit issuance standards. During
the January call, you noted that two jet ski ramps would be placed within the U-shaped
dock, however this was not depicted on the plans. This proposal will cause more shading
and adversely impact the biological community. The Department considers the originally
proposed straight dock as the preferred configuration. Additionally, justification for the
size of the proposed dock, with reference to the size of the boat(s) proposed to be docked,
must still be provided.
Anchoring blocks fill the river bottom and as proposed will take approximately 16 sq. ft. to
36 sq. ft. of space. The Department must know the exact dimensions of the anchor blocks
as a range cannot be accepted. If the water is too shallow at Mean Low Water (MLW),
anchor chains may drag on the river bottom causing frequent disturbance, increasing
turbidity and disrupting benthic organisms. Please provide information regarding the
proposed anchor chains and if they will rest of the river bottom at MLW, including a detail
on the plans. The profile view of the proposed dock facility shows concrete anchors at
both ends of the proposed dock, however the site plan shows only 2 concrete anchors
and chains at one end of the dock. An accurate depiction on the plans is necessary for
review.
Detailed cross-sections showing the length, width and depth of the proposed floating
dock, jet ski ramps, and floating swim platform, are necessary for review. During the
January call, it was noted that a mushroom anchor will be used for proposed swim
platform. This must be shown on the plans and outlined in the narrative.
All floating or fixed docks must maintain a minimum -2.5 feet at Mean Lower Low Water
(MLLW) at all times. If this standard cannot be met, the Division of Marine Resources staff
have determined that landing piles or piles equipped with float-stops must be used to
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Re: DEC Permit#: 3-3726-00322/00003-5
Berland Property - Town of Philipstown, Putnam County
Response on Partial Submission
2. Narrative addressing:
a. Justification for the size and configuration of the proposed dock, with reference
to the size of the boat(s);
b. Dimensions of concrete anchors;
c. Swim float platform anchoring system; and
d. How the proposal reduces potential impacts to the river ecosystem.
Please provide two copies of all items with a digital copy.
If there are any questions, please feel free to contact me at 845-256-3050 or by email at
sarah.pawliczak@dec.ny.gov..
Respectfully

Sarah Pawliczak
Division of Environmental Permits
cc:

Angela Schimizzi, NYSDEC Division of Marine Resources
Brian Orzel, USACE - NAN-2018-01327-WOR
Tanna Lagere, NYSDOS
Ralph Hill, NYSOGS
Richard Stefanski, NYSOPRHP
Todd Berland, Property Owner
Town of Philipstown Town Clerk

Page 4 of 4

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10278-0090

Regulator/ Branch
SUBJECT:
•

DEC 1 4 2018

Permit Application Number NAN-2018-01327-WOR
by Todd Berland

Joseph Enrico
Ocean Consulting
262 Weidner Avenue
Oceanside, New York 11572
Dear Mr. Enrico:
On September 12, 2018, the New York District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
received a request for authorization for the installation of a floating pier assembly to be
located within the Hudson River in the Town of Philipstown, Putnam County, New York.
We have reviewed your above referenced application and have determined that, before
processing of your application may proceed, you must provide more information.
Please revise the drawing entitled “Site Plan For Float Installation - Page 1 of 2”
to include a graphic scale. Please also label the elevation number of AMLW, AMHW
and SMHW. Please label the water depth at the location of the proposed 8-foot by 8foot seasonal swim float and state whether the float would indeed float at all stages of
the tide. Please provide the address of the neighbor at 20 Hudson River Lane. Right
now, you are only showing the name J. Brennan. Please label the elevation of the
uplands, or at least the top elevation of the existing bulkhead. Please include a line that
extends from the existing bulkhead, out to the proposed cement block location, similar
to the line that you drew to show that the floating pier assembly would extend
approximately 69 linear feet from the bulkhead. Lastly, the current drawing includes a
note, stating that the navigation channel is approximately 250 feet west. The only
problem is, you did not include a reference point from which that 250 feet was
measured. If you measured 250 from the bulkhead to the navigation channel, then
make sure that the drawing is clear in that regard. Enclosed is a copy of Page 1 of 2,
with notes related to these comments.
Please revise the drawing entitled “Profile Through Float Installation - Page 2 of
2” to include a graphic scale. Please include a horizontal line above the AMHW line,
showing the location of the SMHW line. As with the plan drawing, please specify how
you are measuring the distance to the navigation channel. Lastly, this drawing appears
to show a concrete block anchor under the proposed 24-foot-long gangway. As the
plan view drawing only shows two proposed anchor blocks, each connected to the
western portion of the 8-foot by 30-foot float, it is presumed that the anchor block shown
under the gangway is in error. Please remove that representation from the section view
drawing. Enclosed is a copy of Page 2 of 2, with notes related to these comments.

-2-

In our letter dated October 10, 2018, copy enclosed, we noted that we could find no
record of a permit for your existing wooden pier. In your recent submittal, you stated that
you have no record of a permit, either. Please see what you can find, either through the
local building department or on-line sources, regarding when the pier was constructed,
and share that information with us. As you suggested, we may need to include the
existing wooden pier in the permitting process, stating that it was constructed without a
permit and is proposed to remain, as constructed.
In our letter dated October 10, 2018, we also requested that you provide
assessments of the potential impacts to the federally-listed endangered shortnose
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and the federally-listed endangered Atlantic sturgeon
(Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus). We still require that information. Please review the
programmatic consultation information at
https://www.qreateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.qov/protected/section7/reporting.html.
Additional information regarding these species may be found at
https://www.qreateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/section7/index.html or by
contacting the Protected Resources Division at the NOAA Fisheries Regional Office in
Gloucester, Massachusetts at (978) 281-9328.
Please note that in order for us to continue processing your application you must
submit the above requested information to this office within 30 days of the above
referenced date. If we do not receive the requested information within 30 days, we will
assume that you no longer wish to pursue this action and our file will be administratively
closed in accordance with Title 33 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 325.2 (d)(5).
If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (917) 790-8413 or
Brian.A.Orzel@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

Brian A. Orzel
Project Manager
Western Permits Section
Enclosures

