CONSERVATION BOARD
238 Muln Si., Cold Spring, NY 10516
April 9, 2019 7:30 PM

MEETING AGENDA
1) Approval of Minutes:
• March 12, 2019
2) Return of Escrow:
3) Old Business (all old business pending):
lerland Property, 22 Hudson River Lane
TM# 89.7-1-11
WL 19-316
(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
aid 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.)

Surprise Lake Camp, 382 Lake Surprise Rd.
TM# 27.-1-1.1
WL19-318
(The applicant is seeking remedy for work that was done in relation to the Phase 1 improvements that was
not consistent with the approved plan (a pipe was installed within 100 feet of a regulated watercourse.)
The applicant is proposing to remove the recently installed drainage system and to construct the
stormwater collection and conveyance in accordance with the plans. In addition, they are proposing the
re-establishment of a grass swale uphill of an existing driveway culvert, to install end sections on the
recently replaced driveway culvert, and to stabilize the area between the outfall of the driveway culvert
and the watercourse.)
4) New Business:

Betsy A. Haddad, 19 Lake Celeste Dr.
TM# 72.17-1-14
WL 19-317
(The applicant is seeking approval for the proposed renovation the cottage consisting of the addition of a
front entry porch, extension of an existing bedroom, interior alterations and the re-build of an existing
open deck located at the side and rear of the existing cottage. The addition of the front porch is located in
a wetland buffer along with approximately 30% of the existing house. The total square footage of soil to
be disturbed within the wetland buffer zone is approximately 308 square feet. The total amount of
material to be disturbed within the wetland buffer zone is approximately 995 square feet.
5) Stormwater:

6) Other Discussion:
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TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN CONSERVATION BOARD
238 MAIN STREET, COLD SPRING, NY 10516
March 12, 2019
DRAFT MINUTES
The Conservation Board held its regular meeting at Philipstown Town Hall on Tuesday, March
12, 2019.
Present:

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

Absent:

Lew Kingsley
MJ Martin
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.

New Business:
Berland Property, 22 Hudson River Lane

TM# 89.7-1-11

WL19-316

Todd Berland, applicant, was present along with Joe Enrico of Wetscape Consulting Inc. as his
representative. Mr. Enrico explained the proposal is for the installation of a floating dock, jet ski
float and swim float at the Berland property. He stated it is basically just a simple floating dock
structure, similar to others in the area, an aluminum gangway leading to a float that’s moored
with concrete anchors, and a jet ski float that’s tied to the main float as well, and also a swim
float. Mr. Enrico stated these structures are seasonally installed and then removed in the late fall.

Mr. Repetto questioned if there are any existing structures there now or if this would be all new
work. Mr. Enrico stated it’s completely new with the exception of the platform that the ramp is
going to lead from; that is currently existing. Dr. Berland stated they already have the swim float,
which is seasonal.
Mr. Garfinkle stated the board is most concerned with understanding how they plan to mitigate
impacts to the Hudson River and also what the DEC is going to require along with the OGS &
Army Corps. Mr. Garfinkle stated he read through the DEC’S notice of incomplete application
and has also spoken with the DEC regarding their points that they listed in that letter. Mr.
Garfinkle noted that the u-shaped dock has changed. Mr. Enrico stated they had an initial
conference call with DEC & OGS and in turn significantly reduced the size and scope of the
proposal. He stated that OGS explained it meets their criteria for no permit and it’s basically a
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formality for them. He stated the DEC had some concerns on how the dock would be moored
and disturbing the river bed when it is placed. Mr. Enrico stated that he has designed something
that meets their criteria; it’s basically going to be 2 concrete blocks, a one-time installation.
When the float comes out you just put markers on it so that you can get back to it the following
spring and then the swim float is just anchored with a mushroom anchor. Dr. Berland stated the
swim float has been there for a long time.
Mr. Enrico explained that the facility itself will take only a few hours to actually install, once the
contractor mobilizes his equipment there. The frame will already be built and brought in and then
it will be set onto the float and then the swim float will be brought over and attached to the
anchor.
Mr. Enrico stated there are no vegetative wetlands at the site. There is a small little beach area
already that has ingress and egress to the water. Mr. Enrico stated he does not anticipate any
major adverse impacts during the installation. Once that is done it’s just a matter of removing the
float in the fall and reinstalling it in the spring.
Mr. Garfinkle asked if the application has been resubmitted to DEC. Mr. Enrico stated he has not
resubmitted yet but is in the process of responding to DEC with a final layout, which is what was
provided to the Conservation Board.
Mr. Galler questioned why they decided to use concrete blocks instead of a mushroom anchor for
the dock itself. Mr. Enrico explained that the contractor that designed it is an engineer and
designed something that is heavier and more durable, because the size of the float and the boat
tied to the ramp is going to put a lot of drag on it, so they want to ensure that it is something that
is not going to move and cause disturbance. Dr. Berland noted it’s exactly what the neighbors a
few doors down have and they are using the same contractor. Mr. Garfinkle informed Dr. Berland
that that had a violation against it. Mr. Galler stated he asked about the mushroom anchor
because it’s always removeable. He stated once the concrete is there, you’ll never get it out and
eventually the connection from the block will deteriorate whereas a mushroom anchor is simple
to pull out and they seem to last forever.

Mr. Repetto asked if the currents are strong there. Mr. Enrico stated the currents can be strong.
Dr. Berland stated he is impressed at how strong the current can be right in that area. Mr. Enrico
added, there is a fair tidal change in there; it does get some flooding and ebbing. He stated they
are concerned with the structure either being destroyed or moved. Mr. Garfinkle questioned if
there is any other site work involved with this project to improve any of the existing features on
the property in order to accept this new installation. Dr. Berland stated this is it. Mr. Enrico stated
they had originally planned for some jet ski lifts but quickly came to the realization that it was
too complicated to accomplish. Mr. Enrico stated that the floating docks are seasonally installed
and have much less impact.
Mr. Garfinkle stated that, typically this board always defers to the DEC’S final word. He
suggested the applicant look into the idea of using a mushroom anchor instead of the concrete
blocks. He stated the Conservation Board would like to conduct a site visit in the next couple of
weeks and provide them with final comments that may help in the resubmittal to the DEC. At
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that point, as long as the CB is satisfied, it would likely approve a Conditional Wetland permit at
their next meeting, conditioned on approval by the DEC & Army Corps. Mr. Garfinkle also noted
that if any additional site work arises, that should be conveyed to the CB and would need to be
permitted as well. Mr. Enrico stated there is no other proposed work to be done.
Mr. Repetto questioned how large the floating dock will be compared to others in the general
vicinity. Dr. Berland stated his dock will be much shorter compared to the one to the south. Mr.
Garfinkle noted that is what their violation was for; they went way beyond spec of what they had
presented and been approved for. Mr. Enrico stated this one is similar to the one a few houses
north of the Berland property.
Mr. Garfinkle stated the board would discuss a date for a site visit and informed the applicant
that because the work is all outside the applicant’s presence is not necessary, though they would
like Mr. Enrico to be present if possible. Chairman Galezo stated that Mr. Garfinkle would be in
touch with the applicant and his consultant in the next week to coordinate the visit. Mr. Garfinkle
questioned what the typical process is for the Planning Board. Ms. Percacciolo explained that the
Planning Board always does their site visits on Sunday mornings at 9:30 am. Mr. Enrico stated
he just needs a one-day notice and he can be there.
Mr. Repetto questioned if the applicant would consider what Mr. Galler had suggested, using a
mushroom anchor as opposed to the concrete blocks. Mr. Enrico stated he would like to discuss
that with the contractor and questioned if Mr. Galler has seen that on bigger structures. Mr.
Galler explained that he is no longer involved with the Garrison Yacht Club but that he basically
took care of the mooring’s and they would have boats displacing 30 tons on something as small
as a 300-pound mushroom anchor, it’s mud. He suggested it is something they should consider
and look into as it may be better in the long run.

Old Business:

Surprise Lake Camp, 382 Lake Surprise Road

TM# 27.-1-1.1

Bradley Solmsen, executive director at Surprise Lake Camp, was in attendance and stated he had
met with Mr. Garfinkle, Mr. Gainer (town engineer) and Rich Williams of Insite Engineering at
the site and wanted to begin by apologizing and take full responsibility for the work that was not
approved that had been done, which in turn led to a stop work order being placed on the project.
He stated the camp really values its relationship with the special boards in Philipstown and steps
should have been taken to ensure that the work was being done to plan.
Rich Williams of Insite Engineering was also in attendance representing the applicant. He stated
this project was in front of the Conservation Board last year for one of two parts of their
improvements on the Surprise Lake campus. One was, they have a series of improvements which
they refer to as lakeside which is really the ‘front door’ to the camp, which has not yet been
started. That work is what they received a permit from this board for. Mr. Williams continued,
the other aspect of their project was creating and widening an existing lower access road that
leads from the camp entrance to the back of the main building and that is being done in an effort
to team with the lakeside improvements to remove a lot of that traffic from the front door of the
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camp. So, to reiterate, step one was to widen the lower access road so they can move some of
that traffic to the other side of the property and step two is to come in and do the lakeside
improvements.
Mr. Williams explained, what they are going to be addressing this evening is the entrance to the
camp which is part of that lower access road. Using the originally approved SP 2.2,
superimposed with an aerial as a visual for the board, he explained that the black is what was
approved. When you come into camp, the road forks, all traffic is directed left right now to
where the entrance booth is located. From there you drive down the upper road towards the main
camp building. There is a lower road that comes to the back of the camp building and that is
where they are widening and creating a turnaround for deliveries and other things to start
separating some of the traffic. Mr. Williams continued, what they had designed was a collection
system along that lower access road to deal with the increase in impervious surface from
widening it and also to make sure that they mitigated their peak flows to predevelopment
conditions. He stated they showed a swale along the side of the access road and basically
followed the existing pipe to the same discharge point.
Mr. Williams explained, when you first come in on the camp there’s some courts and fields to
your right, there is also a NYSDEC Class A stream that surrounds that. The series of existing
road networks comes in and splits into the lower and upper access roads. They then have pulloffs to a roller rink, a small gravel area, and then there is this other existing road that takes you
down to those courts. He stated there is a stream crossing that exists today with three culverts.
Mr. Williams stated, what was done was, instead of routing the drainage where it was shown on
the plan, 2 “catch basin” structures were installed and a pipe was installed that leads directly to
the stream. As part of the access road that existed in one spot (Mr. Williams pointed out the
location on his visual, southwest of the tennis courts), there was an existing swale and a culvert
which ran beneath the existing woods road where the unapproved work occurred, that culvert
was also tied into the new drainage. The previous site conditions consisted of drainage coming
down from the road to a swale, to a culvert, and then flowing via open channel directly to the
stream. Now, the drainage comes down along the lower access road (approved for widening),
meets a catch basin which allows flow into the unapproved piping heading northeast into one
additional catch basin where this pipe and another from the ballfields to the west meet, then
discharges directly into the stream. Mr. Williams explained, what is shown in red on the plan
displayed is what was installed.

From a drainage standpoint, Mr. Williams continued, it was decided in the field that this would
help dry out some of the fields. While it may be true, the work performed was not on the plans
and it leads into a stream, so they are here tonight to inform the entire board of the situation and
to discuss remedy and where the project will go from here. Mr. Repetto questioned who is tasked
with providing oversight during construction to ensure that this will not happen again. Mr.
Solmsen stated he is and that going forward it would be him.
Mr. Williams stated the shame in all this is that the rest of this work is one week away from
being stable and complete. They are at the tail end of this work and it is unfortunate that this
happened. He stated there are a couple options for where to go from here. He stated one option is
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to remove what was installed but not approved (in red on the displayed plan) and go back to the
approved plan. Mr. Williams pointed out that while none of this was a good thing, they did not
have to take down any trees. He stated the pipe was basically installed along the existing road,
so, as far as restoration, it could be restored back to the way it was easily and the drainage
removed. Mr. Williams stated another option is, if the board is open to it, and obviously they
would have to supply the supporting calculations and talk to the Town Engineer in terms of what
it means for the Planning Board, but he suggested that pipe could be cut back to recreate some
level of open channel flow before entering the stream. He stated he would have to speak with Mr.
Garfinkle in terms of DEC permitting because to remove the pipe they would have to go in, and
also retroactively if the pipe stays, as it is a DEC regulated stream.
Chairman Galezo questioned, in the old plan, where it went towards those basketball courts, is
that then open from the termination of that? Mr. Williams stated it is an open channel until you
hit the road at which point it enters a culvert. Mr. Galler questioned where it goes after it hits the
culvert. Mr. Williams stated it flows down along that access road into the stream, open channel.

Mr. Garfinkle asked what the purpose of the 3 culverts are, in the stream, and where that comes
into play. Mr. Williams explained they have always been the access to get campers across. Mr.
Garfinkle questioned if it is just item 4 over the top of them. Mr. Williams stated he
unfortunately has not seen it without snow cover. Mr. Solmsen stated they have been in existence
since before his 3 years at the camp. Mr. Williams stated he believes it’s basically just a fill
section with pipes and then the surface of that is like gravely item 4. He stated there is a chronic
maintenance issue associated with those culverts and as part of a later phase the camp may be
considering doing something better in that area.
Mr. Repetto questioned what the maintenance issue is. Mr. Williams explained that sediment
flows down the stream and collects at the culverts and they fill up significantly. Mr. Garfinkle
stated when he walked the site initially when he noticed this violation, the water was flowing
completely over the top of that whole area, he didn’t even notice culverts. He stated he noticed
some asphalt material in the water and large pooling to the north of where those culverts sit, then
flowing into a trickle after that, over the top, so there’s obviously not a lot, if any, of flow
through those culverts. Mr. Repetto suggested that should be part of the remediation plan. Mr.
Garfinkle stated that is somewhat of a grey area as it was already existing. Mr. Williams
clarified, they discharge on the downside of those culverts; they’re not increasing the flow and
contributing to that problem. He stated if they were to go into that stream and try and replace the
culvert, it’s not a simple inexpensive endeavor to permit or complete. It is on the camp’s long
term game plan because of the cost associated with it; they would likely have to do some sort of
half buried box culvert system. He explained, if you are going to create a culvert system through
a stream, DEC likes it to be a continuation of a natural bottom.
Mr. Repetto stated if something is failing and it’s an engineering solution that the camp relies on
to protect the environment around it, then it needs to be repaired. Mr. Williams explained what
they did was take a situation where they were discharging to a swale which then went through a
culvert which then discharged to a swale which then discharged downstream of these other 3
culverts. Yes, these other 3 culverts are a known problem and they do cause flooding, but one of
the things they’re focused on is completing the project at hand, of which there is a budget for.
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Mr. Repetto stated he understood and that his point is solely that, they made a mistake in that
they purposely changed the plan and are now coming back in front of the board because of a
violation, which reopens all of the previous discussions including that culvert. Mr. Williams
explained that the work done did not impact that culvert; it is upstream of their work area.

Mr. Galler questioned if any calculations of volume and velocity of the difference between what
was done and what the original plan called for had been done. Mr. Williams stated, when they hit
that outlet structure there with their improvements, they had already mitigated the peak flow.
They did not change the overall drainage area, just how it gets there. Mr. Williams said he would
guess that you wouldn’t see a change in volume but you’re going to see a difference in
conveyance.
Mr. Williams reported that right now they are not working on camp; work was stopped when the
violation was issued. He stated there is one week left of work to get everything stabilized and
tightened down, which they would like to finish before spring. Mr. Williams also noted that they
must stop work by April 1st because of the potential Timber Rattlesnake habitat up above the
camp. He stated they don’t want to leave that open any longer than they have to, that entire
stretch of road. Mr. Williams questioned if it would be possible to allow them to complete and
stabilize the roadwork while working on a solution for the other work which was performed. He
clarified that they are not going anywhere as they still have a whole second phase of work to
complete.

Chairman Galezo questioned, if they were to allow them to finish doing that work and in turn
require them to disconnect the first red pipe so that this new system that runs into the stream is
not taking any water, so the water can run as it was, would that be a consideration? He
questioned if it would fully return to what it had been. Mr. Williams stated, if they plugged it
where that red line is located on the plan (at the catch basin nearest to the entry booth), the only
change they would then have is from the one culvert to the open channel, if the pipe is removed,
which can be done. Mr. Williams stated, if the decision is to remove that pipe and open that
channel back up, they would suggest doing it section by section, starting downstream, stabilizing
as they go.
Mr. Garfinkle stated the other issue is that you’re still going to convey water to the field and then
out that pipe essentially, even though you’re blocking it off, and they’re still going to run into the
rattlesnake issue down the line. He stated unless they follow through with having a DEC
approved monitoring plan, they will not be permitted to move forward with the work. Mr.
Garfinkle explained, if the board allows them to block that pipe and to continue the other work
and bring it back to plan and April 1st comes around and the Conservation Board has decided
they want the pipe removed, then they’re stuck.
Mr. Williams reported he has reached out to DEC and has suggested installing a silt fence barrier
along this work zone now before the rattlesnake season starts, in essence blocking off their work
zone, in hope that DEC would allow them to continue their work. Mr. Garfinkle stated the DEC
would have to agree with that. Mr. Williams stated DEC already has their monitoring plan in
front of them and he is just waiting on a response from them. Mr. Garfinkle stated it is known as
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exclusion fencing and noted that rattlesnakes currently actively move through the camp during
the appropriate seasons, even though it is an already disturbed area.

Mr. Garfinkle stated that trying to “beat” the timing restriction is a moot point in his opinion and
suggested they move forward with the rattlesnake plan and follow up with the DEC and explain
what route they’d like to take. That way, if the board agrees to allowing the applicant to close the
top of that pipe, that work won’t also be stopped due to the timing restriction. Mr. Williams
stated the board has the ability to tell them to go and put it back to the approved plan, and that
could be accomplished by April 1st. Mr. Garfinkle stated it is up to the board to assess how it
would like to treat the violation component of this. Mr. Repetto questioned if the CB has to wait
for the DEC to which Mr. Garfinkle responded that he would reach out to them and see how they
would like to handle this.
Chairman Galezo stated, since it’s going to change, this is an opportunity to make the plan even
better. Mr. Garfinkle stated, after all of this, if it opens up the conversation of what actually needs
to be done to rectify the issue that they’re trying to fix with this, that should also be discussed
moving forward. Mr. Repetto questioned what that issue is. Mr. Williams noted 2 areas of fields
on the plan that, because of the swale and the fact that it’s a low-lying area, if there is a heavy
storm event it will overflood and get some wetness through the fields. He noted the one area is
due to the issues upstream of their work area. The real reason for that drainage and pulling
everything down to the stream is to try and dry out the one area. Mr. Repetto questioned if that is
related to the 3 plugged culverts. Mr. Williams stated it is not.

Mr. Williams stated the stream flows down and follows the fields and what happens is, when
those culverts get clogged, it backs up on the upstream side and then spills over through the
fields to get to the downstream side. He stated all of their work is discharging downstream.
Chairman Galezo suggested building into the plan some way to drain that low area, that is
acceptable to this board.
Mr. Williams explained, part of what’s happening too, by nature of this, is a lot of the runoff
from that road used to go down the hill and through those fields. What they’ve done with the
calculations is they’ve taken that road and cross-pitched it uphill and put a collection and
conveyance system on the uphill side so that instead of the water running down and saturating
those fields, they’re actually picking it up and then discharging to a certain section.
Mr. Garfinkle questioned if they were able to get out and stabilize that area. Mr. Solmsen stated
he believed they had.
Chairman Galezo stated he would like to visit the site.

Mr. Williams stated a major step is talking to DEC to see where they stand because they could
have some opinions that change the course of what has been discussed this evening. He stated he
would also like to speak to them about the possibility of exclusionary fencing. Mr. Williams
expressed his wish to continue to get the area stabilized.
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Mr. Galler suggested there needs to be closer engineering oversight. Mr. Garfinkle stated he
would follow up with Mr. Williams regarding weekly monitoring by a licensed P.E. Mr.
Garfinkle stated he tries to visit the property weekly as well.
Chairman Galezo stated the applicants will speak to DEC about the snake monitoring plan and
Mr. Garfinkle will reach out to DEC regarding the stream. Mr. Garfinkle stated he wants to
ensure the board has a clear approach on where they stand before he speaks to them so everyone
is on the same page moving forward.

Mr. Solmsen requested the stop work order be lifted on the lower drive and the board allow that
work to be completed as it is away from the stream and the unapproved work that was done. The
board agreed to lift the stop work order on the remainder of the lower drive, grading and
stabilizing that area.
Chairman Galezo stated that’s all draining into that culvert and questioned if there is anything
that can be done to add further protection. Mr. Williams stated he was unsure if they should do
anything in that stream until they talk to DEC. Chairman Galezo clarified that he was not talking
about the stream but the beginning of that pipe. Mr. Solmsen suggested it be plugged for the time
being. Mr. Garfinkle stated that there was some confusion and 2 different things are being
discussed. He stated they were talking about severing the connection from the violation.
Chairman Galezo stated he was not. Mr. Williams stated, creating a stable condition there that
filters out the runoff before discharging to the stream is a fantastic idea and should be done.
However, just severing the connection, that water is still going to go somewhere and it may just
pond elsewhere and cause erosion in other areas.

Mr. Garfinkle stated that the boards interpretation of that, when Mr. Williams was explaining it
earlier, was that the planned discharge is in place or will be in place by April 1st and questioned
why they wouldn’t sever that connection now. Mr. Williams stated, if they put that pipe in, which
does have rock outlet protection at the end to dissipate the flows, then they can sever that
connection. Mr. Garfinkle noted that that is part of the plan. Mr. Garfinkle questioned how much
of an opportunity there is at that junction for some sort of bioswale or to accommodate water
filtration. Mr. Williams stated this whole feature was designed as a water quality swale under the
DEC Stormwater Manual. Mr. Garfinkle questioned, if keeping the pipe does solve the issue,
how they can maximize filtration at that point. Chairman Galezo suggested that is more of a
long term thought and we are talking about an immediate fix. He questioned why they are going
to allow that pipe to go in, that was part of the plan, if the whole thing may change. Mr.
Garfinkle responded, because that has already been approved. Mr. Williams noted that there are
slopes and things in the area that really limit their ability to create a nice space for something for
the stormwater. Chairman Galezo stated it is his concern that if they put in that black pipe and
carry all that water to that low spot, there’s no connection to the drainage at all so where is that
water going to go? Mr. Garfinkle stated that was his original point about allowing them to
continue the work and that April 1st deadline. He stated that pipe is per plan, approved by the
Planning Board and Mr. Gainer. Chairman Galezo agreed, but stated they also can’t just follow
part of the plan; if there is no outlet for it that is functional and is per plan, then you can’t just
build half the plan.
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Mr. Williams suggested they do a quick run-through of the plan again to make sure everyone
understands. He pointed to a section on the plan and stated, at that point there they took all that
road runoff and mitigated it right at that point up there. Before they actually let the water go,
when they let it go it’s at the predevelopment rates. He continued, if right now they put that pipe
in per plan, which also follows the existing discharge point, they will create the same condition
they had in the predevelopment. From there, there is still the benefit of that swale and it will then
come into the culvert. At this point, their temporary difference is from the end of that culvert to
the stream. Previously there was an open channel, not a flat grass line channel but a slope that
goes straight down to a stream. He noted it could probably use some rip-rap and stabilization.
Mr. Garfinkle suggested if they do allow them to keep the bottom connection open and flowing,
based on the current plan idea, that they take as many measures as possible to maximize
protection and slow the water down going through that pipe.
Mr. Garfinkle stated the board is in agreement to lift the stop work order for the completion of
the lower access road work. He stated he would reach out to DEC to discuss the next steps. Mr.
Williams informed them that his permit coordinator with DEC for the snake monitoring plan is
Sarah. Mr. Garfinkle stated his initial contact will be with the ECO that works in this region.

Other Discussion:
Mr. Garfinkle informed the board that the Town was notified of a plan that NYS Parks is going to
be carrying out over by Hubbard Lodge. They are going to be doing New England Cottontail
habitat restoration next week. He stated we were notified by their permitted environmental
analyst that they will be doing some tree removal in those old farm fields on Route 9. Mr.
Garfinkle stated the Town does not have any say in approvals there but he wanted to let the board
know that it will be taking place. He reported it will be 2 people from a small non-profit forestry
organization, Catskill Forest Association, performing the work. Mr. Garfinkle explained that plan
was put together by a Ph. D. grad student at SUNY ESF. He stated DEC is on board with it as
well. Mr. Repetto questioned what the goal of the project is. Mr. Garfinkle stated it is New
England Cottontail habitat restoration, which is an endangered cottontail species only found east
of the Hudson River up through Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont &
Maine. He stated the Fahnestock area actually has one of the largest concentrations of the
population in New York. They are trying to do habitat management and restoration combined
with another scientific study where they’re going to be comparing plots with invasive species
versus plots without invasive species and early successional management to see if there is any
sort of interspecific competition between the more common Eastern Cottontail and the New
England Cottontail and what it prefers.

Stormwater:
Mr. Garfinkle stated the Surprise Lake Camp violation was a stormwater issue that had come up
in the past few weeks.
Mr. Garfinkle reported he had received a complaint about Cold Spring Farm up on Route 9 near
the Magazzino Art Center about some issues with the property owner to the south of the
property. The runoff from the farm was pooling at the end of the property owner’s driveway and
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freezing over, due to some inadequacies with what was installed at the farm. He stated he and
Mr. Gainer visited the site and created a list of things they need to address because they are not
really operating under any sort of Town oversight, besides the stormwater component. They did
not have to seek approvals from the Planning Board due to the fact that they are an agricultural
operation. He stated there has been this continuous issue where the stormwater facilities on site
don’t really accept the quantity of water that comes off that hillside in the winter time because
the ground is frozen.

Mr. Garfinkle reported they are working their way through the MS4 annual report. There will be
a public hearing at the May Town Board meeting then report has to go out by the end of that
month.

Other Discussion:
Chairman Galezo reported there is a Bald Eagle nest down on Manitou. Mr. Garfinkle stated he
and the Conservation Board notified DEC of the nest so it will now be listed in the national
database and if any new projects come up in that area that will come up as a hit and will require a
little bit more planning with projects moving forward, especially construction. Mr. Garfinkle
noted that the nest is located on Town owned property.
Chairman Galezo stated that Councilman Leonard had brought up the idea of a ‘hard line’ in
terms of entering the wetland buffer at the last monthly meeting and questioned if he had further
discussed it with the Town Board. Councilman Leonard stated he’s tried to do some research but
needs to look into it more; there are many things to consider.
Chairman Galezo questioned where is the ‘gate’ that lets someone know that there are wetlands
on their property. He stated some years back Greenburgh did a mapping of every single wetland
in their Town. He suggested it would be great if there was something the Town could do to help
people know if there are wetlands located on any given property in Philipstown. Mr. Garfinkle
stated we do have that but it likely needs to be updated. He explained that the responsibility is on
the applicant or prospective homebuyer to find out if there are any wetlands on or near the
property.

Mr. Garfinkle explained that Southeast has a sliding buffer administrative process in their code.
It’s a much more involved process basically to determine where that line is and it takes into
account numerous things such as slope and soil type but it becomes on the onus of the
homeowner or the applicant to hire someone to evaluate where that line should be and then the
board will evaluate that.

Mr. Garfinkle stated that when there are pre-application meetings for the Planning Board, Mr.
Gainer is pretty good about directing the applicant to reach out to him if there are wetlands
on/near the property being discussed. However, if the project does not have to go to Planning,
then a pre-app isn’t held.

Minutes:
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Philipstown Conservation Board
Regular Monthly Meeting Minutes
March 12, 2019

The minutes of January 8, 2019 were reviewed. Mr. Baker moved to approve the minutes as
presented and Mr. Repetto seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Mark Galezo
Robert Repetto
Andrew Galler
Jan Baker
Lew Kingsley
MJ Martin

Aye
Aye
Abstain
Aye
Absent
Absent

Councilman Leonard introduced Pete Salmansohn & Krystal Ford, 2 of the applicants who have
applied to fill the open position on the Conservation Board.

Chairman Galezo stated he and Ms. Percacciolo had a discussion about cancelling meetings and
what the process is. He explained that for instance in February, a meeting had been scheduled
and the day before the meeting the only applicant on the agenda informed Ms. Percacciolo that
they would not be able to attend the meeting the next night. Therefore, she reached out to
Chairman Galezo and Mr. Garfinkle and it was decided to cancel that meeting. Chairman Galezo
questioned if there is a specific process or deadline for cancelling a meeting. Councilman
Leonard explained that it used to be an issue because Stormwater & the Conservation Board
were grouped together and there are certain requirements for Stormwater that need to be met.
Because they are now separate meeting and the Stormwater requirements are met through
different meetings, it is not as big of an issue to cancel a Conservation meeting if necessary.
Mr. Garfinkle reported that there was one last thing to discuss, that being the request of Ms.
Percacciolo to change the date of the May meeting. Ms. Percacciolo explained that in the month
of May, Planning, ZBA & Conservation meetings all happen to fall in the same week and if
possible, she would like to move the Conservation meeting either up or back a week just to
spread out the word load a little. The board agreed to move the May meeting to May 21st instead
of May 14th.
Mr. Galler moved to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Baker seconded the motion. All were in favor
and the meeting adjourned at 8:48 pm.

Date Approved:____________________________

Respectfully submitted by,

Tara K. Percacciolo
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ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, PC.

March 29, 2019

Town of Philipstown Conservation Board
238 Main Street, PO Box 155
Cold Spring, NY 10516

RE: Surprise Lake Camp
382 Lake Surprise Road
Tax Map # 27.-1-1.1
Dear Chairman and Members of the Board:

Enclosed please find ten (10 copies) of the following items:
•

Wetland Permit Application Package Major Project, dated March 29, 2019.

•

Short Environmental Assessment Form, dated March 29, 2019.

•

Drawing Set, 11 sheets, last revised March 29, 2019.

•

Drawing SP-2.2.1 “Grading and Drainage Plan - Lower Road Improvements”, last revised
March 22, 2019.

•

Supplemental Wetland Permit Narrative, dated March 29, 2019.

•

CD containing PDFs of Submission. (1 each)

Also enclosed is the Application fee I escrow deposit check in the amount of $1,500.00 ($500.00
for the application fee and $1,000.00 for the escrow deposit).

Surprise Lake Camp received site plan approval from the Town of Philipstown Planning Board and
a wetland permit from the Town Conservation Board in 2018 for a 2 phase project at its existing camp site.
The first phase was to complete the Lower Road Improvements portion of the project, with the second
phase consisting of the Lakeside Improvements portion of the project to follow. The Lower Road
Improvements portion of the project started construction at the end of 2018 and will be completed prior to
the start of the 2019 camp season. The phase 2 improvements are anticipated to begin in the fall of 2019
at the earliest.

As discussed with the Conservation Board, a pipe was installed at the eastern end of the phase 1
improvements that was not consistent with the approved plan. This pipe was installed within 100 feet of a
Town of Philipstown and NYSDEC regulated watercourse. As a result of this work, Conservation Board
approval is required for the work that was completed, as well as proposed improvements to remedy the
pipe installation. As discussed with the Conservation Board, the applicant is proposing to remove the
recently installed drainage system and to construct the stormwater collection and conveyance in
accordance with the approved plans. In addition, it is proposed to:
1.

Re-establish a grass swale uphill of an existing driveway culvert.

2.

Install end sections on the recently replaced driveway culvert.

3.

Stabilize the area between the outfall of the driveway culvert and the Town of Philipstown I
NYSDEC Watercourse.

3 Garrett Place, Carmel, New York 10512 (845) 225-9690 Fax (845) 225-9717
www. insite-eng. com
Z:\E\17166100\Correspondence\2019\03291 9cb.doc

Letter to Town of Philipstown Conservation Board
RE: Surprise Lake Camp

Page 2 of 2
March 29, 2019

The addition of the swales will result in further stormwater treatment than originally provided for in
the project SWPPP. In addition, the swales will serve to stabilize the existing flow paths that were subject
to erosion.

We look forward to continuing to meet with the Conservation Board to resolve this issue.
If you have any questions or comments regarding this information, please do not hesitate to contact
our office.

Very truly yours,
INSITE ENGINEERING, SURVEYING & LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P C.

By:

Richard D. Williams, Jr., P.E.
Principal Engineer
RDW/dlm/kff

B. Solmsen (with enclosures)
R. Gainer, P.E.
Insite File No. 17166.100

cc:

Z:\E\17166100\Correspondence\2019\032919cb.doc

Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P. C.

TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN

238 Main Street

PUTNAM COUNTY, NEW YORK

Cold Spring, NY, 10516
(845) 265-5202

APPLLCAILQLLEQJR WETLANDS PERMIT

NgteJoAwiicant
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:

SURFfetSt. LAKS CAfAp
C|D
Scl<"n

Address:______ f52.O '£dfe|4TA AQRNOb.
|0Gi<g

_____

Telephone: 24 ~2- - 31 '31
If Corporation, give names of officers:

Mailing Address: _____________________________________________________________

2.

Name of Agent

{Applicant must be owner of the land. The Application may be managed an authorized agent ofsuch
person!)
Mailing Address:______________________________________________________________

Telephone:______________________________________________________________________
3. Location of Proposed Activity:
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Tax Map #:

Acreage of Controlled Area Affected:
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Square footage of soil disturbed by the entire project:
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4. Type of Activity: (See list of regulated activities)
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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.
HdCjLJEC. - "VVz'bc cA cnn
VM«Ac'r'5_Jfe<"rr\\ 4roeri-Y +o tLo L -l^r LVjLDLC CtT -A-I'S-Q&'L- Cvevac^C.

Each copy of this application shall be accompanied by:

6.
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 proposedactivity.
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.)

Date:

Signature of Applicant:

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

Name of Action or Project:

Surprise Lake Camp - Lower Road Improvements and Remediation
Project Location (describe, and attach a location map):
382 Lake Surprise Road, Cold Spring, Putnam County, New York

Brief Description of Proposed Action:

Removal of recently installed drainage piping and concrete structures and re-establishment of approved Lower Road Improvements plan, including
addition of end sections to a recently replaced culvert, and installation of a grass and rip rap swale.

Name of Applicant or Sponsor:

Telephone: 212-924-3131

Surprise Lake Camp c/o Bradley Solmsen

E-Mail:

Address:
520 Eighth Avenue, 4th Floor
City/PO:
New York

1.

State:
New York

Zip Code:
10018

Does the proposed action only involve the legislative adoption of a plan, loca I law, ordinance,

uwimuuniuu.v iwiv, VI ic^uiuv.vn.
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.

2. Does the proposed action require a permit, approval or funding from any other government Agency?
If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit or approval: NYSDEC - Protection of waters permit and amendment to NOI
3.

a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action?
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed?
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned
or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor?

4.

Check all land uses that occur on, are adjoining or near the proposed action:

5.

I

I Urban

H Forest

I I Rural (non-agriculture)

Q Industrial |

I I Agriculture

[

| Aquatic

0.1 acres
2.9+/- acres

| Commercial I

l~71

Other(Specify):

F71 Parkland
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465 acres

I Residential (suburban)

Camp

NO

YES

/

□

NO

YES

□

0

5.

6.

7.

Is the proposed action,

NO

YES

N/A

a.

A permitted use under the zoning regulations?

□

0

□

b.

Consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan?

□

0

□

NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

0

□

0

□

0

□

NO

YES

□

0

NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

0

1□

NO

YES

0

1□

0

[□

NO

YES

□

[0

□

[0

Is the proposed action consistent with the predominant character of the existing built or natural landscape?

Is the site of the proposed action located in, or does it adjoin, a state listed Critical Environmental Area?

If Yes, identify:

8.

a.

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

b.

Are public transportation services available at or near the site of the proposed action?

Are any pedestrian accommodations or bicycle routes available on or near the site of the proposed
action?
Does the proposed action meet or exceed the state energy code requirements?

c.

9.

If the proposed action will exceed requirements, describe design features and technologies:

Not applicable, the proposed action does not create a demand on energy

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:

12. a. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district
which is listed on the National or State Register of Historic Places, or that has been determined by the
Commissioner of the NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation to be eligible for listing on the
State Register of Historic Places?

Property is adjacent to Valhalla Highlands Historic District (VHHD).
b. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory?

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?
b. Would the proposed action physically alter, or encroach into, any existing wetland or waterbody?

If Yes, identity the wetland or waterbody and extent of alterations in square feet or acres:
Onsite Class A(T) stream. It is proposed to stabilize an existing ditch created by an existing driveway culvert that discharges intc the
stream with a rin ran swale

Page 2 of 3

14. Identify the typical habitat types that occur on, or are likely to be found on the project site. Check all that apply:
1

1 Shoreline 1

1 Forest I

1

1 Wetland 1

1 Urban 1 1 Suburban

I Agricultural/grasslands

171 Early mid-successional

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?
Timber Rattlesnake

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

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?

b. Will storm water discharges be directed to established conveyance systems (runoff and storm drains)?
If Yes, briefly describe:

A piping system recently installed will be removed and the improvements on the previously approved plan constructed. In addition a
arass swale for additional treatment will be added and a rip rap swale is DroDosed to stabilize an existina ditch that discharaes into a
NYSDEC classified stream.
18. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that would result in the impoundment of water
or other liquids (e.g., retention pond, waste lagoon, dam)?
If Yes, explain the purpose and size of the impoundment:

T9. 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:

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

NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

□

0

0

□

□

□

NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

0

□

I CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF
MY KNOWLEDGE

Applicant/sponsor/name:

Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture

Title: Principal Engineer

Signature:

PRINT FORM

Date: 3/29/19
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EAF Mapper Summary Report
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Disclaimer: The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist
project sponsors and reviewing agencies in preparing an environmental
assessment form (EAF). Not all questions asked in the EAF are
answered by the EAF Mapper. Additional information on any EAF
question can be obtained by consulting the EAF Workbooks. Although
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-to-date digital data available to
DEC, you may also need to contact local or other data sources in order
to obtain data not provided by the Mapper. Digital data is not a
substitute for agency determinations.
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Part 1 1 Question 7 [Critical Environmental
Area]

No

Part 1 Z Question 12a [National or State
Register of Historic Places or State Eligible
Sites]

No

Part 1 / Question 12b [Archeological Sites]

No

Part 1 / Question 13a [Wetlands or Other
Regulated Waterbodies]

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

Part 1 / Question 15 [Threatened or
Endangered Animal]

Yes

Part 1 / Question 15 [Threatened or
Endangered Animal - Name]

Timber Rattlesnake

Part 1 / Question 16 [100 Year Flood Plain]

No

Part 1 / Question 20 [Remediation Site]

No

Short Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report

IN SITE
ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, PC.

SUPPLEMENTAL
WETLAND PERMIT NARRATIVE
For

Surprise Lake Camp
Town of Philipstown, New York
March 29, 2019
This narrative is intended to be a supplement to the Wetland Permit Narrative reviewed by the
Conservation Board in 2018 for the previously approved Lakeside Improvements and Lower Road
Improvements Project. This Supplemental Narrative is intended to address the regulated activities of the
current wetland permit application for recent disturbance within the 100’ buffer of a Town of Philipstown
watercourse in the vicinity of the Lower Road Improvements portion of the project, which is currently
under construction.

The subject activities involve 0.1 AC of disturbance within the 100’ buffer of the regulated watercourse
for the removal of recently installed drainage piping and concrete structures and re-establishment of the
approved Lower Road Improvements plan, including the addition of end sections to a recently replaced
culvert, re-establishment of a grass swale and stabilization of a drainage channel leading to the watercourse
with rip rap.
Based on the above and pursuant to Chapter 93-8, Criteria for Approval, this application:

1.

Will not have a substantial adverse effect upon the natural function and benefits of the onsite
watercourse.

2.

Will not substantially change the natural channel of a watercourse or substantially inhibit the
dynamics of a watercourse system.

3.

Will not result in the degrading or pollution of waters.

4.

Will not increase the potential for flooding. The previous SWPPP maintained existing
drainage patterns and peak flow and that will not change for the current proposal.

5.

Will provide for control of pollution, erosion, siltation and sedimentation during and after
conducting the activity.
Erosion and sediment controls will be implemented during
construction as shown on Drawing SP-2.2.1. The addition of the end sections on the
recently replaced culvert will provide for a stabilized inlet into the culvert, as well as a
stabilized outlet. In addition, the existing drainage channel from the culvert to the
watercourse will be stabilized with rip rap providing an improvement over the existing
condition.

6.

No practicable alternative location is available.

7.

No additional technical improvement or safeguards can reasonably be added to the plan or
activity which would minimize impact on the controlled area.

8.

The activity alleviates a hazard to the public health or safety.

Supplemental Wetland Permit Narrative.doc
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Insite Engineering, Surveying, and Landscape Architecture, P.C.

238 Main Street
Cold Spring, NY, 10516
(845) 265-5202

TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN
PUTNAM COUNTY, NEW YORK

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:

g-rsv .

- ^AbbA.~b_________________

Address: I 5

Telephone: fan}

{e stA VF,

W /052-^

?

If Corporation, give names of officers:

Mailing Address: ____________________________________________________________

2. Name of Agent
(.Applicant must be owner of the land. The Application may be managed an authorized agent ofsuch

person!)

Mailing Address:

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 I. Responses
become part of the application for approval or funding, are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.
Complete Part I based on information currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully
respond to any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information.

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

Name of Action or Project:
Project Location (describe, and attach a location map):

LAKS-

NY

Brief Description of Proposed Action:

pX nevd

bvAdi'n^. /
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0

J -

ewp
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deck.

Name of Applicant or Sponsor:
i

Telephone:

Mk:

^032-

; E-Mail:
-d/v")

Address:

State:

Citv/PO:

Zip Code:

R
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.

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:
lovJn 0

kjcj

h the
3.a. Total acreage of
the site of the proposed action?

jdcres

b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed?
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned
or controlled bv the applicant or project sponsor?

Q.O )| G

i • i'Y2)

4. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action.
I I Urban ixTRural (non-agriculture) □Industrial □Commercial
□Forest □.Agriculture
□Parkland

□ Aquatic

acres
acres 0-£>-r't

EfResidential (suburban)

nOther (specify):_____________________
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DSfeZ
YES
NO
□
NO
□

YES

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

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 i

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

YES

□

□

1 AFFIRM THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE
/
Applicant/sponsor name:
Date: of.//‘j // <s}
\ Sienature:

PRINT FORM

X__ .
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architects p.c.

Date:

08 March 2019

Property : 19 Lake Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY
Tax ID#: 72.17-1-14 //Zoning District - RC (Rural Conservation)
Page 1 of 2

APPLICATION FOR WETLANDS PERMIT- EXHIBIT A
The following are responses to and correlates with the Wetlands Application for the abovementioned property.
6.a.

Outline and Detailed Description of Proposed Activities:

The proposed renovation of this cottage basically consists of the addition of a front entry
porch, an extension of an existing bedroom, interior alterations and the re-build of an existing
open deck located at the side and rear of the existing cottage.
The scale of the addition of the front porch (182 sf) and the extension of the bedroom (76 sf)
represent a modest increase and will blend in architecturally and fit the character of the
neighborhood. The re-built open deck is largely in the same footprint as the existing deck,
which is in-need of replacement due to deterioration.

The addition of the front porch is located on a wetland buffer along with approximately 30% of
the existing house. The buffer zone is located on the 'driveway' side of the house and in the
front yard. A front porch and entry need to be contiguous with the driveway and road. The
porch will be constructed with pier footings with a floor plane elevated above grade, limiting
excavation. The extension of the bedroom at the north side of the house and the rebuild of the
deck will also have pier footings and thus limited excavation.
The total square footage of soil to be disturbed by this project is approximately 505 ft2. The
total square footage of soil to be disturbed within the wetlands buffer zone is approximately
308 ft2. The total amount of material to be excavated is approximately 1559 ft3. The total
amount of material to be disturbed within the wetlands buffer zone is approximately 995 ft3.

Comparison of activity to the criteria for approval specified in Section 93-8 of the Wetlands
Law:
1. The proposed activity will not have a substantial adverse effect upon the natural
function and benefits of a wetland or watercourse as set forth in section 93-2B. The
proposed intervention is relatively minimal and will only have a small excavation impact.
2. The activity will not substantially change the natural channel of a watercourse or
substantially inhibit the dynamics of a watercourse system. The proposed activity does
not take place within a watercourse, only within a 100' wetlands buffer zone.
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3. The activity will not result in the degrading or pollution of waters. The proposed activity
will employ erosion control methods such as silt fences during construction. The watersupply and waste-water treatment systems are not being modified. Storm water will be
managed on-site with the use of pervious surfaces at the patio and deck.
4. The activity will not increase the potential for flooding. The proposed activity does not
include extensive re-grading or excavation. Existing contours to remain in all areas
beyond the proposed stone patio. The proposed activity would result in a modest
increase in impervious surface of 258 sf. (new front porch and bedroom extension).
5. Sufficient provision has been made for control of pollution, erosion, siltation and
sedimentation during and after conduct of the activity. The plans include standard
erosion control measures to be deployed during the excavation phase, including silt
fencing and/or combination sediment barriers as needed.
6. No practicable alternative location is available on the subject parcel. Due to the irregular
shape of the property, the undersized lot, the pre-existing non-conformity to current
dimensional zoning requirements and the placement of the existing cottage on the lot, a
variance would be required for any addition to this property. Approximately thirtypercent of the existing cottage is situated entirely within the 100' wetlands buffer zone,
making any proposed alteration exist entirely within this buffer. The proposed
construction represents a modest increase to the non-conformity and is in character to
the neighborhood of what was originally summer lake cottage community. Based on the
above and following, the requested locations are the minimum necessary and adequate
to provide the benefit sought by Ms. Haddad while preserving and protecting the
character of the surrounding community.
7. No additional technical improvements or safeguards can reasonably be added to the
plan or activity which would minimize the impact on a controlled area. The proposed
activity minimizes excavation area with the use or pier foundations, utilizes erosion
control mechanisms during construction, and manages storm water with the use or
pervious surfaces where possible.
8. The activity will alleviate or remove a hazard to the public health or safety. N/A.
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Property : 19 Lake Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY
Tax ID #: 72.17-1-14 // Zoning District - RC (Rural Conservation)

APPLICATION FOR WETLANDS PERMIT -EXHIBIT B
The following are responses to and correlates with the Wetlands Application for the abovementioned property.
6.d.

Adjoining Property Owners:

A. Adjoining Property to the South
Tax ID: 72.17-1-15
Address: 15 Lake Celeste Drive
Owner: Betsy A. Haddad - 15 Lake Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY 10524

B. Adjoining Property to the North - Across Lake Celeste Drive
Tax ID: 72.17-1-10
Address: 10 Lake Celeste Drive
Owner: Susan B. Gill / Susan B. Gill Revoc. Trust - 7 E 14 St, Apt 18EF, New York, NY 10003

C. Adjoining Property to the East
Tax ID: 72.17-1-13
Address: 25 Lake Celeste Drive
Owner: Robert Smythe -4807 Wellington Drive, Chevy Chase, MD 20815

4 Liberty Street, Ossining, NY 10562

www.kamentallarchitects.com

Joanne Tai!

914.923.4032

architects p.c.

Date:

08 March 2019

Property :

19 Lake Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY
Tax ID#: 72.17-1-14
Zoning District - RC (Rural Conservation)

APPLICATION FOR WETLANDS PERMIT -EXHIBIT C
LOCATION MAP
1.

Location of Property: (19 Lake Celeste Road)
Directions from Town of Philipstown townhall (238 Main Street, Cold Spring, NY) to 19 Lake
Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY:
Head Northeast on NY-301 E / Main Street toward Parsonage Street (2.2 miles).
Turn right onto U.S. 9 South (4.1 miles).
Turn left onto Travis Corners Road (9 miles)
Turn right onto Old Albany Post Road (2 miles)
Turn left onto Lake Celeste Drive (0.1 mile with destination on the right).
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TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
----------------------------------------------------------------------------- X
In re application of:
BETSY A. HADDAD

RESOLUTION

for area variances from the minimum front and
rear yard setback requirements, as well as the
maximum impervious surface coverage requirements,
set forth in the Dimensional Table of the Town of
Philipstown Zoning Law.

Appeal No. 919

Tax Map Parcel:
72.17-1-14

-X

The applicant, Betsy A. Haddad, is the owner of property within the Town of
Philipstown with a street address identified as 19 Lake Celeste Drive, Garrison, New

York 10524. The subject property is identified on the Tax Map as Section 72.17, Block
1, Lot 14. The property is 0.463 acres in size, and is located in the Town’s Rural

Conservation (“RC”) Zoning District. The property is currently improved by a single

family residence.
The applicant seeks to seek to construct several additions to the existing single

family residence on her property. Specifically, the applicant seeks to construct a 1-story
heated wood frame addition, an unheated covered porch, and a wood deck with steps and
a stone landing. With respect to these proposed improvements, the new wood frame

addition will be set back from the road (Lake Celeste Drive) by a distance of 23.17 feet,
whereas the minimum front yard setback requirement is 60 feet. With respect to the new

covered porch, the same will be set back from the road by a distance of 36.45 feet,

whereas the minimum front yard setback requirement is 60 feet. The new covered porch
will also be set back from the rear yard by a distance of 39.94 feet, whereas the minimum

rear yard setback is 50 feet. With respect to the new wood deck with steps and a stone
landing, the same will be set back from the rear vard lot line bv a distance of 39.39 feet.

whereas the minimum rear yard setback is 50 feet. Finally, the proposed improvements
will, in conjunction with the existing structures on the property, result in impervious

surface coverage area of 25.07%, whereas the maximum impervious surface coverage
allowed is 10%. Because the proposed additions will result in insufficient front and rear

yard setbacks, and will not conform with the maximum impervious surface coverage

limits set forth in the Town of Philipstown Zoning Law, the applicant’s request for a
building permit was denied on October 1, 2018. The applicant has appealed this denial to
this Board, and seeks area variances to construct the above described improvements.

hi early October of 2018 the applicant submitted her request for area variances to
the Zoning Board of Appeals. On October 15, 2018 the Zoning Board of Appeals

reviewed the application for completeness, and scheduled this matter for a public hearing.
The public hearing was conducted on November 5, 2018, and upon all discussion and

testimony that preceded it, the public hearing was closed.
At a public meeting of the Board on November 5, 2018, and upon all discussion

and testimony that preceded it, and a review of all submissions and proof submitted to the
Board, Robert Dee made a motion, seconded by Vincent Cestone, as follows:

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of
Philipstown, Putnam County, New York, determines and finds:
FINDINGS OF FACT

1.

The applicant submitted her request, Appeal #919, to the Town of

Philipstown Zoning Board, upon the denial of her request for a building permit to
construct a 1 -story wood frame addition, a covered porch, and a wood deck - with steps

and a stone landing, on the residential property located at 19 Lake Celeste Drive,

Garrison, New York, which is within the Town of Philipstown.

2.

The applicant’s property is located in the Rural Conservation (“RC”)

Zoning District in the Town of Philipstown, and is identified on the Town of Philipstown

Tax Map as Section 72.17, Block 1, Lot 14.
3.

The Town of Philipstown Dimensional Table (Section 175, Attachment 2),

annexed to the Town of Philipstown Zoning Law, provides that, in the RC Zoning

District, there shall be a minimum front yard setback of 60 feet, a minimum rear yard
setback of 50 feet, and maximum impervious surface coverage of 10%. In this

application, and as noted herein: the applicant’s 1-story addition shall result in a front
yard setback of 23.17 feet; the applicant’s covered porch shall result in a front yard
setback of 36.45 feet and a rear yard setback of 39.94 feet; the applicant’s wood deck

with steps and a stone landing shall result in a rear yard setback of 39.39 feet; and the
subject improvements, together with the parcel’s existing structures, shall result in
impervious surface coverage of 25.07%. Because the proposed improvements do not
conform with specified requirements set forth in the Town of Philipstown Zoning Law’s

Dimensional Table, the applicant has applied to this Board for area variances so as to
permit the construction and placement of the subject improvements.
4.

Applications for area variances are analyzed in accordance with the

statutory standards provided in Town Law Section 267.

5.

The Board reviewed the application and accompanying materials at its

regular meeting on October 15, 2018 in order to determine the sufficiency of the
application and as a prerequisite to scheduling the public hearing on the instant appeal.

The Board determined that the application was complete. A public hearing was scheduled
for November 5, 2018 upon proper public notice thereof being given in accordance with
statutory mandates and requirements.

6.

The Board met on November 5,2018 for the purpose of conducting the

public hearing.

7.

The Board determines that this is a Type II Action under the State

Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA).

8.

At the public hearing the Board heard from the applicant, their

representatives, and members of the public. The Board closed the public hearing on
November 5, 2018.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
I.

WHETHER AN UNDESIRABLE CHANGE WILL BE PRODUCED IN THE
CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD OR A DETRIMENT TO NEARBY
PROPERTIES WILL BE CREATED BY THE GRANTING OF THE
VARIANCE?
Based upon the materials and testimony presented to the Board, as well as the

Board’s familiarity with the subject property, the Board finds that granting the area
variance sought in this application will not result in an undesirable change to the

character of the neighborhood and will not be a detriment to nearby properties.

The Board observes that the applicant’s lot predates current zoning requirements,

and that the proposed additions, described herein, will improve the appearance and
functionality of the current residence. Although the subject additions will increase pre

existing non-conformities (i.e. the structure’s front and rear yard setbacks, and the

existing impervious surface coverage), the Board finds that the proposed additions will

not adversely affect any adjoining property owners, or the neighborhood in general.
II.

WHETHER THE BENEFITS SOUGHT BY THE APPLICANTS CAN BE
ACHIEVED BY SOME METHOD FEASIBLE FOR THE APPLICANTS TO
PURSUE, OTFIER THAN AN AREA VARIANCE?
The Board finds that the benefits sought by constructing the above described

improvements cannot be achieved by some other feasible method which would not

require relief from this Board. As referenced above, the existing structures on the
property, which predate current zoning requirements, have existing non-conformities

with respect to front and rear yard setbacks, and impervious surface coverage. Due to the
pre-existing non-conforming status of the property, no method, other than the grant of

area variances, is feasible for the applicant to pursue.
III.

WHETHER THE REQUESTED AREA VARIANCES ARE SUBSTANTIAL?

With respect to the proposed improvements which are the subject of this

application, the new wood frame addition will be set back from the road (Lake Celeste
Drive) by a distance of 23.17 feet, whereas the minimum front yard setback requirement

is 60 feet. With respect to the new covered porch, the same will be set back from the
road by a distance of 36.45 feet, whereas the minimum front yard setback requirement is

60 feet. The new covered porch will also be set back from the rear yard by a distance of

39.94 feet, whereas the minimum rear yard setback is 50 feet. With respect to the new

wood deck with steps and a stone landing, the same will be set back from the rear yard lot
line by a distance of 39.39 feet, whereas the minimum rear yard setback is 50 feet.

Finally, the proposed improvements will, in conjunction with the existing structures on
the property, result in impervious surface coverage area of 25.07%, whereas the

maximum impervious surface coverage allowed is 10%.

The Board concludes that the variances sought in this application are not
qualitatively substantial in that the construction of the subject improvements will not
result in any negative visual or spatial impacts under the facts presented, and will not
have any harmful effects on adjoining properties, or the neighborhood in general.

IV.

WHETHER THE PROPOSED VARIANCES WILL HAVE AN ADVERSE
EFFECT OR IMPACT ON THE PHYSICAL OR ENVIRONMENTAL
CONDITIONS IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD?

The area variances sought in this application - a reduction in the minimum front
and rear yard setback requirements, and an increase in the maximum impervious surface

coverage requirements - will not adversely affect the physical or environmental
conditions in the neighborhood under the facts of this application. There is no proposed
construction which would increase traffic, odor, noise, or pollution.

V. WHETHER THE ALLEGED DIFFICULTY WAS SELF-CREATED?

Although the request for the instant area variances does represent a self-created
hardship, this Board chooses not to assign significant weight to this consideration based

upon its finding that the area variances sought will not result in any detriment to the
neighborhood or any adjoining property owners.
BALANCING TEST & CONCLUSION

Based upon the above findings, and taking into consideration the benefit to the

applicant if the variances are granted, as weighed against the detriment to the health,
safety, and welfare of the neighborhood or community, the Board finds that the balance

weighs in favor of approving the variances sought, to allow for the proposed construction
of the wood frame addition, the covered porch, and the wood deck with steps and a stone

landing, despite insufficient front and rear yard setbacks, and despite an increase in the
maximum impervious surface coverage limit.
ROLL CALL VOTE

The question of the foregoing decision calling for approval of the requested
variance was put to a roll call vote on November 5, 2018 and the results were as follows:
Robert Dee, Chairman

-

Voting Aye

Leonard Lim, Member

-

Voting Aye

Granite Frisenda, Member

Absent

Vincent Cestone, Member

Voting Aye

Dated: Philipstown, New York
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Property :

19 Lake Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY
Tax ID#: 72.17-1-14 //Zoning District - RC (Rural Conservation)
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APPLICATION FOR WETLANDS PERMIT- EXHIBIT A
The following are responses to and correlates with the Wetlands Application for the abovementioned property.

6.a.

Outline and Detailed Description of Proposed Activities:

The proposed renovation of this cottage basically consists of the addition of a front entry
porch, an extension of an existing bedroom, interior alterations and the re-build of an existing
open deck located at the side and rear of the existing cottage.
The scale of the addition of the front porch (182 sf) and the extension of the bedroom (76 sf)
represent a modest increase and will blend in architecturally and fit the character of the
neighborhood. The re-built open deck is largely in the same footprint as the existing deck,
which is in-need of replacement due to deterioration.

The addition of the front porch is located on a wetland buffer along with approximately 30% of
the existing house. The buffer zone is located on the 'driveway' side of the house and in the
front yard. A front porch and entry need to be contiguous with the driveway and road. The
porch will be constructed with pier footings with a floor plane elevated above grade, limiting
excavation. The extension of the bedroom at the north side of the house and the rebuild of the
deck will also have pier footings and thus limited excavation.
The total square footage of soil to be disturbed by this project is approximately 505 ft2. The
total square footage of soil to be disturbed within the wetlands buffer zone is approximately
308 ft2. The total amount of material to be excavated is approximately 1559 ft3. The total
amount of material to be disturbed within the wetlands buffer zone is approximately 995 ft3.
Comparison of activity to the criteria for approval specified in Section 93-8 of the Wetlands
Law:

1. The proposed activity will not have a substantial adverse effect upon the natural
function and benefits of a wetland or watercourse as set forth in section 93-2B. The
proposed intervention is relatively minimal and will only have a small excavation impact.
2. The activity will not substantially change the natural channel of a watercourse or
substantially inhibit the dynamics of a watercourse system. The proposed activity does
not take place within a watercourse, only within a 100' wetlands buffer zone.
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3. The activity will not result in the degrading or pollution of waters. The proposed activity
will employ erosion control methods such as silt fences during construction. The watersupply and waste-water treatment systems are not being modified. Storm water will be
managed on-site with the use of pervious surfaces at the patio and deck.
4. The activity will not increase the potential for flooding. The proposed activity does not
include extensive re-grading or excavation. Existing contours to remain in all areas
beyond the proposed stone patio. The proposed activity would result in a modest
increase in impervious surface of 258 sf. (new front porch and bedroom extension).
5. Sufficient provision has been made for control of pollution, erosion, siltation and
sedimentation during and after conduct of the activity. The plans include standard
erosion control measures to be deployed during the excavation phase, including silt
fencing and/or combination sediment barriers as needed.
6. No practicable alternative location is available on the subject parcel. Due to the irregular
shape of the property, the undersized lot, the pre-existing non-conformity to current
dimensional zoning requirements and the placement of the existing cottage on the lot, a
variance would be required for any addition to this property. Approximately thirtypercent of the existing cottage is situated entirely within the 100' wetlands buffer zone,
making any proposed alteration exist entirely within this buffer. The proposed
construction represents a modest increase to the non-conformity and is in character to
the neighborhood of what was originally summer lake cottage community. Based on the
above and following, the requested locations are the minimum necessary and adequate
to provide the benefit sought by Ms. Haddad while preserving and protecting the
character of the surrounding community.
7. No additional technical improvements or safeguards can reasonably be added to the
plan or activity which would minimize the impact on a controlled area. The proposed
activity minimizes excavation area with the use or pier foundations, utilizes erosion
control mechanisms during construction, and manages storm water with the use or
pervious surfaces where possible.
8. The activity will alleviate or remove a hazard to the public health or safety. N/A.
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Property : 19 Lake Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY
Tax ID #: 72.17-1-14 // Zoning District - RC (Rural Conservation)

APPLICATION FOR WETLANDS PERMIT -EXHIBIT B
The following are responses to and correlates with the Wetlands Application for the abovementioned property.
6.d.

Adjoining Property Owners:
A. Adjoining Property to the South
Tax ID: 72.17-1-15
Address: 15 Lake Celeste Drive
Owner: Betsy A. Haddad - 15 Lake Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY 10524
B. Adjoining Property to the North - Across Lake Celeste Drive
Tax ID: 72.17-1-10
Address: 10 Lake Celeste Drive
Owner: Susan B. Gill / Susan B. Gill Revoc. Trust - 7 E 14 St, Apt 18EF, New York, NY 10003

C. Adjoining Property to the East
Tax ID: 72.17-1-13
Address: 25 Lake Celeste Drive
Owner: Robert Smythe - 4807 Wellington Drive, Chevy Chase, MD 20815
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Date:

08 March 2019

Property :

19 Lake Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY
Tax ID#: 72.17-1-14
Zoning District - RC (Rural Conservation)

APPLICATION FOR WETLANDS PERMIT -EXHIBIT C
LOCATION MAP
1.

Location of Property: (19 Lake Celeste Road)
Directions from Town of Philipstown townhall (238 Main Street, Cold Spring, NY) to 19 Lake
Celeste Drive, Garrison, NY:
Head Northeast on NY-301 E / Main Street toward Parsonage Street (2.2 miles).
Turn right onto U.S. 9 South (4.1 miles).
Turn left onto Travis Corners Road (9 miles)
Turn right onto Old Albany Post Road (2 miles)
Turn left onto Lake Celeste Drive (0.1 mile with destination on the right).
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