NOTICE

The application for Homeland Towers can be found on the Zoning Board of Appeals
page on this website.

CONSERVATION BOARD
238 Main St., Cold Spring, NY 10516
September 12, 2017 7:30 PM
MEETING AGENDA
1) Approval of Minutes:
• July 11, 2017
• August 8, 2017

2) Correspondence:

3) Old Business:
TM# 90.8-2-7
WL17-288
Jose & Maria Lojano
17 Ox Yoke Road, Garrison, NY
(Proposed septic system repair, installation of curtain drain and piping of intermittent drainage
course)

Homeland Towers LLC,
40 Yesterday Drive.

TM #38-3-24.1

Appeal #906

(5,610 square foot fenced compound containing a180 foot monopole and related equipment at
base of the structure. Submission of paperwork requested from the July 11, 2017 meeting.)

Glassbury Court HOA
(Representative(s) from HOA to address the board in regards to Stormwater situation at
Glassbury Court)
4) New Business:
Open Space Institute (Glynwood) TM# 28.-1-15
WL 17- 293
362 Glynwood Rd, Cold Spring
(Phase 1 - Adding fill & rip rap as part of erosion control plan. Phase 2 - Installing 4 parking
spaces.)
TM#49.-4-7
Capossela
WL17275 Indian Brook Road
(Removal of brush & chips. Fill area from Town road to create planting berm as well a softer
maintainable slope)
5) Storm water Discussion
6) Other discussion:
• Grant writing for storm water program for the Town of Philipstown.
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TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN CONSERVATION BOARD
238 MAIN STREET, COLD SPRING, NY 10516
JULY 11, 2017

DRAFT MINUTES
The Conservation Board held its regular meeting at Philipstown Town Hall on Tuesday, July 11, 2017.
Present:

Absent:

Mark Galezo (Chairman)
Max Garfinkle (Natural Resources Review Officer)
Andrew Galler
M.J. Martin
Robert Repetto
Eric Lind
Jan Baker
Lew Kingsley

**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. Chairman Galezo introduced and welcomed new
member, Jan Baker.

1.0ld Business:
Jose & Maria Lojano, 17 Ox Yoke Road, Garrison

TM# 90.8-2-7

WL# 1 7-288

Mr. Jose Lojano as well as Mr. Tim Cronin, engineer for Mr. Lojano, were present. Mr. Cronin mentioned
that some of the members did a site visit that day to the Lojano property and there was some dialogue
about what is being proposed for the site which Mr. Cronin would like to advance. Mr. Cronin advised the
board that Mr. Jim Annicchiarico spoke with Joe Paravati Of the Putnam County Health Department who
requested the submission of one more form; the form was submitted today. Mr. Cronin expects a Board of
Health Permit tomorrow. This is phase 1 of the project: first to drill the new well, abandon the old well
then start working on the septic. When on the site visit today, piping the drainage course and tying it into
the catch basin on Ox Yoke Road was discussed. There was dialogue back and forth concerning the
amount of disturbance on the far side of the culvert. Mr. Cronin explained they would like to go to the
trees that are marked with a white ribbon; the ones that are tipping. He explained that Mr. Lojano is new
to the area and has a family and there is not much other space on the property to put in a play area for his
children.
Bob Repetto explained that he went on the site visit today; he explained that when he first heard the
proposal to pipe the stream, it was not clear to him the volume of back-filling which would occur that far
back into the woods. Mr. Repetto expressed that he does not believe it is appropriate or necessary to fill in
that area; there is wetlands there just beyond the 100 foot buffer of the stream that is on the other side of
the property. Mr. Repetto is concerned that if they allow the piping of that stream, some of the larger trees
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may start to dry out; there would definitely be an impact to those trees if they start piping that watercourse
away. He doesn't see any value in piping the stream. Mr. Repetto suggested there are other areas of the
property that are flat and could potentially be used for recreation; he doesn't see a hardship case.
Andy Galler stated he was in agreement with Mr. Repetto; piping has been allowed in the past but usually
only when a septic system cannot be placed anywhere else on the property; this is not the case with this
property. Mr. Cronin stated one of the issues with the piping is that it is going to allow them to eliminate
the steep slope that drops down into the drainage course and would allow them to pick up upwards of
around 30 feet from the top of the slope to where they would eventually meet grade on the other side; the
re-grading would stop prior to the trees on the other side. Mr. Cronin added that not only is water coming
straight down, it is also coming in from the left side; his feeling is there will still be plenty of water to
feed those trees and does not think they would dry out. Mr. Repetto added they discussed this on the site
visit and the owner says there is no water coming in from the side, but it appears there is.
Mr. Lojano stated that he has not been living at the property long but he believes that the trees would still
be getting enough water. Mr. Lind questioned whether there were options for an alternative plan that
accounts for the regulated area that concerns the Conservation Board. Mr. Lind stated that they had come
pretty far; the septic has been addressed and moved outside the buffer zone, there is a curtain drain in
place to grapple with the flooding in the basement. Mr. Cronin added this will help keep the water away
from the house. Mr. Lind stated that these are 2 big pluses that have been solved in a tightly constrained
area; there's a few other 'moving parts'. There was an initial violation, a stop work order, so there needs
to be a mitigation plan, which has already been worked on between Mr. Lojano, Mr. Cronin and his
office. Mr. Lind suggested they are reasonably close to the end and added that the garage proposal is out
of the Wetlands buffer and asked ifthere is an alternative plan that could be presented to the Board that
satisfies or resolves the last bit of controversy that allows the owner a usable, safe place for his yard area
but also protects the surface water that's currently on the property. Mr. Cronin stated that there is a pretty
good drop-off from the yard down to where the drainage course is; that is the ultimate goal that Mr.
Lojano has. He added a possibility is to construct a swale and discharge it into a certain are of the
property then meet up with the other stream, but that comes with the issue of discharging onto
neighboring property. Mr. Cronin then showed the Board on his visual exactly what he was talking about.
Mr. Repetto questioned how much of the slope was made and how much of it was original. He added that
some of the boulders looked like they had been there but others looked as if they were brand new. He
stated that if this was a problem that was created, it wouldn't be fair to allow. Mr. Cronin added that there
was a proposal for a patio off the south end of the house and a garden area to which Mr. Lojano had added
topsoil. Mr. Repetto added that even putting that dirt there is a violation but is '\.vater under the bridge".
He suggested that there is probably a way to mitigate the issue with the slope and keep it as an open
stream and that would be the type of alternative proposal they were looking for. Mr. Cronin showed the
Board the area with the steep slope and exactly what area the owner would be looking to fill in to utilize
as a yard area. He asked if the Board would be open to the idea of piping a smaller area, maybe the first
50 where it is relatively flat and then keep the other area as an open channel. Mr. Galezo stated that the
only reason the Board would normally allow the stream to be piped would be extenuating circumstances.
Mr. Galezo is afraid of setting the precedent that if you want a lawn, you can pipe your stream; it's
dangerous. Mrs. Martin added that it is not best conservation practice unless there is a serious need.
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Mr. Galezo added there is another question as to the residual sewage that is in the field: the valid concern
that it is going to continue leaching out over time and get into the stream, and to eliminate it, it should be
dug out and the dirt should be removed. Mr. Cronin stated that is an option but a very costly one. Mr.
Repetto added that this is one of the hazards of buying a home like this; you have to re-mediate these type
of old septic systems and he doesn't feel a pipe is going to eliminate the risk to the watercourse; it will
eventually make its way down into the stream.
Mr. Galler added that he had gone on Google Earth and looked at aerial photographs of the property from
roughly 2 years ago and they showed a huge amount of the property to be wooded which it is not now. He
added he had no issue with where it was cleared for the septic, but if the Board allows for the piping and
building of a lawn, they will actually allow the denuding of 75% or more of the property; that small area
to the south is habitat. Mr. Repetto added that there is the volume of water that the larger trees that were
taken down used to collect which the little trees that might be put back won' t compensate. Mrs. Martin
added that there is also the issue of erosion with losing all of that forested area. Mr. Cronin stated that it
would not be bare earth; whatever vegetation is removed will be replaced with other vegetation; they will
control the storm water related runoff and the erosion that occurs from that.
Mr. Repetto reported that there is quite a bit of silt on the drive way, which they witnessed on the site
visit, that's coming down from the hill where the silt fences are coming down. He suggested fixing the silt
fences as a first step. Mr. Lind stated that there is a l 00 foot buffer zone on either side of the intermittent
stream which is the main concern of the Board. Mr. Lind questioned if there were any options that satisfy
the property owner, in terms of getting the play area preferred, that absolutely minimize disturbance to the
regulated area. Mr. Cronin said he didn't see how that was possible and referred back to his visual.
Mr. Garfinkle stated they have a restoration plan and asked if there was anything that the Board would
want to see as mitigation or improvement on the proposed plan to find that happy medium in this
scenario. Mr. Repetto stated that more vegetation is needed to replace what is removed. Mr. Cronin stated
that Mr. Lojano is a landscaper and if they want more trees it shouldn 't be a problem. Mr. Lojano stated
he has no problem putting in more vegetation and added he is aware they have to be a certain distance
from the septic. He stated that many of the trees removed were for safety reasons. He added that the
safety of his children was also reason for wanting to back-fill some of the property, to eliminate large and
steep slopes. Mrs. Martin suggested fencing the area. Mr. Repetto added that the owner is demonstrating
complete disrespect for the wetlands on his property and suggested that, in his opinion, the owner start to
demonstrate a level of respect for the natural environment on and around his property. Mr. Lojano stated
he intends to replace many of the trees and used the visual to explain exactly where. Mr. Galezo
interjected and suggested that Mr. Lojano is only replacing what he is being forced to replace and he is
not replacing everything that's been removed. Mr. Repetto reiterated that the Board had gone to Google
Earth and looked at photos from roughly 2 years ago to compare to what the property looks like now and
there is a dramatic difference in wooded coverage.
Mr. Galezo suggested the next step be for the applicant to come up with an alternative plan. Mr. Cronin
asked if the Board would consider it a reasonable option to shorten the pipe to approximately half its
length and add some fill to have a continuation of the flat area. Mr. Repetto stated he sees no value in
piping the stream at all and asked that the applicant take another look and try to find an alternative play
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area for his children. Mrs. Martin suggested altering the plans for the significant driveway, possibly
narrowing it, to find room for a play area. She stated there is choice and balance and to allow piping of
the stream to create a lawn sets a bad precedent. Mr. Lojano asked the Board what he can do with the
property; he bought it to be able to develop and use the back yard. Mr. Galezo stated it is the job of the
board to protect wetlands and forests. To allow Mr. Lojano to move forward with his plan as it is now
would go against everything that the Board is obligated and charged to do. Mr. Repetto added that there is
no guarantee when you buy a piece of property that you will be allowed to do whatever you want. The
property he bought is wetlands and should be treated as such. Mr. Repetto suggested he let the woods
grow and allow his kids to play in the woods. The purview of the Board is to protect these types of lands.
Mr. Galezo stated that it is not the job of the board to design for the applicant but he could eliminate the
little garden that is on top of the boulders or the knoll in the front and clean that area up and put fence
along and make that the play area and extend the garden that he's already got on the other side of the
driveway, up towards the hill towards the septic. You can do raised beds on top of the septic; he's got a
whole field that could be the garden. He reiterated that the Board really needs another plan. The Board
cannot allow the applicant to pipe the stream for the sole reason of adding a play area.
Mr. Cronin questioned if a footbridge over the stream would be okay to which Mr. Galezo said yes. Mr.
Repetto expressed that he would like to see some mitigation's to the issues raised, specifically the silt
fences. He realizes it is a work in progress, but the property needs to be cleaned up.
Mr. Galezo suggested it would be interesting to see what the natural grade really is in the area of the
stream if a lot of the chips and so on that are adding to the steep slope were cleaned up; he's curious to see
if it is as steep as it appears to be right now with all the debris and rubble. Mr. Lojano asked about the
ditch in the back and the Board agreed he could do what he planned with the ditch. Mr. Galezo added that
the plan the owner has is a great one and will definitely help keep the water away from the house, though
it may be more costly.
Mr. Lojano also asked the board ifhe could put retaining walls on one side of the driveway. Mr. Repetto
and Mr. Cronin explained to Mr. Lojano that he needs to show in the plans anything that he plans to do on
the property if it's inside the l 00 ft. buffer zone. Mrs. Martin added that it should be shown in the next
plan presented. Mr Cronin explained to Mr. Lojano that even though it is his property, because much of it
is wetland, everything needed to be cleared by this Board before he can do anything. Mr. Lojano stated
that ifhe knew that, he never would have bought hat piece of property. Mrs. Martin added the process can
be frustrating, but the Board has a duty to protect the wetlands and the Town and half of his property is
within a buffer zone.
Mr. Lojano questioned if he could have the taxes lowered. The Board explained that they have no
authority over taxes and he would need to speak to the Assessor's office. Mr. Galezo added that there are
fonns in that office that he can get to grieve the taxes on his property; it has nothing to do with this Board.
Mr. Lind added that maybe there is a way of working with what is already disturbed, outside the buffer,
and to a degree within the buffer, around the house, the garden area, to satisfy the owners' needs to find a
play area, either by cleaning up or moving rubble as discussed earlier; that would be really helpful for the
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Board to see an alternative plan that minimizes the disturbance around the regulated area but strives to
satisfy what the owner is looking for. He added it is a small constrained lot and it will require a lot of
thinking and discussion but there is potential. Mr. Garfinkle added that a lot can be done with the area and
used Mr. Cronin's visual to suggest other possible options. Mrs. Martin added again that cleaning up some
of the debris on the property will help clear up space. She again told Mr. Lojano and Mr. Cronin to come
back with another plan.
Mr. Cronin stated that he was unsure at this time what Mr. Lojano's plan is from here. He added that they
have the septic permit, and it will take a lot of resources to get that going and asked about putting the
curtain drain in. Mrs. Martin questioned if that was in the plans. Mr. Garfinkle added they would have to
wait until the plan is finalized unless they were going to do it in phases. He added that they should
finalize the site plan before they start the work; it is "logistically logical" in terms of construction.
Mr. Cronin asked if he was correct that since the garage is outside the buffer, he just has to go to the
building department and get a building permit. Mr. Garfinkle replied yes and that if necessary, Greg
would refer him to any other Board. Mr. Cronin showed the Board where the existing driveway ends and
that they are proposing, some additional item 4 stone surface in a certain area, and asked if that would
mean he would have to come back to the board for that additional small area of the driveway. Mr. Repetto
stated that water that is on the property can flow into these regulated areas which are certainly part of the
Board's purview; it's a big driveway, they observed a lot of silt already there. He suggested that it would
have to come back to this Board. Mr. Galezo added that the driveway is huge; maybe there is a possibility
to give up some of the driveway.
Mr. Repetto requested some volumes from the applicant. Mr. Cronin responded that he had done a quick
hydroCAD Analysis for a 15 inch pipe, utilizing the depressed area as a detention pond, during a 100 year
storm, which is a 9 inch rainfall, which he will submit. He then questioned if he still needed to do it, since
they will not be piping it. Mr. Repetto said they still need to know what the volumes are. Mr. Galezo
thanked Mr. Cronin and Mr. Lojano.
2. New Business
Homeland Towers LLC., 40 Yesterday Drive

TM# 38.-3-24.1

WL#17-289

Mr. Robert Gaudioso of Snyder & Snyder was in attendance representing the applicant. Mr. Galezo
introduced Steve Gaba, Town Attorney and asked him to update the Board. Mr. Gaba explained there have
been two significant developments since the last meeting. Firstly, at last night's ZBA meeting, they
decided to circulate the lead agency in SEQRA in a coordinated review. Unless contested by this Board,
there will be a coordinated SEQRA review conducted by the Zoning Board of Appeals. The Conservation
Board can not take any action until there is a SEQRA determination made by the ZBA. The second thing
is, and Homeland Towers assisted in finding this, that there is a provision in the Code that says when
there is a major application for a wetlands permit before the Conservation Board, it is required to hold a
joint Public Hearing with whatever other Board would be issuing permits for the project, in this case, the
Zoning Board of Appeals. Mr. Gaba was under the impression that the ZBA was going to schedule a
Public Hearing for September, but some issues arose and they decided not to schedule the public hearing.
The regulations of the Town further provide that the Conservation Board is to render its determination
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after that Public Hearing has been held. In short, for the time being, the Conservation Board can not take
action on this application; they can hear more from the applicant, render comments or questions to the
applicant and take public comment, but can not make any approvals/disapproval's at this time. Mr. Galezo
thanked Mr. Gaba and called on Mr. Gaudioso.
Mr. Gaudioso stated that he had 2 things to add. They will re-orient the access drives, discussed at the
site visit, to be able to preserve the existing tree and also, even thought it is outside the buffer area, reorient the compound slightly to preserve 2 other large trees that were planned to be removed. They will
add the silt fences, as requested, in the area adjacent to the retention pond. Mr. Gaudioso added that he
also has a letter with some maps, in reference to a comment made at the last meeting suggesting they
were in certain protection overlay districts, showing that they are not within any of the protection overlay
districts. Mr. Gaudioso explained he was referring to the Scenic Protection Overlay, the Ridgeline
Overlay and the Open Space Conservation Overlay.
Mr. Galezo stated that this is not a Public Hearing but the Board would hear brief comments from the
public. He added that the Conservation Board has no purview over anything except where the road
crosses the intermittent stream. Mrs. Martin added that there will be a Public Hearing and this Board will
be at that hearing along with the ZBA and everyone present is welcome at the Public Hearing to make
comments for or in opposition to this application at that time, on any aspect of it, but right now the Board
may only comment on their scope of the project, the wetlands application.
Steve Sterling addressed the Board and stated he was curious to get some insight, as preparation for the
rest of this process, as to how far the purview of the Conservation Board goes. He made some comments
in regards to radiation. He questioned, in regards to conservation, if they take into consideration these
other things such as radiation and heat exchange. In Mr. Sterling's opinion, this as an aesthetic legacy
issue. He questioned how the purview of the Board affects something that is so much more complex than
just a disturbance of land. Mr. Galezo responded that they are only allowed to discuss the ramifications of
crossing into a wetland, which is defined as the stream and 100 feet to either side of it. Mr. Sterling then
suggested that if there is any issue above the land in regards to plant life or wildlife that these are
essentially not issues that the Conservation Board would have purview over. Mrs. Martin added that the
Board's purview in the Zoning Code states that the Conservation Board has permitting authority on
wetlands and watercourses and their buffers; they can also comment on any steep slopes area that is being
disturbed in the town and make recommendations to the lead agency. Also, they are requested to comment
on any property that falls within the adopted Open Space Index for the Town. Mr. Garfinkle added that in
terms of a lot of the wildlife regulations and things like that, they are things that are typically dealt with at
a State or Federal level based on the species designation so the Town itself doesn't have an endangered
species policy or things like that. He added that a lot of the times with these permits, if they are tied to
another specific Board or they get referred to another group within the Town, a lot of the permitting
authority that the Conservation Board holds goes to the other Board first; if this were a simple project of
just clearing land that's not tied to any specific permitted project going before the Planning or Zoning
Board, it would end up being reviewed by Conservation based on the conservation issues that might arise
on the site. The other Boards sometimes take precedence depending on the different types of projects
there are and what's tied into them.
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Cali Gorevic asked, if someone were concerned about forests, would they come to the Conservation
Board for that issue. Mr. Garfinkle stated that, based on the code, if it is tied into a larger project, it would
initially be reviewed by the Board reviewing the project, whether that be Planning or Zoning, and then
that Board would ask Conservation for a referral and the Conservation Board would then provide insight
on how to mitigate those impacts. He added that if it is just a clearing project, for the forest's sake, it
would come before the Conservation Board if it is over a certain threshold in terms of square footage or
acreage. Mr. Gaudioso added that this application is not. Mrs. Gorevic then stated that she was unsure if it
was of this Board's concern, but she is extremely concerned about cell tower fires in the middle of a
forest. She stated this is a heavily forested area and it is of great concern to her, particularly that Vineyard
Road is her only escape route from her property, were there to ever be a fire. Mr. Garfinkle stated that
based on the attorney's statements earlier, those types of comments would be best for the Public Hearing
and the Zoning Board.
Mr. Roger Gorevic asked, with regard to Environmental Impact Studies, if a long form was desired,
would the Conservation Board be the ones asking for it or does that request come from the Zoning Board.
Mr. Garfinkle informed him that a Full EAF was provided to the Board. Mr. Gaudioso stated they they
have provided: the Full EAF, the US Fish and Wildlife Service referral, the State Historic Preservation
Office referral, the DEC referral, the Phase 1 Archeological Study and various other information as part of
the long form EAF. Mr. Galezo asked if there were any other questions then thanked Mr. Gaudioso.
Mr. Gaba asked ifthe Board had any questions or comments. Mrs. Martin asked ifthere would be notice
of the joint Public Hearing between the ZBA and the CB. Steve informed all that yes, it would be posted
and advertised to the public. Mrs. Martin added that if anyone wanted to make additional comments,
reiterate their comments made this evening, or expand on any comments, they should keep an eye out for
the notice of Public Hearing. Mr. Garfinkle questioned if the Conservation Board was being provided all
the same materials that the Zoning Board is provided. He also added that he was under the impression that
there were some positive (inaudible) responses in the application and requested that they be provided if
available. Mr. Guadioso stated that once available they will certainly be shared with the Board. He also
requested that the Public Hearing be scheduled as soon as possible to which Mr. Galezo and Mrs. Martin
stated that that is up to the ZBA.
Mr. Gorevic commented that there are lots of questions that have not been answered, given to the
Conservation Board by the Zoning Board. The Zoning Board provided no answers at the meeting the
previous night. He asked for guidance in regards to who to address questions to at this point. Mr. Galezo
suggested he wait and address his questions at the Public Hearing. Mr. Gorevic stated there are pipes
sitting on the property, some with water in them, and that no one knows what they are for. Mr. Galezo
stated he had seen the letter regarding that issue and is curious himself. They will certainly be trying to
figure out what that is and if it is something they as a Board should be concerned about; they don't have
any information yet.
Mr. Repetto asked the audience if anyone knew the history of the area. Paul Eldridge of l 00 Rockwald
Road stated that when the retention ponds were put in for Vineyard Road and Roundhill, there was a
whole series of pipes put in right up to the border of his property. He added that the center of this
proposed tower is 212 feet from his property line, which is shared with CF Diversified and has a stone
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wall. When those pipes were put in, they had to break through the stone wall for the heavy equipment to
be able to operate and place those pipes. Mr. Eldridge is unsure what the purpose of the piping is and
added that there are numerous pipes within the current proposed location of the tower. Mr. Gaudioso
stated that he does not believe those pipes are within their compound or access road and reminded the
Board that their only jurisdiction, in this case, is the access road. Mr. Galezo stated that the Board is going
to do its research and go to the building department and look in the file; there should be a permit in the
file stating the purpose and location. Mr. Eldridge stated he assumes they connect to the retention pond
somehow, as they were put in at the same time as the pond. He added that the stone wall was also never
repaired.
Mr. Sterling asked if all the excavation that is currently taking place had already come through the
Conservation Board. Mrs. Martin reminded him that the Conservation Board only permits in wetlands and
watercourses and the I 00 foot buffer area around those wetlands and watercourses. Mr. Garfinkle
questioned what property Mr. Sterling was referring to. Mr. Sterling stated he believed it was 40 Vineyard
Road; there is a large terrace that has been put in and another audience member added that there is a
shipping container there as well. Mr. Galezo stated he could not answer the question as he has no
knowledge at this time.
Mr. Gorevic questioned where the environmental impact study is in regards to the new drainage that they
plan on putting in under the road to the other pond where he says that area has agricultural designation.
He requested that the Conservation Board study this issue further. Mr. Gorevic believes that if they are
putting drainage in and rerouting water there has to be some sort of conservation concern.

Mr. Gaudioso requested the opportunity to set the record straight and stated that they are not impacting
the wetlands; there is a small area within the wetland buffer on the gravel access drive. They are not
putting pipes in the ground but instead crossing the existing pipes in the ground that go from the man
made retention pond to the outlet and putting pipes over that for the underground utilities. The only other
drainage feature is the gravel and the swale around the edge of the compound which connects into the
existing drainage facility. That, he said, is the entire scope of the drainage facility. Mr. Gaba added that
would be in the purview of this Board. As far as other impacts, the ZBA will look at all potential adverse
environmental impacts, determine if they exist and, if they do, determine how they can be mitigated; at
present, that is not this Board's issue.

3. Other Business
Mr. Garfinkle announced that Michelle Smith of the Hudson Highlands Land Trust was in attendance. He
and Mrs. Smith have been discussing the Hudson Highlands Reserve project and she wanted to give the
Board an update on a letter that HHLT wrote to the Planning Board and forwarded to the Conservation
Board. He turned the floor over to Mrs. Smith.
Michelle Smith started by reminding the Board that there is a Planning Board workshop on July 13th on
the Hudson Highlands Reserve project. Mrs. Smith wanted to discuss the main points of the letter she had
sent. The first being that the Comprehensive Plan, on which the Zoning Code was based, and the Zoning
Code itself, have certain safeguards in Conservation Subdivision language to prevent over-development
and ensure that the developer doesn't come up with more units than would be allowed in a conventional
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subdivision. She states that intent is very clear in the Comprehensive Plan and codified in the Zoning
Code by having 2 methods of calculating the number of units, one being the Density Calculation and the
other being the Yield Plan method. The Density Formula is a quick way to approximate how many units
you could have in a conventional subdivision; Yield Plan is a more onerous calculation of that. The
safeguard built into the Zoning Code is that the Planning Board can, if they believe the number to be
significantly less than that of the Density Formula, ask for a Yield Plan calculation. She stated that
HHLT's concern is that they have not seen anything on the Yield Plan calculation and think there is reason
to believe there would be a significantly less number of units. Their biggest concern is that this is a
precedent setting case, the first Conservation Subdivision in Philipstown under the Zoning Code, and they
are worried if there are not the checks and balances put in that are in the Zoning Code that developers
going forward will use this in the future as a way to maximize the number of units just using the Density
Formula. Another major concern of the Hudson Highlands Land Trust is they believe there are enough
environmental impacts caused by the amount of development around the pond and impacting various
water sources of this property, as well as the substantial size of the equestrian operation, to warrant a Full
Environmental Impact Statement for this project. She added the lack of contiguous open space; the
Zoning Code specifically states a Conservation Subdivision should have contiguous open space and in
this plan the open space is actually segmented.
Mrs. Smith expressed that these are all things that HHLT is concerned about and feel need to be
addressed. Mr. Galezo stated it was his understanding that the whole point of it was so that they could put
more houses on a property. Mrs. Martin added that they can put them on smaller lots, which is actually
beneficial to the developer because it means they have to create less infrastructure, less roads. Mrs. Smith
added that there are bonuses that are allowed. She stated the Comprehensive Plan is very clear that the
intent was not to allow more lots than a conventional subdivision but added she was aware it is not law.
She stated the Density Formula is very mechanical whereas the Yield Plan requires a lot of testing out in
the field. She added that you don't know what the difference would be until you were to do the Yield
Plan; there could potentially be a drastic difference. That's why the check is in the code, in her opinion.
Mrs. Smith added that there are bonuses for conserving additional open space and also if public access is
allowed. The goal is to ensure that the checks that are in the Code are used as they were intended. Mrs.
Martin added that the bonuses also have guidelines. Mrs. Martin expressed that she hasn't been to a
Planning Board meeting in several months, but suggested the Planning Board is very keen on seeing the
Yield Plan calculation. Mr. Gaba explained that a Yield Plan has not been provided; the issue had been
raised at the last meeting and the applicant was very much against providing a Yield Plan. His argument
was to look at the large amount of property in the subdivision, of hundreds of acres, and the fact that
they're ending up with only 25 lots; to go back and put all that time and money in after coming so far
would be extremely inconvenient. They followed up that argument with a letter from their Counsel
reiterating that fact. Mr. Gaba is unsure what direction the Planning Board will decide to go with that
issue.
Mrs. Smith added that depending on what methodology is used, it is possible to come up with different
numbers when using the just Density Formula. Hudson Highlands Land Trust is very concerned that the
check of using the Yield Plan is not being used. Mr. Gaba stated that they had gone through a very
extensive conservation analysis 2 years before they even came up with the configuration of the lots. They
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went through and identified all the areas that the Planning Board deemed worthy of Conservation
Subdivision status, why, and what particularly made it worthwhile. Mr. Galler stated that there was a lot
of work done on this but, a lot of the layout was done before there was a true Conservation Assessment
done; they used a lot of older data and essentially "shoehorned" it in. Mr. Galler added there was one
area, that he believes has conservation value because it is part of the Matrix Forest and is un-fragmented.
Mrs. Martin added that the Board has seen some of this property before come in for applications; building
was not allowed on most of them. A lot of the property in this proposal which they are showing as
conservation, can not be built on regardless.
Mr. Garfinkle noted the Board had put together a letter for the Planning Board concerning a lot of the
issues under the Conservation Board's purview and things that have yet to be addressed. He added that
looking at the latest plan, many of the issues noted still have not yet been remedied. He added that
because their purview on this project is very limited they have to take the opportunity to make these
recommendations now before they lose it. Mr. Galler added that generally, around the world, it is an
accepted idea to preserve the least productive land; this is an excellent example of that. Mr. Garfinkle
added that Mrs. Smith's letter from the Hudson Highlands Land Trust, coupled with an updated version of
the letter from the Conservation Board should be submitted to the Planning Board because none of the
items mentioned have yet been addressed in the current version of the plan reviewed last month. Mr.
Garfinkle added that they have this aquifer study detailing how much water is going to be drawn out of
groundwater, but the study is 10 years old. He requested further explanation on the aquifer study.
Mr. Galler questioned how the equestrian facility fit in to a Conservation Subdivision. Mr. Gaba stated
first that it is a permitted use on the property; conservation subdivisions do not have to be solely
residential. They are more difficult, but it is allowed as long as the use is permitted in the zone. The other
thing is, the way that the conservation subdivision regulations are written, agricultural uses, even with a
riding academy, are permitted as part of your open space. The equestrian facility does raise all kinds of
issues from SEQRA, to design, maintenance of the land, etc. and none of that has been addressed yet. In
Steve's opinion, if they offer satisfactory remedies in Part 3 of the EAF to the issues raised, the Planning
Board could issue a negative declaration; if the issues are not addressed adequately, then there could be a
positive declaration and an EIS.
Mr. Garfinkle added that he took away from the joint training that the Planning Board is not yet
comfortable making a decision. He stated that issuing a positive declaration would "put the ball back in
the court of the public" and there becomes the possibility of another Public Hearing being held and the
decision doesn't fall solely on the shoulders of the Planning Board; they can take into account public
response to the project. Mr. Galler stated he is pretty familiar with the SEQRA process and has lived in
the area for about 30 years and he can' t remember a positive declaration ever being declared; this is one
of the biggest developments he has seen, other than Glassbury Court. He asked Mr. Gaba why one would
not make a positive declaration. Mr. Gaba stated it's a process; you must identify all potential
environmental impacts, determine how large their impact would be and look at the reports provided on
how to mitigate those impacts. Mr. Galler added that unfortunately a lot of it is subjective.
Mr. Repetto questioned what the next step is for the Conservation Board. Mr. Garfinkle suggested sending
a revised letter to the Planning Board. Mr. Garfinkle noted he would like to add his questions about the
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validity of the aquifer study to the letter. Mrs. Smith added that the aquifer in question is a primary
aquifer for New York State. Mrs. Smith added that it would be great if someone from the Conservation
Board would attend the Planning Board workshop on this property on Thursday, July 13th at 7:30 P.M. at
the Old VFW Hall. Mrs. Smith added the regular Planning Board meeting is scheduled for July 20th.
4. Stormwater
Mr. Garfinkle stated he had forwarded the letters he and Ron Gainer had put together in rgards to
complaints from residents at Glassbury Court. One letter is to send to the Homeowners Association at
Glassbury Court and the other is to sent to the residents who expressed their concerns.
It was added that the Storm Water project is moving ahead and there is some concern about the county's
pesticide application. Mr. Garfinkle stated that he was unaware of this issue. Mrs. Smith of the Hudson
Highlands Land Trust asked if there are tests to actually test for pesticides. Mr. Garfinkle stated they
should be reporting everything that they are applying to the DEC on an annual basis and to attempt to get
hold of that report. Mrs. Martin questioned who was doing the testing and sampling and was told that Carl
Frisenda, Mike Leonard and Max Garfinkle are actually the Storm Water Committee and Mr. Frisenda
would be doing the actual testing. In the future, they hope to have a small budget line for Storm Water for
testing and so forth. Mrs. Martin added it would be a great project for an intern. Mr. Repetto suggested the
possibility of community outreach. Mr. Garfinkle suggested possibly calling upon Mr. Repetto for use of
his expertise on the chemical testing and things such as that.
5. Minutes
The minutes of June 13, 2017 were reviewed. Mr. Galler moved to approve the minutes as presented and
Mrs. Martin seconded the motion. All were in favor.
5. Other Business:
Michelle Smith asked if the next step in the process for Open Space for it to go to the Town or does the
Conservation Board have to make a determination about the changes since the last one. Mrs. Martin
stated that this Board still has to review it, approve it, and then send it to the Town Board for adoption.
Mr. Repetto asked if there is a summary of what has changed. Mrs. Martin said she will email Kathy from
HHLT and have her send it out again.
M.J. Martin moved to adjourn the meeting and Andy Galler seconded the motion. All were in favor and
the meeting adjourned at 9:25 pm.

Date Approved _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Respectfully submitted by,
Tara K. Percacciolo
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TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN CONSERVATION BOARD
238 MAIN STREET, COLD SPRING, NY 10516
AUGUST 8, 2017
DRAFT MINUTES
The Conservation Board held its regular meeting at Philipstown Town Hall on Tuesday, August 8, 2017.
Present:

M.J. Martin
Robert Repetto
Jan Baker
Lew Kingsley
Max Garfinkle (Natural Resources Review Officer)

Absent:

Mark Galezo (Chairman)
Andrew Galler
Eric Lind

**PLEASE NOTE that these minutes were abstracted in summary from the meeting and a t aped
recording.

Mrs. Martin opened the meeting at 7:33 pm.

1. Old Business
Jose & Maria Lojano
17 Ox Yoke Road, Garrison

TM# 90.8-2-7

WL17-288

There was no one in attendance representing the applicant so Mr. Repetto asked if there were any
comments from the audience. Michael Phelan, Superintendent of the Continental Village Park District,
stated he is in charge of the lake. He reported there is some concern over 2 properties on Ox Yoke
Road. The one that holds the most concern for the Village and the health of the lake and the creek is the
property at 7 Ox Yoke Road. Mr. Phelan stated that last year, the footbridge at the end of Steuben Road
was lost during tropical storm Irene and was exacerbated with hurricane Sandy. The footbridge, which
was basically an extension of Steuben Road, crossed over a small inlet and up to Highland Drive. He
provided a picture of the new footbridge, replaced last summer as a joint effort between the Continental
Village Park District, Philipstown Engineer Ron Gainer, and the Philipstown Highway Department, for
the Board to see. He added that the size of the flow coming out of Canopus Creek into the lake was
increased to prevent the sporadic flooding of the roadway leading out to it. He stated the photo was
taken at the end of last June and that over this past Winter, once Spring time came, he and members of
Continental Village noticed that right off the end of the bridge, a fluvial delta had been forming. It is his
belief that it started sometime in January or February. He provided some photographs of the delta to
the Board and added that about 6-7 weeks ago Mr. Garfinkle had gone down and taken a look at it
because there was some concern about how rapidly the delta in the lake is forming. He stated this delta
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is about 150 feet from the drainage pipes that run off the properties on Ox Yoke. He provided another
photograph showing the point at which the Ox Yoke Road drainage systems pour into Canopus Creek
and then into Cortlandt Lake, which the CVPD is responsible for. He clarified that the picture was
taken after a storm. The flow comes off of Winston Lane and Ox Yoke, underneath Ox Yoke to
Highland Drive and into Canopus Creek. From the point where it enters the Creek, it is about 150 feet
to the bridge. He stated that the rapidity that this fluvial delta has begun to form, he has never seen in
24 years. He added the severity and the type of matter that appears to be entering the lake is unlike
anything he has ever seen; it appears to be wood chips, twigs and other types of loose surface material.
Mr. Phelan stated that the property located at 17 Ox Yoke involved a denuding of the property; he
estimated that 70% of the trees on the property were cut down by the new owner. He stated it was his
understanding that the Conservation Board is grappling with a few issues in regards to this property,
one being the possibility that the remnants of the cutting that are left, because of the steep slopes, are
washing down into the drainage system on Ox Yoke, entering the lake, and as it flows with any rapidity
once it opens up into the lake, it's dropping all of its matter; that is generally how these deltas are
formed. Secondarily, the same drainage system which may be dumping this debris into the lake also
will be carrying the remnants of the old septic system which is not being removed according to the
owner's proposal; he intends to crush the tank and bury it without doing any removal of the tank or the
surrounding soil. Mr. Phelan stated, ifthat occurs, the fear exists that any water coming down Winston
and coming across the surface of that property will be entering the same drainage system and
subsequently end up entering the lake. Mr. Garfinkle stated he has been in contact with the applicant as
well as the agents he is working with and that the applicant is abandoning the idea of moving the septic
system due to the cost-prohibitive nature. Mr. Garfinkle added the applicant is set to meet with the
Putnam County Department of Health tomorrow to discuss the possibility of repairing and remedying
the current septic area to be brought back up to Putnam County Department of Health standards. Mr.
Garfinkle added that he inquired with the PCDOH how the Conservation Board could require dye
testing at the site to assess how badly the fields are leeching and was informed that a formal complaint
would need to be made, or a private citizen could make a complaint with the Town. Mr. Phelan stated
that it is a two part scenario, the septic and the formation of the delta into the lake. Mr. Phelan added
that since roughly April, the silt fencing on Ox Yoke had been knocked down or non-existent. Mr.
Repetto stated that he had brought up the silt fencing with the applicant at the last meeting and had
asked for it to be replaced and added that he drove by the site earlier in the week and it appears that the
wall on the right side of the driveway had collapsed more than it had previously appeared. Mr.
Garfinkle stated that he had visited the site with the applicant two weeks before and explained what
needed to be done. He added that the applicant expressed his feelings of frustration with the Board. Mr.
Phelan stated there is fencing up where he is keeping the machinery; from the house down to Ox Yoke
Road, and all the drainage, is all exposed. He added there is escarpments from when the lot was cleared
and next to the driveway, every time it rains, it is washing away. The roots of trees are visible out of the
soil. He again stated that in his 25 years on the lake, he has never seen a delta form so rapidly. Mr.
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Phelan added that he has not entered the property and is unaware what lies beyond what can actually be
seen from the road. Mrs. Martin questioned ifthere was a plan in place to receive a report once the
applicant has met with the Putnam County Department of Health. Mr. Garfinkle responded that as it
stands now, based on his conversations with the applicant's engineering firm, they plan to approach the
PCDOH first and then return to the Conservation Board in September. Mrs. Martin suggested Mr.
Garfinkle reach out to the Department of Health after that meeting takes place and find out if there is
any immediate need for the property. Mr. Garfinkle stated it is his intent to try and attend the meeting
between the applicant and the Department of Health. Mr. Garfinkle added that the Board can also
require, by putting in a complaint to the County, that a dye test be performed on the house to see how
much the fields are leeching. Mrs. Martin added that complaint could be made by a resident of the
Town. Mr. Phelan stated that the Board of Health tests the lake roughly every 10 days for blue-green
algae, high fecal counts, etc. They also ask Mr. Phelan if he has any suspicions to let them know and
they will pursue them and perform dye tests. Mr. Phelan then stated that in a set of June Conservation
Board minutes, in regard to the Lojano property on Ox Yoke, there was mention of the owner wanting
to put in a 500 gallon propane storage tank at his garage and asked if the Board recalls this discussion.
Mr. Garfinkle stated he checked the plans and it is a 500 gallon tank and stated the tank would not be
inside but outside the garage. He added he had brought it up with the Code Enforcement Officer and he
did not seem to think it was an unreasonable size for the plans submitted. It was added that the tank is
not within the buffer zone and not within the purview of this Board.

Hudson Highland Reserve, Rte 9 & Horton Road
Glenn Watson of Badey & Watson and Steve Gross of Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting
were in attendance representing the applicant. Mr. Watson stated his intent was to explain to the Board
where they are with the project and hear any additional comments the Board may have. Mr. Watson set
up his visual, the site plan, which has not changed. He stated they have been working with the Planning
Board and have completed and adopted Part 2 of the EAF and are about to begin preparing part 3. Mr.
Watson stated they were asked by the Planning Board to do a sketch of what might result were they to
require a Yield Plan and added they are resisting doing a Yield Plan because of the money involved. At
this point, the plan does not involve any wetlands or wetlands permits. However, there is a possibility
of a dry hydrant being put into the lake for fire protection and they would come back to obtain the
necessary permit once decided. At present time, the horse trails that might also trigger the need for a
wetland permit, are off the table. Mr. Watson stated the Environmental Assessment Form will include a
manure management plan, a traffic plan, and the first part of a SWPPP, the finished one won't happen
until the very end. He added that they calculated that they are entitled to 25 lots under the plan, town
engineers calculated that to be 24, but agreed that is a number that has to come at the very end; he
stated they are "decimal acres in difference". Mr. Watson stated if there are any further questions or
comments from the Board, he would like to address them at this point so they can move through the
EAF as expeditiously as possible. Mr. Watson noted that they did prepare a sketch plan for discussion.
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He presented the Board with a visual which showed a conventional subdivision using the formula for a
Yield Plan which generated 27 possible lots. He stated that they do not believe this to be the best
solution for this piece of property but believe it demonstrates that the numbers they have arrived at are
not aggressive. Mr. Watson noted that in this sketch plan, Lot 27 is slated to be totally within the
Conservation Easement, which has already been approved by the Planning Board previously and takes
away that opportunity for protection. Mrs. Martin clarified that lot would be accessed from East
Mountain Road South. Mr. Watson noted that the previous owner, Nate Lyons, built a driveway already.
Mr. Repetto added that approval happened a while back, before this concept was ever proposed, not as
part of this project. Mr. Watson stated the point is that one of the positive things about the Conservation
Easement is that giving up that lot 27 gives them the opportunity to protect that steep area with a
wetlands running through it as well as put a barricade between the development and the state park. Mr.
Gross clarified that this plan was developed as a draft of the Yield Plan, not for any purpose of wanting
to do this but as a response to the Planning Board. This draft form of a Yield Plan was done solely to
prove a lot count. Mr. Repetto asked for further clarification in regards to whether it was a conventional
or conservation subdivision. Mr. Watson explained that the Zoning Law allows you to approach a
conservation subdivision and develop the lot count in 2 different ways; one is called the Yield Plan and
the other is a Formula (Density). The Density Formula involves taking the total acreage and subtracting
the wetlands, the steep slopes (or a percentage of), take away 15% more for roads and then divide it by
a factor that is provided based on the Zoning District. That is a relatively easy number to come up with.
An applicant can choose between the Density Formula or the Yield Plan. Mr. Watson expressed doubt
that any applicant would choose to use the Yield Plan method because it would require the engineering
of two subdivisions. Regardless, if an applicant has chosen the Density Formula and the Planning
Board has a reasonable basis for believing that the lot count would not be obtainable if the Yield Plan
were used, the Board can require the applicant to do a Yield Plan. He added it has been suggested that
for this property, if a Yield Plan were done it would only produce 15 lots. Referring to his visual, he
noted that all the lots are within the white area, have the required 6,000 sf of build-able area with the
houses located within those areas, and did not have to utilize any of the wetlands or steep slopes in
calculating the areas. Mr. Watson stated that this will be presented to the Planning Board at their next
meeting. Mrs. Martin stated she had some questions about the Equestrian Center. Mr. Watson reported
that would go away, with the Yield Plan. Mrs. Martin clarified with Mr. Watson that if the Yield Plan
were used there would be no room for the Equestrian Center and there would be no trails or facility.
But with the applicants preferred plan, using the Density Formula, the Equestrian Center, the ring and
the parking area for horse trailers would still exist, but the trails would go away. Mr. Watson stated that
the trails are off the table at this time but a final decision has not been made. Mr. Watson also noted that
the Yield Plan does not preserve the historic road. Mrs. Martin questioned possible public access and
recreational use of the property. In regards to public use of the property, Mr. Gross stated if the
applicant allowed and provided for recreational use, that could kick in getting a density bonus of
additional lots. He added that at present, the Planning Board is talking about not giving any bonus,
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which is why opening the property up to the public is still a question; it's a tradeoff. Mrs. Martin added
that the Planning Board has the absolute right not to offer a density bonus. Mr. Garfinkle stated one of
the major concerns he has is how the phasing of the project will be achieved during construction and
development of the landscape, due to some species restrictions. Mr. Watson stated they are well aware
of the tree cutting and have been since the very beginning. Mr. Watson stated they will be phasing the
project but was unsure of the phasing at this time; it was his belief that the first phase would be creating
an access route to the site and used his visual to show the Board where that would occur. It is the
intention to not have to bring in equipment off of Horton Road. He stated they intend to maintain the
existing road from the end of Horton Road to their road as an emergency access, which also serves a
public purpose, not just for this subdivision. Mr. Watson stated they are limited to 5 acres of
disturbance at a time and Mr. Garfinkle asked what that looks like on Mr. Watson's visual. Mr. Watson
stated they are basically 1 acre lots and showed Mr. Garfinkle using the visual. Mr. Garfinkle stated it
would take roughly 5 years to develop the whole property to which Mr. Watson responded they believe
it will be more like 3-4 years; you can go through more than one 5 acre area in a season. Mr. Repetto
questioned what the criteria is that needs to be met before moving on from one 5 acre area of
disturbance to another. Mr. Watson stated that the area must be permanently stabilized before moving
on to another area. Mr. Garfinkle suggested they consult with the Natural Heritage Program of New
York and get a letter from them describing what could potentially be on the property to accompany
their Environmental Assessment. Mr. Gross and Mr. Watson stated that had already been done. Mr.
Garfinkle stated he has not seen this letter and it would be helpful. Mr. Kingsley questioned, on the
sketch plan, if the properties surrounding the lake would share ownership of the pond to which Mr.
Watson replied yes. Mr. Kingsley then clarified that would mean that those owners would control the
pond and went on to ask how that would balance out with the rest of the community if they need that
water. Mr. Watson stated that if they were to put in a dry hydrant, they would create an easement
through the necessary lot for the pipe. Mr. Garfinkle asked if there was still a question about the
definition of how 2 wetlands are hydrologically connected and whether or not they are considered one
wetland. He stated that when they were at the site there was a concern that a wetlands permit might
need to be obtained for the driveway or the initial access road. Mr. Gross questioned which wetlands
Mr. Garfinkle was speaking of and used the visual to discuss the matter. Mr. Gross added they are not
hydrologically connected. Mrs. Martin asked if there was any further thought in regards to the lot count
around the pond, which had been discussed previously. Mr. Watson stated that an adjustment had been
made; the number did not change but they changed the location by making the existing house one of
the lots around the pond and eliminating one on the other side and widening the spacing. There had
been concern about whether or not there would be a corridor for wildlife. He added that the Hudson
Highlands Land Trust, a proponent of leaving that corridor open, is not convinced the widening is
sufficient enough but they believe it is. Mrs. Martin questioned if HHLT is possibly thinking that the
corridor would not be optimal because there is a house on either side essentially 'book-ending' it. Mr.
Watson suggested that is possibly a fair assessment, but also believes HHLT put too much value on the
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route from the edge of the property down to Clove Creek, a 70% slope, as being a realistic corridor for
wildlife. Mr. Watson stated it is still an open issue but they have rearranged it and reduced the length of
the road; there is still a driveway but it is much more narrow. Mr. Gross stated the only deterrent that
still exists is the 10 foot wide driveway, but believes it is not a deterrent for any wildlife; the steep
slope is much more of a deterrent. Mr. Garfinkle asked where they stand with the easement. Mr. Watson
stated they would like Hudson Highlands Land Trust to hold the easement. Mr. Garfinkle asked if there
is a plan B. Mr. Watson stated they will find another land trust or other qualified organization. Mr.
Gross added there are several options. Mrs. Martin thanked Mr. Watson and Mr. Gross for providing an
update. Mr. Garfinkle requested that the letter from the Natural Heritage Program of New York be sent
to the Conservation Board. Mrs. Martin recalled seeing some information from the Natural Heritage
Program but the information was very old. Mr. Gross stated he would look into the matter.
2. New Business
Homeland Towers LLC
40 Yesterday Drive

TM# 38.-3-24.1

WL17-289

There was no one in attendance representing Homeland Towers, but the Board agreed to hear
comments from the audience members present.
Mr. Paul Eldridge, 100 Rockwald Road, stated he had some things to share. He stated that the Board
had received a letter written by him previously on July 9th but provided each member with a copy. He
also brought an enlarged map to provide a visual of the lay of the land. Mr. Eldridge used the map to
show the Board exactly where his property on Rockwald Road is in relation to the proposed cell tower
site. One of his biggest concerns, more so since learning about the tower proposal, is there are a lot of
pipes coming out of the ground around the proposed tower site and it is unclear what purpose the pipes
serve. He added that they were put in around the same time Vineyard Road, Round Hill Road, and the
two retention ponds were being built. Mr. Eldridge stated his property is 11 acres; there is a pond on the
Cooper's property behind his, which he pointed out on his visual. Mr. Eldridge stated there is a stream
running from there through a point on his property, down to another wetland then runs past or into the
first retention pond, through the second retention pond, down the hill and eventually winds up in a
pond on the other side of Route 9. Mr. Eldridge stated that until recently, there was always water in two
specified areas which he pointed out on the visual, and a running stream; rarely was there a time when
there was not running water. If one were to go up there today, you would find no running water. It is
Mr. Eldridge's belief that at the time Vineyard Road, Round Hill Road, and the retention ponds were
being built, there was a lot of piping put in the area right before the first retention pond. In referencing
his letter to the Conservation Board dated July 9th, Mr. Eldridge stated attached picture #1 shows the
view from his property looking towards Fadden's property where a hole was created in the stone wall,
which was basically the dividing line for the 2 properties, and used that opening so construction
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equipment could go in and trench to place these pipes. Mr. Eldridge stated that visibly, above ground,
there is PVC pipe about 4 inches, some are perforated with caps, some are not perforated and don't
have caps, and some that come out of the ground at various heights. He added he had looked at one
earlier in the day that was almost as tall as he. He noted they are dispersed within a certain area after
the second wetland and prior to the first retention pond and pointed out the area on his visual. Mr.
Eldridge noted he had mentioned at the last meeting that there are clearly pipes within the compound
area, as Homeland Towers refers to it. Mr. Eldridge stated he was able to walk that property and find
the 4 marked corners for the fencing for the 5610 sf compound area and was inside that area to take
picture #4 from his July 9th letter which shows one of the pipes, some of them come out on an angle for
whatever reason, roughly 20 feet from the center marker for the tower. The picture was taken within the
markers for the fencing for the compound. Mr. Eldridge stated the other pictures provided with his
letter dated July 9th just show the differences between the pipes, some come very far out of the ground,
others not so much; some are perforated, capped and others are not. He added that he measured inside
the pipe in picture #5 and hit bottom at 8 feet I 0 inches. He had done the same a few weeks back and
the pipe was filled with water roughly within 12-18 inches from the top of the pipe. He had checked the
pipe today and there was no water in the pipe. He noted he had done the same with some of the other
pipes; there was water visible in some of them as well, even pipes which were capped. Mr. Eldridge
stated no one knows what they are for and there are a lot of them. The perforated pipes that are capped
seem to all be located in trenched areas. Mr. Eldridge stated that the center of the proposed tower is
about 212 feet from his property line and the fenced area for the site is roughly 170 feet from his
property line and added he will see the tower from every room in his house. Mr. Repetto questioned
when the piping was put in and what the land looked like prior to this and if it is possible that these
pipes have essentially drained wetlands that were previously there. Mr. Eldridge stated it is his belief
that the piping has caused the stream previously discussed to run close to dry as well as decreased the
level of water that exists in the pond on Cooper's property.
Mr. Joel Cooper, 120 Rock:wald Road, stated he bought his property in 1997 and believes around that
time is when the pipes were put in. Mr. Cooper added that if you look at older maps of the property it
shows the pond which nowadays, very often, has no water in it and drains very quickly. Mr. Eldridge
added that Mr. Cooper's property is directly North of his and skated on that pond roughly 34 years ago
after they built their house there and now there is no pond to skate on. Mr. Eldridge believes the pipes
were put in prior to or contiguous with the retention ponds. The wet areas he had pointed out earlier
were significant; it was once about a 4-6 foot stream that was not easy to cross and that is not the case
today. He added that he has checked with the building department and that no records could be located
in regards to this.
Mrs. Martin stated that while on the site visit she did notice some pipes which were of a mysterious
nature.
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Mr. Cooper added that once Mr. Eldridge brought this to his attention, out of curiosity, he googled
'draining a wetland' and the only thing he found was a lecture, not attributed to any particular college
he could identify, which said you would sometimes see vertical perforated pipes as part of an array to
drain the wetland.
Mrs. Martin thanked Mr. Eldridge and Mr. Cooper for their comments and the information they shared.
Before going any further Mrs. Martin clarified that there will be a joint public hearing on this. She
furthered her statement adding that the comments from the audience would be further amplified at the
public hearing, rather than making them now.
Mr. Cooper asked if the application was complete because it did not include any of this information in
regards to drainage. Mrs. Martin explained that the application in front of the Conservation Board deals
with a very small portion of the overall project because this Board only has permitting authority on wet
areas and are called in for consultation on steep slopes and other sensitive areas. Mr. Cooper asked if it
were found to be drained wetlands if the Conservation Board would then have jurisdiction over the
matter. Mr. Repetto stated the first step is getting an understanding of what exactly this is but it does
seem to be impacting the wetlands which opens up a lot of questions. Mr. Repetto asked his fellow
Board members if any of them have ever seen something like this before. Mr. Garfinkle stated they
look somewhat like septic pipes. Mr. Kingsley stated it looks like something you would see in a large
landfill for venting gasses. Mr. Eldridge added it appears to siphon the pond as well as the 2 wetlands.
Mrs. Martin clarified that no one knows what it is at this point and this is all speculation.
Mr. Baker questioned when the wet areas and streams described tonight had dried out or disappeared.
Mr. Eldridge stated it has been a couple of years. Mr. Baker stated that, in other words, it wasn't 20
years ago; it's happened within the last couple of years. Mr. Baker added that he is not an expert on the
jurisdiction of the Conservation Board but if there was an intentional destruction of wetlands, he
believes that is something that would be of interest and significance to this Board, or should be. He
clarified his statement stating intent is not the issue; if there were a destruction of wetlands caused by
piping or something else that someone did, he believes that is something the Conservation Board would
want to know about and discuss, whether intentional or not.
Mr. Repetto stated that the Board, in the past, has used Google Maps or Satellite maps to go back in
time and look at pictures to see the impact to the local forest areas from construction sites and things
like that. Mr. Garfinkle stated there is historical aerial photography but was unsure if the resolution
would allow you to see when the pipes appear. Mr. Repetto's thinking was more-so to go back and look
and see if you can see the wetlands and see if they seem to disappear over time. Mr. Garfirinkle added
that, in terms of the Conservation Board's jurisdiction, it is a man made retention pond wetland system
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there now, so they still have jurisdiction over that. In theory, if this was something that was drained and
the wetland boundary was actually much larger, they could infer using those older boundaries, if they
were able to prove that was the case somehow, and then adapt those old wetland boundaries and use
that as an expanded 100 foot setback. They would still review the project in the same light and look at
where the impact ultimately lies based on the code. He added that based on the code there are certain
characteristics of a wetland that are defined in chapter 93. All of these things need to be checked before
being classified as a wetland. He stated those measures can be used to check their wetland boundaries
as well.
Mr. Eldridge stated the vegetation on the 2 wet areas on his land is different than the rest of the land,
almost swamp like, and contains different flora and fauna than found on the rest of the land. He used
his visual to explain how the water comes down the mountain in to what he described as a bowl on his
property and then down that channel, clearly funneled in that direction. He noted that several of the
pipes in question practically abut the stone wall discussed earlier that serves as the property line and
questioned ifthere would have been setback requirements for putting in the piping. Mr. Garfinkle
stated that would be a question for Greg Wunner, the building inspector.
Mrs. Cali Gorevic, 60 Round Hill Road, stated that Chris Fadden tried to purchase their drainage
easement right on Vineyard Road adding that she is unsure what that means. Mr. Gorevic added that the
fact of the matter is there was a little bit of a dispute and in order to resolve that dispute the lawyer had
suggested that they give up their easement rights to sewage and drainage on Vineyard and Round Hill.
Mr. Gorevic stated he wouldn't give up their rights to anything for any significant amount of money in
any case. However, it occurred to them that if Mr. Fadden was that eager, maybe something is going on
that they are unaware of. Mr. Gorevic questioned whether they may be pushing the boundaries on what
they are supposed to be doing and stated he felt it was a very peculiar request. Mr. Kingsley asked how
recently this had occurred. Mr. Gorevic stated this had occurred within the last 2-3 months then
corrected himself and said this had occurred in March. At this point, Mr. Gorevic believes this situation
warrants some kind of study. Mr. Kingsley asked Mr. Gorevic if he was able to obtain a map of that
easement that Mr. Fadden was looking at. Mrs. Martin stated it should be attached to the deed for the
property. Mr. Kingsley stated that would be the first step; see where it is and go from there. Mr.
Gorevic added that Mr. Fadden owns both roads, Vineyard and Round Hill and that they have easement
rights. In his opinion, there is an issue as to how many roads can be put in there; they may have reached
their limit on roads. There is a road down below that the Gorevic's, as well as other residents, believe
the Conservation Board or Zoning Board should look into. Mr. Gorevic added that Mr. Fadden has
allowed someone to use part of the land for what he and his wife seem to think is storage and there are
propane tanks and other things; he added it looks like a dump area with an access road leading in to it.
Mr. Gorevic questioned the legality of this road. Mr. Repetto and Mr. Garfinkle suggested putting in a
formal complaint with the Building Inspector in Philipstown to have the matter checked out.
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Mr. Nick Rockwell stated he and his wife had purchased property which had an access off of Vineyard
Road but because the previous owner did not do whatever was necessary to transfer that it is unusable
to them. He stated he and his wife had attended what he recalled to be a Planning Board meeting a
couple of years back and at that meeting it was stated that Mr. Fadden had reached his maximum
number of roads for the property.
Mr. Baker questioned if it was in their jurisdiction to mandate someone involved in this particular issue
to attend a meeting to discuss many of these issues, in this case Chris Fadden. Mrs. Martin stated they
can not compel someone to show up at a meeting, they can designate a representative.

Mr. Eldridge asked that, in doing the retention pond and this piping, if there would have been a
permitting process. Mr. Kingsley stated that back then there was only a Wetlands Advisory Committee
and they were not a Board yet. Mrs. Martin stated that was something they would have to look into it.
Mr. Gorevic stated that just beyond his property there is a stream which looks calm and rather empty
most of the time. He added that there was a storm a few years back and during that storm that stream
was 'beyond rapids'. The water was rushing down the mountain with enough force to bring down
trees. He stated that if this were to happen with the tower down below, that tower would not exist. This
is of great concern to he and his wife. If there were to be another major storm and the cell tower goes
down and the mountain goes up in flames, no one who lives on that mountain would survive. He added
that if this proposal goes through and this tower is approved, he and his wife will have to give serious
thought to whether they want to stay there or not. He stated he believes these are all things that should
be of great concern to the Conservation Board. He added it is his understanding that the Zoning Board
will be taking the lead on this but believes that the Conservation Boards recommendations carry a lot of
weight and they will make the right decision. Mrs. Martin thanked everyone for their information and
asked anyone who is continually interested in this project to stay tuned for notice of the public hearing
and air their concerns at that hearing.

3. Storm Water Discussion
Mr. Garfinkle reported it has been a slow month in terms of stormwater. He stated he has done some
research into getting some public outreach materials and is in the approval/ordering process. He added
he, Mr. Leonard and Mr. Frisenda will need to meet at some point soon. He stated the letter had been
sent out to the Glassbury Court Homeowners Association as well as the complainants and added that
Ms. Percacciolo is working to find a correct address and contact from the Glassbury Court HOA. Mr.
Garfinkle stated that Mr. Leonard was in attendance and wanted to comment on the herbicide issue.
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Mr. Leonard stated that he would be attending the County meeting the following evening. He hopes to
hear of some serious corrective action. Mrs. Martin questioned if there was any testing done on that
water after spraying had occurred. Mr. Garfinkle suggested, based on an article he had read, that testing
had been performed. He added that it is his feeling that Philipstown should be included in meetings
between Greg Phillips from the Village water department and the DEC regarding the water supply
because it doesn't just fall within the boundaries of Cold Spring; if they are making decisions and
giving advice or any sort of further clarification as to the restrictions on herbicide application in that
area, we never hear because the meetings only happen with the Village. That could be a positive
outcome of the whole situation, to create a better dialogue. He added that it is his understanding that
state law says, when you 're applying these chemicals, you have to go through a whole certification
process to become an applicator. During that process, you learn all these different things about spraying
next to waterways and reporting all of your applications to the DEC at the end of each year. You are
supposed to have an understanding of the herbicides that you are applying and how they break down in
the environment, what they're toxic to and how and so on. Mr. Garfinkle stated it was a little strange, to
him, that whoever asked for that had no understanding of that whole process.
Mrs. Michelle Smith stated there was a DEC report that came from the contractor who did the spraying
and they said that they tum off the Oust XP when they're in the setback area. But, when the initial
article was written they said they were spraying Oust XP and glyphosate both along Fishkill Road and
Peekskill Hollow. She added they tested the water on June 301\ roughly 5 weeks after they sprayed on
May 23n1. Mrs. Smith questioned ifit was a violation of state law and if not, a violation of Philipstown
Code because there is a resource protection overlay around the Cold Spring water supply which
basically says you can't use chemicals any more than a residential use. She added this is another good
reason for Philipstown to be included in certain meetings with regard to the Cold Spring water supply.
Mr. Garfinkle stated that the State doesn't regulate any Class C streams, so they would have to look at
what the designation is. He added that they are a government entity as well so he is unsure of what
kinds of exemptions they may have. Mrs. Martin requested that Mr. Leonard report back to the
Conservation Board what happens at the County meeting.
Mr. Garfinkle stated that if they had gone through a permitting process with the DEC for herbicide
application, they could essentially apply for a 5 year permit, if it is within the buffer area for a DEC
regulated wetland. He stated the notification process would happen once, at the beginning of that 5 year
cycle and they can actually renew that permit up to another 5 years. He stated that this could be an
agreement that goes way back. Mrs. Smith stated that Kathleen Foley in the village had FOIL'ed the
records and found that they have been spraying since at least 2012. Mrs. Martin noted there was also no
notification to the municipality.

4. Revised Open Space Index and Natural Resources Inventory
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Mrs. Martin stated that it was decided at the last meeting that everyone wanted to review it and asked if
everyone had done so. She added that one of the only questions at hand was whether anyone found
anything amiss and also, if there was a desire before it goes to the Town Board, to re-prioritize the
Conservation Open Areas Inventory List. She added that some of those descriptions had been changed
and added to include more actual natural resources description instead of just community character
descriptions, which is where they started out. Mrs. Martin stated, what Nicole Pidala did last year was
essentially take the existing Open Space Index and Natural Resources Inventory and update it. Mrs.
Smith added that all of those Open Space priorities area still for the most part in tact, it is just a
question of whether some of those may have gotten smaller or some of them may now be permanently
conserved. Mrs. Martin questioned if something has been permanently conserved, is it a priority for
Conservation for the Town anymore; does it then drop off the list. Mr. Repetto stated it should remain
on the list but noted that it is permanently conserved; it is no longer a goal but an accomplishment.
Mrs. Martin then read the definition of "Conservation Open Areas Inventory" for clarification. The last
question before sending it to the Town Board is, does this Board want to change the prioritization. She
recommended, if everyone was comfortable with it as is, to send it to the Town Board for adoption.
Mrs. Smith questioned the wording in the Town Code and if it would need to be amended once the
Town Board adopts this new Open Space Index and Natural Resources Inventory. Mrs. Martin stated
that was dependent on how the Code is worded when referencing the Index.
Mr. Baker moved to approve the Open Space Index and Natural Resources Inventory and send it to the
Town Board for adoption. Mr. Kingsley seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
M.J. Martin
Lew Kingsley
Robert Repetto
Jan Baker
Mark Galezo
Eric Lind
Andrew Galler

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent
Absent
Absent

Mr. Kingsley moved to adjourn the meeting and Jan Baker seconded the motion. All were in favor and
the meeting adjourned at 9:27 pm.

Date Approved _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __
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Respectfully submitted by,
Tara K. Percacciolo
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39 Ario Lane
Cortlandt Manor, NY 10567
T:(914) 736-3664 F: (914) 736-3693

August 31, 2017

Mr. Mark G.alezo, Chairman
Conservation Board
Town of Philipstown
238 Main Street
P.O. Box 155
Cold Spring, New York 10516

Re:

Wetland Permit Application
Jose & Maria Lojano
· 17 Ox-Yoke Road
Tax Map Designation: 90.8-2-7

Dear Chairman Galezo and Members of the Conservation Board:
Find enclosed the following information for the above-referenced Project:

1:
2.
3.
4.

5.

Escrow fee of $750
Ten .(10) Wetland Permit Application Form
Ten (10) Short Environmental Assessment Form
Ten (10) Property Survey
Ten (10) "Subsurface Sewage Treatment Sys.tern Repair Plan", 2 sheets, dated August 24, 2017

This office has been retained by the Applicants, Jose & Maria Lojano, to seek approval for a Wetland
Permit to perform work associated with the repair of the existing septic system, located wholly within the
wetland buffer at the above referenced property, which is located in the Suburban Residential Zoning
District.
·
We respectfully request placement of the application on the Conservation Board'.s September 12, 2017
meeting agenda to discuss the project in detail.
·
PROJECT NARRATIVE

The subject property is located at the south-west corner of Ox-Yoke Road and Winston Lane. The
property is bound to the north and east by Ox-Yoke & Winston right-of-way's and to the west (n/f Gainer)
and south (n/f Rossouw) by residential parcels. The property measures approximately 57,797 square feet
or 1.235 acres and is located in the Suburban Residential Zoning District. The property has a two-family
residential structure, septic system and potable well.
Grades on the property slope from north to south in the northern half and west to east in the southern half.
The existing seP.tic system is experiencing failure during "wet" times of the year. ·The existing property to
the west slopes toward the subject property. . An intermittent drainage course runs through at the lower
third of the property from west to east. This intermittent drainage course direets surface water runoff from
the neighboring uphill properties to the west and terminates at an existing catch basin and swale on the
west side of Ox-Yoke Road.
As you know, an application was previously submitted to your board for the piping of the intermittent
drainage course, installation of a curtain drain, relocation of a potable well and construction of a ·new
septic system. During that review, your board issued a permit for construction within the 100-ft. wetland

Town of Philipstown Conservation Board
Re: Wetland Permit Application (Jose & Maria Lojano)

August 30, 2017
page 2 of2

buffer associated with the installation of a new septic system. However, your board did not approve the
proposed piping of the intermittent drainage course. Since that time the applicants have obtained
proposals for the construction of the new septic system and installation of the new potable well. Pricing
obtained for this work has rendered that option cost prohibitive.
The current site plan proposes to repair the existing septic system, which is located behind the house on
the north side of the intermittent drainage course, by installing approximately 295 LF of new fields and
installing a new 1,500 gallon septic tank. It will be necessary to install an underdrain behind the house
and septic area, parallel to the west property line, in order to capture ground water and surface water flow
and discharge it to a proposed 18-inch diameter pipe in the location of the intermittent drainage course.
This will be required for the new septic system, as ground water was encountered when deep test holes
were dug for the septic system repair, as well as to prevent water from entering the basement. The
intermittent drainage course would be piped from a proposed headwall structure near the west property
line to an existing catch basin located at the edge of Ox-Yoke Road in order to prevent the possibility of
septic leachate from entering the intermittent drainage course, which drains to the existing Town catch
basin on Ox Yoke Road and eventually discharges to Cortlandt Lake. Material would be imported to cover
the proposed drainage piping, which would be stabilized with grass and wetland planting as required. An
erosion & sedimentation plan has been prepared for the required construction activities. Additionally, a
detached 3-car garage (approximately 800 sf) is proposed to the north east of the existing house, which is
wholly outside of the 100-ft. wetland buffer.
We look forward to appearing before the Conservation Board to discuss the project on September 12,
2017. Should you have any questions or require additional information please contact me at the above
number. Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

James C. Annicchiarico
Project Engineer

enclosures

cc: Jose & Maria Lojano, Property Owner, w/enclosures
File: Lojano-17 Ox-Yoke Rd-Site Plan-Letter-Initial Submission-20170830.doc

238 Main street

TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN
PUTNAM COUNTY, NEW YORK

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

Conservation Board

Fee

_ _ 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.

<Jb?e

1. Owner: Name:
Address:

Telephone:
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lf Corporation, give names of o;~e,1'

Mailing Address:

------+--------------------

2. Name of Agent
(Applicant must be owner ofthe land. The Application may be managed an authon'zed agent ofsuch
person.)

f'J
_ __.\_._~-----------------

Mailing Address: _ _ _ _

Telephone: _ _ _ _r-J___,{._k
__________________
3. Location of Proposed Activity:

q_o_,~_-_2_--~-·_________

Tax Map#: _ _

Acreage of Controlled Area Affected:
Square footage of soil disturbed by the entire project:
4. Type of Activity: (See list of regulated activities)
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5. Other pennit(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

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 (included in the application foldel)
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.)

Short Environ1nental Assessment Fonn
Part 1 - Project Information
Instructions for Completing
Part 1 - Project Info rmation. The a pplicant or project sponsor is r esponsible 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 - P r oj ect a nd Sponsor Informa tion
Name of Action or Project:
Lojano Subsurface Sewage Treatment System Repair Project

Project Location (describe, and attach a location map):
Property located at 17 Ox Yoke Road (comer of Ox Yoke Road & Winston Lane} Tax ID 90.8-2-7

Brief Description of Proposed Action:
The applicant proposes to repair the existing subsurface sewage treatment system (septic system), which experiences failure during "wet"
times of the year. As part of the septic system repair it will be necessary to install a curtain drain behind the septi c system and the house in
order to cut-off the flow of ground water toward the septic system and house, as well as pipe an existing intermittent drainage course, located
approximately 1O' from the proposed septic system, in order to eliminate the possibility of the septic system leaching into the drainage course
and entering the Town drainage system that has eventual discharge to the Cortlandt Lake.

Name of Applicant or Sponsor:

Telephone: 914-373-8557

Jose & Maria Lojano

E-Mail: dsrlandscaping@gmail.com

Address:
17 Ox Yoke Road

City/PO:

.

State:

Philipstown

New York

Zip Code:
10524

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

[Z]

D

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

D

[{]

Putnam County Department of Health (Septic Repair), Conservation Board (Wetland Permit), Building Dept.

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?

1.235 acres
0.34 acres
1.235 acres

4. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action.
O Urban

ORural (non-agriculture)

O Forest
D Agriculture
0Parkland

O Industrial

0 Commercial

0 Aquatic

0 0ther (specify):
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rlJ Residential (suburban)

5. Is the proposed action,
a. A permitted use under the zoning regulations?
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

YES

NIA

D
D

[{]
[l]
NO

D
D
YES

D

[{]

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

[{]

D

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?

[{]
[{]
[{]
NO

D
D
D
YES

-

D

[{]

10. Will the proposed action connect to an existing public/private water supply?

NO

YES

D

[{]

NO

YES

D

[{]

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

[{]

D

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

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:

If No, describe method for providing potable water:
Existing 12rivate well to be utilized

11. Will the proposed action connect to existing wastewater utilities?
If No, describe method for providing wastewater treatment:
Project is for the re12air of an existing subsurface sewage treatment Si'.stem {se12tic si'.stem)

--

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:
lotecmil!emt draioage ooucse (cecogoized lacall)o! as a wetlaod) pcapasal to pipe !be dcaioage comse to reduce !be possibilitll of
the se~tic system leachin~ into the draina~e course in the future.

D

llJ

f7l

D

D

YES

[{]

14. Identify the typical habitat types that occur on, or are likely to be found on the project site. Check all that apply:
0Forest
0 Agricultural/grasslands
0 Early mid-successional
0Shoreline
Durban
IZl Suburban
IZl Wetland
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

[{]

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

D

NO

YES

Ill I I
17. Will the proposed action create stonn water discharge, either from point or non-point sources?
If Yes,
IZ} NO DYES
a. Will storm water discharges flow to adjacent properties?
b. Will storm water discharges be directed to established conveyance systems tJoff and storm drains)?
If Yes, briefly describe:
NO llJYES
~uocff from tbe r;icapased ga[agato be dicected from [QQf leaders lo aa lafillcatioa r;iracllce oo-site
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NO

YES

D

[{]

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 pwpose and size: - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- -- - - -- -- - -

NO

19. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the location of an active or closed

NO

YES

00
YES

solid waste management facility?
If Yes, describe: - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - -- - - - -

00

20. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the subject ofremediation (ongoing or

NO

completed) for hazardous waste?
If Yes, describe: - - -- - - - -- - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - --

YES

00

I AFFIRM THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OFMY
KNOWLEDGE

Applicant/sponsor na!J).e.:_Cronin Engineering, e.,E.,-!2;~/Jam-- ,.. ~11.nnicchiarico
Signature: _
.
.' \
~ -~-- -::-

PRINT FORM
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Date:

08-31-0217

EAF Mapper Summary Report

90.8-2-17

Thursday, August 31, 2017 3:41 PM

90.8-2-2
•

Part 1 I Question 7 [Critical Environmental
Area]

No

Part 1 I Question 12a (National Register of
Historic Places]

No

Part 1/Question12b [Archeological Sites]

+~~
-

Part 1 I Question 13a (Wetlands or Other
Regulated Waterbodies]
Part 1 I Question 15 [Threatened or
Endangered Animal]

--~--------Pa rt 1 /Question
16 (100 Year Flood Plain]

---------

l Part 1 /Question 20 (Remediation Site] _

-No

- '-·-No

•

-

No

Yes

--

Disclalmer: The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist
project sponsors and reviewing age.n.cies in prep.arlng an environmental
assessment fonn (EAF). Not all questions asked In the EAF are
answered by the EA~ Mapper. Add1t.10nal information on any EAF
question can be obtained by oonsulting the EAF WO<kbooks. Although
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-tCH:tate 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.

-

-----

Short Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report

-

--

--
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238 M1ln StrMt
Cold Spring, NY, 10516
(845) 265-6202

TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN
PUTNAM COUNTY, NEW YORK

APPLICATION FOB WETLANPS PERMIT

Nc>W to Apgllcant:
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)

Permitting Authority

Application I - - - - - - - - Received by:

Z.B.A.
_ _ Planning Board

Date

_ _ Wetlands Inspector

Fee

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:

Open Space Institute

Address: 1350 Broadway #201 , New York, NY 10018
Telephone: (212) 290-8200

2. Agent: Name: Glynwood Center
(Applicant must be owner of the land. The Application may be managed by an authorized agent of
such person possessing a notarized letter of consent from the owner.)
3/ Nlme of Agent
If Corporation, give names of officers:
Kathleen Finlay (President)

Ken Klienpeter (Assistant Secretary)

Isabel Lopatin (Assistant Treasurer)
Malling Address:
362 Glynnwood Rd, Cold Spring, NY 10516
Telephone: _ _ (~8~
4 5)_2_6_
5_3_3_
3_
8 _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

3. Location of Propoeed Activity:
Glynwood Road@ 1.45 mi (41 .4514, -73.8699)

Tax Map No.: _
2_9_.-_3_.-_1_-_._
1 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Acreage of Controlled Area Affected: _-_3_/_
4_a_c_re_ _ ___________

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

Phase I -Adding fill and rip rap as part of erosion control
plan.
Phase II - Installing 4 parking spaces.

5. Other permit(s) required and agency or agencies responsible for granting such permits such as but
not limited to P.C.8.0.H, N.Y.D.E.C, Army Core of Engineers, EPA, DOT, Building Dept. Planning
Board, and Z.8.A.

DEC I Article 15 . Application being made concurrently

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.
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.
0 . 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: 8/28/2017
Signature of Applicant:

K. Finlay (Glynwood President)

N. Tomann (Sponsor)

Check List for a Complete Wet11nd• Permit Appllc1tlon

Ten (10) sets of all material as follows:
Application Form
Environmental Assessment Form (short form), unless other agencies have requested the long
form in which case that should be presented.
A plan of your site drawn by a design professional, such as an engineer, architect or land
surveyor. All plans must show: wetlands delineation boundaries, 100' buffer zones from
wetlands and watercourses, location of access route for construction activities, the location of any
well or sewage or wastewater disposal system and, In most cases, the topography of the site.
Copies of correspondence from all other agencies Including, but not limited to; DEC, DOT, EPA,
PCBOH, ACOE or other Town of Philipstown agencies; Town Board, Planning Board, ZBA,
Building Dept.
A written outline of the proposed activity, along with a construction scenario that should include
specific items such as the estimated quantities of material excavated or the amount of fill
required.
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 as well as the names of claimants of water
rights in the wetland or watercourse of whom the applicant has record notice.
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.

§ 93-8. Criteria for approval. [Amended 11-1-2001 by LL. No. 4-2001)
A. The following are criteria applicable to the approval of permits for

Proposed regulated activities in controlled areas:
(1) The activity will not have a substantial adverse effect upon the
natural function and benefits of a wetland or watercourse as set
forth in § 93-28;
(2)The activity wlll not substantially change the natural channel of a
watercourse or substantially inhibit the dynamics of a watercourse
system;
(3)The activity will not result in the degrading or pollution of waters.
(4)The activity will not increase the potential for flooding.
(5)Sufficient provision has been made for control of pollution, erosion,
Siltation and sedimentation during and after conduct of the activity;
(6)No practicable alternative location is available on the subject
parcel.
(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; or
(8) The activity will alleviate or remove a hazard to the public health
or safety.
B . In evaluating the criteria and the determination required in § 93-SA
above, the Council and the permitting authority shall utilize the
objective methodology for determining the functions of a wetland set
out in the publication entitled "A Rapid Procedure for Assessing
Wetland Functional Capacity," dated May 1998, by Magee and Hollands,
a copy of which is on file in the office of the Town Clerk of the
Town of Philipstown. [Amended 7-14-2005 by LL. No. 2·2005]

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 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:

Clove Creek Revetment
Project Location (describe, and attach a location map):

Glynwood Center, 281 Glynwood Road Cold Spring, NY . 10516
Brief Description of Proposed Action:

Streambank armoring to protect existing residence and
construction of a new parking lot to relocate current parking.

Name of Applicant or Sponsor:

Telephone:

Neal Tomann
Address:
City/PO:

845.559.3399

E-Mai 1ntomann@olvnwood.oro

Glynwood Center, 281 Glynwood Road
State:

Cold Spring

Zip Code:

NY

10516

I. 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

[{]

D

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

D

[{]

DEC Article 15
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?

_3l4_ acres
- 3M__ acres
280

acres

4. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action.
OUrban

D Rural (non-agriculture) D

0 Forest

lllAgriculture

Industrial

0Aquatic

D

Commercial

0Residential (suburban)

OOther (specify):

0Parkland

Pagel of 3

NO

5. Js the proposed action,
a. A pennitted use under the zoning regulations?
b. Consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan?

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

D D D
D NO
D [ZJ
YES
D [ZJ

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

-

YES NIA

-

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

NO

YES

lZ1 D
NO

YES

[ZJ
[ZJ
[ZJ

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:

NO

D
D
D
YES

D

[ZJ

10. Will the proposed action connect to an existing public/private water supply?

NO

YES

If No, describe method for providing potable water:

D

[ZJ

11. WiJl the proposed action connect to existing wastewater utilities?

NO

YES

[ZJ

D

NO

YES

[ZJ

D

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?

If No, describe method for providing wastewater treatment:
12. a. Does the site contain a structure that is listed on either the State or National Register of Historic
Places?
b. ls the proposed action located in an archeological sensitive area?
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, identify the wetland or waterbody and extent of alterations in square feet or acres:
Clove Creek 1 roughl~ 3/4 acre

D
NO

n

D

I J
YES

[ZJ
[ZJ

14. Identify the typical habitat types that occur on, or are likely to be found on the project site. Check aJl that apply:
D Agricultural/grasslands
DEarly mid-successional
D Shoreline
DForest

IZI Wetland

Durban

0Suburban

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?
16. ls the project site located in the I00 year flood plain?

NO

YES

[ZJ

D

NO

YES

I I l{'I
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?
ONO DYES
b. Will stonn water discharges be directed to established conveyance systems (runoff and storm drains)?
If Yes, briefly describe:
[l]NO DYES
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NO

YES

[ZJ

D

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

[{]

D

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

[{]

D

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 D

I AFFIRM THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE
'\..
Applicant/sponsor name:
Signature:

/L,.I

PRINT FORM

~ ~ -i-~~ .!'- \

--r--~

...

--
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Date:

IP
CP

lz.~

i 1-:i-

GLY'NW®D
CULT IVATI N G A VIBRAN T HUDSON VALLEY

To: Members of the Philipstown Conservation Board.

Date: August 28, 2017

From: N.Tomann I Property Director

Subject: Glynwood Center wetlands

Project Scope: Stream bank Revetment and Parking Installation
Zoning District: "IC" (Institutional Conservation)
Outline of proposed activity.
Glynwood Center is a recognized 501(c)(3) non profit corporation operating on 288 acres of land leased
from Open Space Institute. Operating out of the former Perkins I Cabot estate just east of Cold Spring,
Glynwood has been working to support agricultural efforts in the Hudson Valley since 1996. The
property borders Stonecrop Gardens, Topfield Equestrian Center and Fhanstock State Park.

Clove Creek is a Class 'B' stream the headwaters of which form in Fhanstock State Park just east of
Glynwood. These streams collect in Evelina Perkins Pond (on Fhanstock property), Jordan Pond and
Perkins Lake (on Glynwood Property). From there the waters merge with Sand Bridge Creek to
become Clove Creek which runs through Glynwood's leasehold, towards route 9 and then north toward
Fishkill.

Clove Cottage is a two story residential building located inside the Clove Creek wetlands buffer as it
passes through the property. The Cottage was built in the 1930 and thus predates any codified wetland
regulations.

There are two projects being proposed in this application. The first (Phase 1) will be a revetment of a
streambed being eroded by a 'branch' of Clove Creek upstream from Clove Cottage . The second
{Phase 2) is to install 4 parking spaces on the downhill side of Clove Cottage to resolve safety and
liability issues. We hope to execute the streambed revetment in late fall of 2017 and install the parking
lot in early summer of 2018.

Phase 1 : Streambed Revetment.
Restoring the streambed on the southern bank of the creek will require adding roughly 250 cubic yards
of stone and topsoil. There will be a 30" x 24" keyway cut into the outer edge of the fill area to provide
purchase for the stone armoring (see sheet 3 of 4 of packet) but that will be the extent of below grade
disturbance. Silt fence will be installed along the outer edge of fill area. The area being affected is not
classified as Tor TIS .

P.O. Box 157 I Cold Spring, NY 10516

I T: 845.265.3338 IF: 845.265.3391 I E: info@glynwood.org
glynwood.org

Phase 2: Parking Installation.
The installation of a parking area on the west side of Clove Cottage is an attempt
to remedy two long standing issues with the existing parking situation.
• The existing parking layout does not allow for full a size delivery truck or
an emergency responder to safely pass an oncoming vehicle. The section
of road is often a traffic choke point when service trucks are parked there
to make repairs or deliver fuel to the cottage.
•

The existing parking requires the residents to park at precarious angles.
Several residents have fallen while exiting their cars or have fallen simply
trying to negotiate the grade. This creates a potential liability for Glynwood
for failure to repair a known unsafe condition on the property.

Referencing §93-8:

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.

§ 93-8. Criteria for approval. [Amended 11-1-2001 by L.L. No. 4-2001]
"(1) The activity will not have a substantial adverse effect upon the natural
function and benefits of a wetland or watercourse as set forth in § 93-28"
*The proposed area of revetment has gradually given way to Clove Creek over
time with considerable damage being done during Hurricane Irene (2011) and
Sandy (2012). The fill required for this project is meant to restore the attitude of
the stream and streambed back to its original path. It will not adversely effect the
function of benefits of the wetland area.
(2)The activity will not substantially change the natural channel of a watercourse
or substantially inhibit the dynamics of a watercourse system;
*The project is designed to divert the branches of the creek that are eroding the
streambed. The main section of the waterway will be unaffected.
(3)The activity will not result in the degrading or pollution of waters.
*There will be no degradation or pollution of the waters.

(4)The activity will not increase the potential for flooding.
* Neither project will increase potential for flooding. The parking project will have
appropriate drains and grades to ensure proper run off.

(5)Sufficient provision has been made for control of pollution, erosion, Siltation
and sedimentation during and after conduct of the activity;

* Proper controls will be in place for both projects.
(6)No practicable alternative location is available on the subject

* Given the grade and density of buildings in the area the parking area is placed
in the only area practicable.
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 plans have been prepared to state specifications. The applicant is open to
recommendations from the Conservation Board.
(8) The activity will alleviate or remove a hazard to the public health or safety.

* Both projects are being offered to alleviate safety hazards.

TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN

238 Miiin Street

PUTNAM COUNlY, N!W YORK

Cold 8pl1ng, NY, 10618
(846) 285-5202

APPLICATION FOB WETLANDS PERMIT

N£Rlp . . . . .:
Submit the complet9d application to the appropriate permitting authority. The application for Wetlands

Permit should be submitted slmutt.aneousty with any related application (e.g.. subdivision approval, site
plan approval, Special~ Permit, etc.}, being made to the permitting authority.
(Office Use Only)

Permitting Authority

Application# - - - - - - - -

Reoeived by.
_ _ Conservation Board

Date

_Wetlands Inspector

Fee

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 applles for a
Wetlands Permit to conduct a regulated activity in a controlled area.
1. Owner: Name:

Address:
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TfAer*!one:!fr--feJc/-- ~~ot
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~A.41
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If Corporation, give names of officers:

MalJing Address: - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

2. Nlln'9 d Aos'I.
(Applicll.nt must btJ owner of IM land. ThB Application may IHI managed an sulhorizlld BgtJnt ofsuch

petson.)
Mailing Address:

?o

\s, X 30 °I

eot:-~ ~~ ~

(,

,J r.'

a_<1_.r_-_'26_r_ , _z._e_B_8_________

Telephone: _ _

3. Locallon of Pn>poMd Activity: 2. 7 J-

...L:J.l,.._

Acreage of Controlted Area Affected:
Square footage of soil disturbed by the entire project:
4.

../.-/-7S-otJ ~F

TW>t of~ (See list of~ ectMtlel)

e-<>YL

I:>~~

_\

~,~~

:Fit(

5. Other pennlt{s) required and agency or agencies responsible for granting such permits such as but
not lfmlted to P.C.B.O.H, N.Y.D.e.c. Army Core of Engineers, EPA. DOT, Building Dept. Planning
Board, and Z.BA
}I 4

6.

Each copy of this application ahaff 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 (incltKJ«I in Hitt sppllcalion fo/ddlJ
c. A map prepared by a licensed surveyor, landscape architect or engineer showing:
1. The controlled erea(s) wetland buffer zone 100 feet from the edge of any wetlands. lakea, 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 dalmants of water rights In the wetland or watercourse of whom the applicant has
record notice and the names and addressee of all owners of record of properties abutting and
dlrectly across from the proposed activity as shown on the latest tax record.
(Note: Arty 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 acceptabkt to the
Permitting Authority, may be used.}

Date: _ __ _ __
Signature of Applicant:

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part l - Project Information
lutructions for Comoleting
Part l ·Project Information. The appRcant or project sponsor is responsible for tbe completion of Part l. Responses
become part of the application for approval or funding, are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.
Complete Part I based on infonnation currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to ftlUy

respond to any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information.
Complete all items in Part l. You may also provide any additionaJ infonnation which you believe wiJI be needed by or useful
to the lead agency; attach additional pages as necessary to supplement any item,
Part l - Project aad Sponsor Information

L 1St ~o>

eo-~~U.7iAy

zz;:_c_

Project Location (describe, and attach a cation map):

2.7j -

..:7-~

\5 "'Qljc

-

T rot""\

A'>

l..V t.\\

Name of Applicant or Sponsor:
L1'>l~>

State:

Zip Code:

/OJ-16
1. Docs the proposed action OQJy involve the legislative adoption ofa plan, local law, ordinance,

NO

administrative rule, or regulation?
If Yes, attach a narrative description of the intent of the proposed action and the enviroMlental resources that
may be affected in the municipality and proceed to Part 2. Jfno, continue to question 2.
2. Does the proposed action require a pennit, approval or funding from any other governmental Agency?
If Yes, list agency(s) name and pennit or approval:

I

j 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?

__

-~
-·_tJC

a.cn:s
_ ..,..
.......t""Z__ acres

acres

4. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action.
OUrban ORuraJ (non·agriculturc) 0 Industrial 0Conunercial c:nrc;idcntial (suburban)
OForcst CJAgriculture
0Aquatic
OOther (specify): - - - - - -- - -

0Patkland
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YES

I S. ls the proposed action,
I

NO

a. A permitted use under the z.onina regulations?

~

YES ~A
77

D

NO

YES

•--r

b. Consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan?
6. Is the proposed action consistent with the predominant character of the existing built or natural
landscape?
1. Is the site of the proposed action located in, or does it adjoin, a state listed Critical Environmental Area?

JfYes, identify:

-.

...

--

D ~
YES
..
0
B'
NO

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

NO

b. Arc public transportation scrvicc(s) available at or near the site of the proposed action?

~

k'ES

~'1

...

~

~

c. Are any pedestrian accommodations or bicycle routes available on or near site of the proposed action?
9. l>oe$ the proposed action meet or exceed the state enera.y code requirements?
If the proposed action wilJ exceed requirements, describe design features and technologies:

NO

JO. Will the proposed action coonect to an existing public/private water supply?

NO

[3"

,v[A

If No, describe method for providing potable water:

NO

~A

I

b. Would the proposed action physically alter, or encroach into, any ex isling wetland or watcrbody?
If Yes. identify the wetland or waterbody and extentofalterations in square feet or acres:

--

YES

VES

c:r 0

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

-

Vo

ff D

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

I

YES

/

11. Will the proposed action connect to existing wastewater utilities?
If No, describe method for providing wastewater treatment:

~

,... ....

NO

YES

"-;: .....

=1

- .....

"'

! NO

YES
.....

~

-

I

~ .......

-

·-

14. Identify lhe typical habitat types that occur on, or arc likely to be found on th(:3roject site. Check all that apply:
CJ Shoreline
Cl Forest
~ri.cuhural/puslands
Early mid-succe11loc.\al
0 Wetland
Cl Urban
uburban
l.5 . Does the site of the proposed action contain any ~ies of animal, or associated habitats, listed
by the State or Federal government as threatened or endangered?

NO

Y£S

cr 0

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

NO .,YES

11. Will the proposed action create stonn water discharge, either from point or non-point sources?

NO

If Yes,
a. Will storm water discharges flow to adjacent properties?

ff 0

-i

e!No

DYES

b. Will storm waler discharges be directed to established conveyance systems ~d stonn drains)?
If Yes. briefly describe:
0 C]Y.ES

!
I

-· -

-

-

.
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