MEETING AGENDA
TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD
Old VFW Hall, 34 Kemble Ave., Cold Spring, New York 10516
January 18, 2018
7:30 PM
Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call
Approval of Minutes - December 14, 2017
Return of Escrow:
Olspan LLC, 2700 Route 9, Cold Spring

TM# 38.-2-24.2

-CO received 10/30/17
-WL Permits 13236, 16278, 17285 - all closed
Public Hearing:
Robert Miller/Alltec Service Center, 1380 Route 9, Garrison
TM# 82.-2-7
(The applicant is seeking site plan approval for a motor vehicle service center with apartment above,
for an existing 3-bay garage which has previously been utilized for motor vehicle repair but for which
the commercial use is currently not operating. The applicant wishes to also use the site for limited
automotive sales.) - Postponed - Legal notice not prepared
Hudson Highland Reserve, Rte 9 & Horton Road
(The 210.1-acre tract, involving 6 separate tax parcels, is located on the east side of Route 9 between
Horton Road and East Mountain Road North. The eastern edge of the property has frontage on East
Mountain Road South. The largest part of the property, 194,5 acres, is located in the “Rural
Residential” (RR) zoning district, of which 153.5 acres are also in the “Open Space Overlay” (OSO)
district. There are 11.1 acres of the property, in the most westerly part of the tract with frontage along
Route 9, that are located in the “Industrial/Manufacturing” (M) zone. The remainder of the property,
4.5 acres is located in the “Highway Commercial” (HC) zone along Route 9. The application for
Preliminary Approval is being processed as a "Conservation Subdivision" pursuant to the standards
contained within §175-20 of the Zoning Ordinance. A minimum of 154 acres of the overall tract is
proposed to remain undeveloped, and protected as “Open Space”. The Applicant seeks Preliminary
Approval of a subdivision that includes 25 residential lots, each containing approximately 1 acre. The
25 lots will be served by individual wells and community wastewater treatment facilities. An
equestrian center is also proposed. The 4.5-acre parcel, which is improved with an office building will
remain a separate but smaller lot making room for the proposed access road.)
New Business:
SEJE Realty, LLC, 1510 Route 9, Garrison
TM# 82.-7-14
(Minor Site Plan - The applicant is seeking approval of an additional use, light industrial (steel
fabrication), while retaining existing single family residential use, the existing off street parking and
some of the existing storage. Applicant also seeks to add a limited amount of outside storage as part of
the light industrial use.)

James Copeland, 3052 Route 9, Cold Spring

TM# 27.16-1-27

(The applicant is seeking a change in use from retail to office space, The space was previously an
antiques store and is located in the HC zoning district,)
Old Business (All Old Business Pending);
Surprise Lake Camp, 382 Lake Surprise Road

TM# 27.-1-1.1

(The applicant is seeking amended site plan approval for various site improvements proposed to
improve vehicle/pedestrian safety and circulation as well as stormwater improvements to preserve the
quality of the lake.) (Site visit scheduled for 1/7/18 was canceled)

PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD
MEETING MINUTES
December 14,2017
The Philipstown Planning Board held its regular monthly meeting on Thursday, December 14,
2017 at the Old VFW Hall, 34 Kemble Ave., Cold Spring, New York.
Present:

Anthony Merante, Chairman
Kim Conner
Peter Lewis
Neal Tomann
Dennis Gagnon
Neal Zuckerman
Stephen Gaba, Counsel
Ronald Gainer, Town Engineer

Absent;

David Hardy

Chairman Merante opened the meeting at 7:34 p.m. with the Pledge of Allegiance. Roll call was
taken by Ms. Percacciolo.
A. Minutes:
The minutes of November 16, 2017 were reviewed. Mr. Tomann made a motion to adopt the
minutes and Mrs. Conner seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Anthony Merante
Kim Conner
Dennis Gagnon
Peter Lewis
Neal Tomann
Neal Zuckerman
David Hardy

-

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent

B. Return of Escrow
Vista 44, LLC, DBA The Garrison Cafe (Matthew & Lydia McMahon)

TM# 60.18-1-16

Mr. Merante noted that the business closed in September of 2017 and he is in receipt of a letter
from them requesting the return of their escrow.
Mrs. Conner made a motion to return the escrow of Matthew & Lydia McMahon and Mr.
Tomann seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Anthony Merante
Kim Conner
Dennis Gagnon

-

Aye
Aye
Aye

Peter Lewis
Neal Tomann
Neal Zuckerman
David Hardy

-

Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent

Chairman Merante stated that one item that is not listed on the agenda is the Peck-Eyler project.
He added he received a letter from the Conservation Board requesting 9 full sets of drawings.
Mr. Zuckerman stated there was someone present in the audience using some sort of
typing/recording device and questioned its purpose. Mr. Rick O’Rourke stated it was a court
stenographer on behalf of the Hudson Highlands to record the Planning Board minutes.
C. New Business
Surprise Lake Camp, 382 Lake Surprise Road

TM# 27.-1-1.1

Mr. Gainer stated it is a new project before the Board, tonight being the initial
submittal/presentation from the applicant. He suggested turning the floor over to the applicant to
present their project. He added there is a technical memorandum from his office and there is a
variety of issues to deal with, some being procedural such as classification of the project. Mr.
Gainer stated there are other administrative or technical issues to be resolved, the most
significant, in his opinion, was determining whether the board wishes to conduct a site visit to
understand the specifics of the proposal.
Mr. Rich Williams of Insite Engineering was present on behalf of the applicant, as well as Brad
Thomson, executive director of Surprise Lake Camp. Mr. Williams explained that Surprise Lake
Camp owns 465 acres in the northwest corner of Philipstown, off of Lake Surprise Road. Mr,
Williams presented an aerial map, showing the overall property and explained that it borders the
Hudson Highland State Park. He stated you enter the property from the eastern side using a long
driveway which sits on the eastern and northern border of Lake Surprise
Mr. Williams stated that the majority of the work planned is for site improvements, adding there
is no proposed expansion of use as well as no building construction proposed. He stated the
application is really about improving site circulation, separating existing parking areas from
where the campers congregate and used another visual to explain the improvements planned. He
stated, as you move towards the center of camp, there is currently an area where all visitors,
deliveries, everyone congregates and parks. That also happens to be the main walking path for
campers to get into the administration building. Mr. Williams stated what they are proposing is a
series of site improvements, the first being widening the access road that leads to the rear of the
administration building and creating a circular turnaround; this will allow them to reroute all
deliveries to the rear of the building where the loading docks are and, on drop-off/pick-up days,
help recirculate bus traffic to the rear. Mr. Williams stated they are also proposing a secondary
parking area for visitors that would be separate from the main entrance to the building and is
necessary to redirect visitor parking away from where the campers congregate. He added, this
would allow them to create a pedestrian oriented space in front of the main building. Mr.
Williams stated they would also take that opportunity to remove a lot of invasive species that

have grown along the slope near the lake, stabilize some of the erosion by paving some of the
existing road network, and add stormwater management in and around the lake.
Mr. Gainer stated in the memorandum, there is a variety of overlay districts that impact the
project that are identified. Mr. Gainer stated he had one question about the existence of a
conservation easement of a portion of or much of the property, and asked if any information on
that had been provided. He questioned who holds the easement.
Mr, Williams stated he believes it is Hudson Highland State Park, which would be the state. He
added, there is an easement over the property because they do adjoin the Hudson Highland State
Park. Mr, Thomson stated, their understanding of the easement was that they may not subdivide
the property or do any building and added the nature of this project is to focus on the lake and the
traffic
Mr. Gainer stated that was fine, but the board needs to see the easement document so they, too,
can understand it. Mr. Thomson stated they would get the board a copy this week.
Chairman Merante suggested a site visit be scheduled.
Mrs. Conner made a motion to schedule a site visit for January 7tb and Mr. Lewis seconded the
motion. The vote was as follows:
Anthony Merante
Kim Conner
Dennis Gagnon
Peter Lewis
Neal Tomann
Neal Zuckerman
David Hardy

-

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent

Mr. Gainer suggested the project be classified as a major project.
Mr. Tomann made a motion to classify the project as a major action and Mr. Lewis seconded the
motion. The vote was as follows:
Anthony Merante
Kim Conner
Dennis Gagnon
Peter Lewis
Neal Tomann
Neal Zuckerman
David Hardy

-

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent

Mr. Gainer added that something that should be stated is that, since they are also working in
proximity to the lake, a permit will be required from the town Conservation Board as well.

Chairman Merante questioned if there were other notifications that should be made, other than
the North Highlands Fire Department.
Mr. Gainer stated depending on what the conservation easement indicates, it might be fair to file
notice with the easement holder just so they are aware that these improvements are proposed, so
they can weigh in if they wish to. Mr. Thomson informed the board that the camp is in touch
with the fire department on a regular basis.
Mr. Gaba suggested, since there is another agency involved, to declare it an unlisted action as
well as make the 239m referral to the county as well.
Mrs. Conner made a motion to declare the project an unlisted action and to accomplish a
coordinated review, and to refer the project to Putnam County Department of Planning and Mr.
Tomann seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Anthony Merante
Kim Conner
Dennis Gagnon
Peter Lewis
Neal Tomann
Neal Zuckerman
David Hardy

-

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent

Mrs. Conner stated she had never been to the property and asked where exactly to go. Mr.
Williams stated the first thing you will come to is a gate house, drive straight through and you
will see a large swimming pool on your right. Go past that and you will see the administration
building.
D. Old Business
1657 Route 9D(Christopher Buck), 1657 Route 9D, Cold Spring

TM# 49.-1-24.1

Chairman Merante reported that there was a referral which was to made to the NYS Historic
Preservation Office and that a response is warranted so until that response is received, the board
is unable to move forward. Mr. Gainer explained that the Board is still awaiting information
from the applicant’s architect in order to make this referral, and so it has not been accomplished
as yet.
Mr. Tomann made a motion to table the application until the January meeting and Mr. Gagnon
seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Anthony Merante
Kim Conner
Dennis Gagnon
Peter Lewis
Neal Tomann

-

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Neal Zuckerman
David Hardy

Aye
Absent

Robert Miller/Alltec Service Center, 1380 Route 9, Garrison

TM# 82.-2-7

There was no representative present on behalf of the applicant, Mr. Gainer questioned if there
were any issues the board feels need to be addressed before the next meeting.
Chairman Merante pointed out the issue of repaving and a possible increase in impervious
surfaces.
Mr. Gagnon stated, on the applicants drawing they show very limited areas of paving and while
on the site visit, there was discussion about re-paving the area and adding paving to the area
where they have the cars for sale, which was not indicated on the plan and suggested they
indicate it on the plan. Mr. Gainer stated he would make sure that those comments were relayed
to the applicant.
Mr. Zuckerman stated, he thinks the big issue is the collection of liquid and materials that are
outside of a vehicle, oil, antifreeze. He added, the place where they want to put the cars, whether
for sale or repair, is on a slope with no catching mechanisms for preventing that. Mr. Zuckerman
added the property is not far from a wetland,
Mr. Gainer suggested he could circulate internally the questions being raised and once everyone
has the opportunity to weigh in, he will then formally send it to the applicant for a response.
Mr. Gagnon stated the project materials had also been sent to Putnam County Planning for
referral, to which Mr. Gainer stated we have not received anything back as of yet.
Chairman Merante stated that at the site visit something did come up about the SWPPP plan,
because the property slopes down to Route 9 and added the board needs to ensure that the
SWPPP is clearly laid out the plan. Since a site visit has already been performed, Mr. Gainer
suggested a public hearing could be scheduled for January.
Mrs. Conner made a motion to schedule a public hearing for the January meeting and Mr.
Zuckerman seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Anthony Merante
Kim Conner
Dennis Gagnon
Peter Lewis
Neal Tomann
Neal Zuckerman
David Hardy

-

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent

Hudson Highlands Reserve, Route 9 & Horton Road
Mr. Glenn Watson was in attendance representing the applicant as well as Mr. Rick O’Rourke of
Keane & Beane, Mr. Steve Gross from Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting, and
Jonathan Vega of The Fractal Group, project sponsors team. Mr. Watson stated the board all
received substantial additions and corrections and changes to the EAF based on a report from
AKRF to the Planning Board, a letter from the Hudson Highlands Land Trust and a letter from
the Conservation Board. He added it is their hope to move this along and was happy to answer
any questions the board may have at this time.
Mr. Gainer stated he has been in contact with Graham Trelstad of AKRF, who was present to
present his findings.
Mr. Trelstad stated he was in receipt of the revised materials from the applicant, and he and his
staff had reviewed it against previous letters he had written. He reported that, from the EAF side,
they believe everything that they had asked for had been addressed with the exception of one
minor item, which are site sections. Mr. Trelstad reported that they had asked the applicant to
demonstrate from the 9 vantage points on the scenic road overlays visibility into the site. What
the applicant has provided were a series of 9 photographs showing the existing conditions from
those locations, which demonstrate there is a substantial amount of vegetation in the immediate
foreground of the view, but what would really help to demonstrate to the board, with respect to
scenic overlay, is the distance and change in elevation that would occur from those vantage
points to the proposed development. Mr. Trelstad stated that all the other matters were addressed.
He noted that, one of the items that was of significant concern was the potential presence of
horse trails, which have since been withdrawn.
Mr. Trelstad reported he had his staff review the revisions to the traffic analysis and spoke with
his traffic engineer who is fine with the proposed revisions, but noted that it appears that the site
driveway leading up from route 9 might be at a grade slightly higher than what might be allowed,
but would be something that the board could handle as part of the approval. Mr. Watson stated
that the road up from route 9 is the subject of an application for alternate road standards, which
are available in the Town code.
Mr. Trelstad stated it would be useful this evening to discuss the board’s remaining concerns with
respect to the SEQRA determination of significance, which is the next step in the process and the
board should consider taking it very soon. He added there are 2 options; the board can either
issue a negative declaration which basically says that there are no potential significant adverse
impacts, which would end the SEQRA process, or issue a positive declaration which indicates
that an environmental impact statement must be prepared. Mr. Trelstad stated, in his review of
the materials presented by the applicant, it is his belief that there is a substantial amount of
evidence and material to support a negative declaration, if that is the decision this board decides
to make.
Mrs. Conner stated she had a procedural question and stated that it was mentioned in AKRF’s
memo that part 2 should not be altered by the applicant and stated that they received this
submission, which includes changes to that.

Mr. Trelstad stated that what happened was that the incorrect version of Part 2 was submitted in
the earlier October submittal, and this was just the correct version that had been adopted by the
board that should have been in the latest binder received.
Chairman Merante questioned how the board felt in terms of making a declaration.
Mr. Gainer stated that the typical procedure would involve not making a SEQRA determination
until a public hearing has been held and suggested that if the board feels they are ready, to
schedule that public hearing for the January meeting and direct their consultants to prepare a
declaration for their consideration for that meeting,
Mr. O’Rourke questioned Mr. Gainer’s statement that it is typical to hold a public hearing before
a determination is made.
Mr. Gainer clarified that it is the typical process of this board. Mr. O’Rourke stated that is not the
common practice or procedure under SEQRA.
Mr. Gainer stated that was understood, but typically, that is how this board has processed all
applications before it so as to solicit public comments prior to making a SEQRA declaration.
Chairman Merante stated the board is in receipt of submittals from several other organizations
including the Hudson Highlands Land Trust, the Philipstown Conservation Board, and Joel
Russell, attorney. Chairman Merante requested Mr. Trelstad’s comments on the submittals.
Mr. Trelstad stated there were several letters included in the agenda packet. Mr. Trelstad stated
that a lot of the points that Mr. Russell brought up in his letter address a lot of process and
intents. He added that he was not here in 2014/2015 when the application was first filed, when
the board began discussion and looked at the conservation analysis. He added that without
having been present, he is unable to speak directly to his knowledge of that. Mr, Trelstad stated
he has looked at the conservation analysis. He stated he understands that there is some concern
about how the conservation findings were adopted and whether they truly are the position of this
board, but he read it and states it seems to clearly indicate “the board finds” so he believes there
must have been some discussion and would assume that discussion led them to make those
decisions. Mr. Trelstad stated there was nothing in the record, that he read, on the conservation
analysis findings that would cause him to question the boards process at that point. Mr, Trelstad
stated he doesn’t believe it’s necessary to go back to that. The SEQRA process, once it’s
complete, allows you then to focus on some of the issues that may still be remaining. He added
that this board, in review of any plan, has to make sure it complies with the zoning and all of the
intent of the zoning in a conservation subdivision. He added that more recently, the focus has
been on the environmental assessment. Mr. Trelstad stated he saw no reason for the board to go
back into the conservation analysis findings to question that, unless the board has concerns.
Mrs. Conner questioned if it was Mr. Trelstad’s understanding that having paddocks in what is
designated as open space is acceptable because the document says that the buildings related to
the horses would no longer be in an area that was considered to be open space.

Mr. Trelstad stated that was a tricky question; what constitutes open space and can a building or
structure be located in an open space? Can a "use” be located in open space? He stated part of
the problem is our definitions or interpretations of what constitutes open space; some people
consider agricultural use as an acceptable open space use, and there would be bams and other
structures that would be in that open space. In his opinion, the intent of the code was to try to
preserve open space in multiple forms, whether it be forested, open meadow, water, wetland,
whatever it might constitute on that property. He added, the conservation analysis process that
the board went through in identifying primary conservation areas and the secondary conservation
areas, or high value and low value conservation areas, would be that process to identify which
elements of that property contribute to the open space or are deserving of protection.
Mr. Trelstad added that his understanding of a conservation subdivision design is that it is a fluid
process. Generally, water bodies and wetlands are considered primary conservation because of
their ecological and hydrological value. Large, unfragmented forested areas could be considered
primary conservation areas, but so too could open meadows if they contribute to the ecological
habitat or the open space character of use. Mr. Trelstad stated the whole question of what is truly
open space and what deserves to be protected is very flexible and fluid in the conservation
analysis. He added, to have a structure or a use within an "open space” is not a problem, as long
as the board finds that the overall layout of the property achieves that objective of the protection
of the open space and the protection of the community character. Mr. Trelstad stated in his
experience, working in communities here in Putnam and other surrounding areas, the inclusion
of a building or paddocks or other uses of cleared land as part of an open space, is still consistent
with a broader open space character. He added also, that he believed he read in the documents
somewhere, that those areas would not be included in the calculations of the required lands; they
are preserving lands that are undisturbed, as open space.
Chairman Merante questioned if Mr. Watson’s office had received the letter from Joel Russell
and if the board could expect a response by the January meeting. Chairman Merante also
requested a written response to the letter form Mr. Trelstad.
Mr. Watson stated, with regard to part 2 and part 3, each of the comments that the board found
needed to be discussed is repeated in the part 3 at the beginning of the particular discussion, so
it’s not necessary to flip back and forth. He stated they also added the guidance from the DEC’S
website at the beginning of each section. Mr. Trelstad stated that was one of his comments in
November, that there was an inconsistency in that and they have built up that part 3 and have a
consistent format so that should help the board understand what issues they should be looking for
in each subject of it.
Mr. Joel Russell thanked the board for the opportunity to address them on the issue. Mr. Russell
stated that he has been listening to the discussion in regards to agricultural uses in open space
and in his opinion, it is clear that, the way it’s written, agricultural structures are allowed within
the preserved open space, as long as it’s consistent with the conservation values. He stated his
intent is not to stop the project or slow it down but to talk about what the goal was of the
conservation subdivision process and what we can learn from what’s evolved through this
process. He stated there is a lesson to be understood from the way it evolved from the beginning

and that is, the role of the conservation analysis process and that, the idea that you do a plan first
and then go back and do a conservation analysis, is backwards, Mr. Russell stated that the idea of
the conservation analysis is that you look at the site first, before anything else, and what the
resources are and what you are trying to protect on that property because the justification for
some of the density incentives in a conservation subdivision is that you’re getting some really
extra special land conservation out of it. Mr. Russell stated if you’re taking something that is
otherwise developable and protecting it for ecological, scenic, or various other reasons, that’s a
real conservation gain. He added that, looking at the plan for this property, it struck him that,
envisioned in the plan from the beginning was houses encircling the pond and suggested that if
the site were looked at first for how to protect the most important, valuable environmental
resources, that may not have been done. He added that the Planning Board should have been
running the show on that and one of the problems may have been that, they did a very thorough
conservation analysis and findings, which the board approved; but the most important part of the
conservation findings is the map that says what the high and lower value and developable lands
are supposed to be. Mr. Russell stated it was his understanding that that map was submitted by
the applicant and essentially approved by the Planning Board. He added that in his experience,
when you do that first, you come up with a different approach and put the development in the
least environmentally harmful areas. He suggested, the next time a plan like this comes about, it
is important to observe the key thing that is in the code which is, start with the conservation
analysis, have it run by the Planning Board, have the conservation findings and the map that goes
with them as part of it, and don’t entertain a development plan until that has been done. He
thanked the board for the opportunity to express his concerns
Mrs. Conner stated she had a question for Mr. Russell. She reported that this project first came to
the Planning Board as a plan and if the board were going to follow the guide that he just gave
them, how would they stop that? Where in the process?
Mr. Russell stated the first time the board sees the plan, the first question should be, where is the
conservation analysis? The application would not be complete. Mrs. Conner stated that this plan
came to them and didn’t become something that people were interested in turning into a
conservation subdivision until after the first submission.
Mr. O’Rourke stated something very important to think about is, the intent cannot override the
clear provisions of the code, which was followed. He stated that the code requires a sketch plan
be submitted as part of a conservation subdivision and is precisely what was done. To say 3 years
later, after the work that has been done, that it wasn’t done properly, “flies in the face” of what
the code is. Mr. O’Rourke stated the intentions of a drafter cannot override the clear provisions
of the ordinance.
Mrs. Conner clarified that she is interested in the Town’s code and in the future, how the board is
supposed to proceed with future applications, so as to not find themselves in a position in the
future where things are unclear.
Mr. O’Rourke responded that the important thing here is, there are different stages and phases
through the approval process. He added, there is a preliminary threshold assessment that occurs
and is codified by SEQRA, the part 1 and part 2; the part 2 is the board’s document and the part 3

is the response to what has been identified in Port 2 as certain impacts, He stated that Mr. Russell
and the Hudson Highlands Land Trust never even looked at the part 3 and so the prejudice and a
predisposition to require a positive declaration is unfounded.
Mrs. Conner stated that she was unsure her point was being conveyed properly and questioned if
there is a function where, in the pre-application meeting, they can direct people so as to not end
up in this position again in the future.
Mr. Russell stated he was not suggesting that the board should follow the drafter rather than the
code; he stated it is pretty clear and if it is not, perhaps it needs to be amended to be clearer. To
answer Mrs. Conner’s question, yes, it is at that pre-application meeting, where you may or may
not have a sketch, where that decision be made and a hard look be taken at the land and its
conservation values. He added, the idea is, that you do not undertake a serious review of it until
that has been done first.
Mrs. Conner stated it was her intent to ensure that the board’s process works.
Mr. Gainer stated that his had been a very long process that has gone on since 2014 and when the
applicant first appeared before the board, they did in fact present a plan, but also expressed the
intent to pursue a conservation subdivision and, very early on in the process, the applicant was
directed that the board would ignore the plan and seek to have them provide the environmental
analysis that’s required under the conservation subdivision section of the ordinance. He added,
there is no question that there has been an evolution of the plan but the board provided some
understanding to the applicant early on that there was a need to fully understand the
environmental considerations of that project before a serious review of the layout would be
considered.
Mr. Zuckerman stated that they are spending a lot of time talking about some future state of some
other projects that may or may not come before this board. He added they have spent time
talking about the past and requested they move on and discuss the present. He questioned what
the matter at hand is for the board to vote on or decide on and when that would take place. He
requested that counsel explain the criteria by which the board make a judgment call on a positive
or negative declaration.
Chairman Merante stated he read Mr. Russell’s letter several times, as well as comments from
Mr. Gainer and Mr. Gaba, and that Mr. Russell’s take on actions surrounding the procedural plan
and conservation analysis and findings and sketch plan differs with the board’s advisers in the
timing and so forth. He added that the board has worked this whole process for 3 years and feels
that the charge about procedural problems is misplaced. In response to Mr. Zuckerman’s
questions, Chairman Merante questioned if the public hearing should be scheduled on this and
afterward, a determination be made.
Mr. Gainer stated, as indicated earlier, that would be the typical process of the board before
making a SEQRA determination, and suggested scheduling a public hearing for this project for
January.

Mr. Lewis expressed his concern over the letter that the Planning Board received from the
Conservation Board and how to go about working with them about the very specific things
which have come up time and again, for example fragmentation, compaction and sequencing,
among other things, He questioned if these things need to be addressed before they can have a
public hearing,
Mr. Gainer stated that the conservation board comments were presented to the board, as well as
the applicant, and that the latest modifications to the EAF includes responses from the applicant,
in response to that specific letter. He added it is up to this board to decide if their responses
properly address those concerns or some of those questions still exist.
Mr. Lewis questioned if the board has any responsibility to get in touch with the conservation
board and find some type of common ground or is that not part of their purview.
Chairman Merante stated the conservation board can comment on the issues before this board
and the planning board can take them into account, as has occurred in the past.
Mr. Watson stated that in addition to a response letter to the conservation board’s letter, there are
responses in the appropriate sections throughout, adding, for example, their comment regarding
the adequacy of the septic system. Mr. Watson added that some of the depth of their questions,
particularly the septic system, is well beyond what normally would be done at this level, from his
experience. He stated that the public hearing is the time to receive comments.
Mr. Lewis reported that at the end of their letter, the conservation board does recommend a full
SEQRA and also an environmental impact statement.
Mr. Zuckerman stated it seems the board is at a moment where the determination of significance
is being called for and a fellow-appointed entity by the Town has given their opinion on it. He
stated the Hudson Highlands Land Trust is the only cited group, from his understanding, in the
Town code as an example of an entity that can hold an easement, and various other pieces. He
again requested counsel to explain what the criteria is for a positive or negative declaration.
Mr. Gaba explained, a lead agency’s obligation under SEQRA is to identify potential significant,
adverse environmental impacts that a project presents, to take a hard look at those potential
impacts to make sure that they’ve been mitigated to the maximum extent practicable, not
possible, but practicable, and then to provide a reasoned elaboration for its determination as to
whether they have or have not been. If the board has before them, sufficient information from a
full EAF, which is what they are currently reviewing,, then the determination can be made, if the
facts support it. Mr. Gaba clarified that everything is not an adverse environmental impact, it
may have some impacts that are not significant. The board can make a determination that they
either won’t occur at all, or have been mitigated to the fullest extent practicable, then issue a
negative declaration, meaning that there won’t be any significant adverse environmental impacts
from it.
Mr. Gaba continued, if after going through the information provided by the EAF, that’s
supplemented in this case by a part 3 which provides studies and such, which is essentially what

you would get if you did an environmental impact statement, and determine that there is a
particular potential environmental impact and it’s not clear from what they have provided that it's
been mitigated to the maximum extent practicable, then you would issue a positive declaration.
He added you can do that for as little as one impact, although he has never seen an
environmental impact statement for one, but you would really think about a positive declaration
when you see more than one. He added, preparing an environmental impact statement is quite a
lengthy, expensive and detailed process and is not something to be undertaken lightly. Mr. Gaba
stated there is a lot of confusion about SEQRA review and that there is no such thing as a full
SEQRA; it’s a matter of how far you’re going to go in the process as far as identifying those
potential adverse significant environmental impacts.
Mr. Zuckerman asked for clarification on the terms “practicable” and “possible”.
Mr. Gaba explained that many people think these impacts need to be mitigated to the maximum
extent possible, which is not the case. Mitigating these concerns to the maximum extent
practicable would encompass weighing the cost and burden that you’re putting on the applicant
the damage, the potential environmental harm you’re trying to avoid; if you get to a point where
it becomes expensive and will take away from what the applicants trying to do, then you have to
step back and say, that may not be practicable for the applicant and may not be reasonable to ask
of them. It is somewhat of a balancing test and needs to be assessed case by case. Mr. Gaba
stated that SEQRA regulations define what makes a particular impact significant.
Steve Gross stated, if you go through the applicant’s revised EAF, they took great pains to
address the concerns raised in the Conservation Board’s letter. Mr. Gross pointed out that when
that letter was written, the Conservation Board did not have the revised EAF. Mr. Watson added
that copies of the revised EAF were supplied for the conservation board. Mr. Watson also stated
that, shortly into the process the board said that they could not continue any further until a
conservation analysis was done.
Mrs. Conner questioned if there is further revision to the site plan and what kinds of things can
change, once a SEQRA determination is made and the board accepts the EAF. Mr. Gaba
responded that if there was a significant change to the plan such that it impacted the SEQRA
determination previously made, then the board could vote to reopen SEQRA, rescind the
negative declaration and require more study or possibly issue a positive declaration in place of it.
Mr. Gainer stated, what this does is try to address environmental concerns that are possible from
the project, adding there is still some significant detail that still has to be fleshed out in the plan,
but we are only at the point of trying to understand environmental impacts.
Mrs. Conner stated that there have been a few numbers tossed around in terms of the number of
houses and questioned if that number could change because there is not a firm number at this
time. Mr. Gainer stated there are differing numbers between what the board believes it to be and
what the applicant believes it to be; once the plans become more finalized, that number will be
revisited. He stated the formula that’s presented in the code under the conservation regulations
will be reviewed one more time and the applicant still has to satisfy that requirement; the number
could change but will not go up.

Mr. Watson stated it is somewhat of a “cookbook” for the board. For example, there is not a lot
of discussion about the Health Department approval because it’s a process. It has been conveyed
that there will be a Homeowners Association with bylaws that will help control and promulgate
the protection of the open space, which the board will see. He added, you can basically go down
the items in there and say, you said you would do this, this and this, where is it? The idea is that
the applicant will do all of those things and the board will have a long checklist.
Chairman Merante stated, another issue of large concern was the horse paddock and the number
of horses and the trails and so forth. He stated there are 2 or 3 things that have been large topics
of discussion back and forth; density is one, the location around the pond, and the horses.
Chairman Merante suggested scheduling the public hearing for January.
Mr. Zuckerman made a motion to schedule a public hearing for the January meeting and Mr.
Gagnon seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Anthony Merante
Kim Conner
Dennis Gagnon
Peter Lewis
Neal Tomann
Neal Zuckerman
David Hardy

-

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent

Mr. Zuckerman questioned what the procedure will be and asked if the documents would be
made available to the public. He also questioned if a vote would be made as soon as the public
hearing was closed or if they would then go back and edit further, the part 3, based upon the
public’s comments.
Mr. Gaba stated, in theory, assuming there is nothing that requires further SEQRA review that
comes out at the public hearing, the hearing will be closed, the board will adopt a determination
one way or the other, and move forward from there. He added, if something new comes up at the
public hearing, then the board would hold off on action until they got further information, and
then act on it; it depends on what comes out at the public hearing.
Mr. Zuckerman questioned, given the considerable amount of content tied to this matter, if in the
announcement an offering or reference can be made to availability of these materials for the
public to review.
Mr. Watson stated there was an extra copy delivered to the office and would be very difficult to
put online due to its size.
Mr. Zuckerman stated it would be reasonable to offer having parts 1,2 & 3 put on either a
website or as a link to a PDF.

Mrs. Conner stated that the building department now has its own, new building and that it is
possible to also have physical documents available for public review.
Mr, Watson said he would be willing to digitize the EAF, minus the attachments but would
include notice that the attachments are available at Town Hall.
Mr. Zuckerman suggested that if a pdf were supplied to the secretary, she could make it available
on request to send out. Chairman Merante reported that Ms, Percacciolo, Planning Board
secretary, is also secretary to the Zoning Board as well as the Conservation Board.
Ms. Percacciolo stated that she does not control the Town website and if for some reason the
document cannot be put up on the site, she can advertise on the municipal channel that it is
available for review at the town hall.
Mr. Tomann questioned if there are guidelines for the public hearing in terms of comments and
whether they would be restricted to environmental impact questions or if it is an open hearing on
how you feel about the project in general.
Mr. Gaba responded that this is a public hearing on the project and you can’t really restrict the
comments; rules can be instituted to limit time or have a sign-up sheet, anything procedurally
that the board wants, but it is a public hearing on the application.
Mr. Tomann questioned if there was any provision on having written statements prepared by the
public, which can get lengthy.
Mr. Gaba stated the board usually accepts written statements.
Mrs. Conner stated it is good to let people feel like they’re being heard.
Mr. Gross stated he thought the purpose of the public hearing was all related to the determination
of significance, as he understands there will be another public hearing on the site plan. Mr. Gaba
stated he is under the impression that this is the public hearing on the application. Mr. O’Rourke
stated that is why he questioned this process earlier, as his understanding is that the purpose of
this hearing is a SEQRA hearing regarding determination of significance.
Mr. Gaba stated there is no reason to hold a public hearing on SEQRA alone, he has never heard
of such, unless you have an EIS. Mr. Gainer stated, that for any subdivision project, a public
hearing is held and dosed prior to a determination of significance being offered; it is not related
merely to the environmental review but to the overall project itself, which code requires.
Mr. O’Rourke clarified that the public notice that will be prepared will be for the project. Mr.
Gross questioned that, procedurally, a site plan public hearing is usually only held after
determination of significance.
Mr. Gaba stated they had gone over this and that is not the case.

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

-

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent

The motion passed unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 8:57 P.M.
Date approved__________________________________

Respectfully submitted by

Tara K. Percacciolo

OLSPAN LLC
315 East 62nd Street
Suite 501
New York, NY 10065
T +1 212 348 6800
miguel@olnickspanu.com

Cold Spring, December 21st 2017

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

REF: Escrow account

Dear Mr. Merante,
I am writing this letter to request your consideration to close out our project on
2700 Route 9, Cold Spring, NY 10516 (Tax Map # 38.-2-24.2).
We received Certificate of Occupancy for the project in October 30th, and the
Wetland Inspector confirmed closure on permit WL-13236, WL-16278 and WL17285.
I am at your disposal to respond to any questions you may have regarding this
request.

Sincerely,

Miguel Quismondo
OLSPAN LLC
315 East 62 nd Street
Suite 501
New York, NY 10065
T +1 212 348 6800
miguel@olnickspanu.com
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PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD
Public Hcuring - January 18, 2018
The Philipstown Planning Board for the Town of Philipstown, New York will hold a Public Hear! ng on
Thursday, January 18, 2018, starting at 7:30 p.m. at the Old VFW Hall, 34 Kemble Avenue, Cold
Spring, New York 10516 to consider the following application:
Hudson Highland Reserve, Route 9, Horton Road <& East Mountain Road North - The 210. 1-uere
tract, involving 6 separate tax parcels, is located on the east side of Route 9 between Horton Road and
Eas: Mountain Road North. The eastern edge of the property has frontage on East Mountain Road
South. The largest part of the property, 194.5 acres, is located in the “Rural Residential” (RR) zoning
district, of which 153.5 acres are also in the “Open Space Overlay” (OSO) district. There are 11.1
acres of the property, in the most westerly part of the tract with frontage along Route 9, that are located
in the “Industrial/Manufacturing” (M) zone. The remainder of the property, 4,5 acres is located in the
“Highway Commercial” (HC) zone along Route 9. The application for Preliminary Approval is being
processed as a "Conservation Subdivision" pursuant to the standards contained within §175-20 of the
Zoning Ordinance. A minimum of 154 acres of the overall tract is proposed to remain undeveloped,
and protected as “Open Space”. The Applicant seeks Preliminary Approval of a subdivision that
includes 25 residential lots, each containing approximately 1 acre. The 25 lots will be served by
individual wells and community wastewater treatment facilities. An equestrian center is also proposed.
The 4.5-acre parcel, which is improved with an office building will remain a separate but smaller lot
making room for the proposed access road.
At said hearing all persons will have the right to be heard. Copies of the application, Full
Environmental Assessment Form, Subdivision Plat and other related materials may be seen in the office
of the Planning Board located at the Philipstown Town Hall Annex, 2 Cedar Street (behind the Town
Hall), Cold Spring, New York between 8:30 AM and 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday.

Dated at Philipstown, New York on this 3rd day of January 2018
Ande Merante, Chairman
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January 3, 2018
Anthony Merante, Chairman
Philipstown Planning Board
Town Hall, 238 Main Street
Cold Spring, NY 10516

B ADEY & WATSON
,Si/rro7«g & Engineering, P.C.

RE: Hudson Highlands Reserve - Submission of Additional Materials
Dear Mr. Merante and Members of the Board:
In anticipation of the Public Hearing that has been scheduled for January 18, we submit the following:
13 copies of “Sheet 4 of 7 Preliminary Plan of Road Layout and Grading prepared for Hudson Highlands
Reserve
dated October 2, 2014, last revised on December 6, 2017;
13 copies of “Sheet 6 of 7 Preliminary Plan of Road Profile Layout prepared for Hudson Highlands Reserve
dated October 2, 2014, last revised on May 5, 2017;
13 copies of a revised “List of Adjoiners”, which was recompiled based on the latest Philipstown
Final Assessment Rol I;
26 copies of our “Sightline Profiles Attachment 25A of the Full Environmental Assessment Form
dated December 22, 2017; and
I full 7 sheet set of the most recent version of the Hudson Highlands Reserve Plan, which you
might want to have available for public inspection.
The “Sightline Profiles Attachment 25A ..." are submitted in sheet protectors, each with instructions on how the
sheet should be inserted in the Full Environmental Assessment Form. This new drawing is submitted in direct
response to the suggestion made by Mr. Trelstad during the December meeting of the Planning Board.
We look forward to presenting the plan and reviewing the Full Environmental Assessment Form at the Public
Hearing scheduled for January 18, 2018. Thank you for your continued review of this project and service to
the Town.
Yours truly,

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

Glennon J. Watson, L.S.
845.265.9217x14

gwatson@badey-watson.com
GJW/bms
CC

Fite U:\86-228B\WO_21792_Hudson Highlands Reserve'iPPB SubmissionHudson Highlands Reserve\AM03jA18BP_Submit_for_PublicHearing.doex

Ulises Liceaga
Richard L. O’Rourke, Esquire
Stephen M. Gross, Hudson Highlands Environmental

www, Badey-VVatson.com
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ADJOINER’S LIST FOR
HUDSON HIGHLANDS RESERVE

17.-1-77.2,17.-1-76.21,17.-1-76.111
17.-1-76.112,17.-1-48 & 17.-1-39

17.-2-2
GRAY, CAROL
6 Babbling Brook Ln
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-41
FRISENDA, CARL
FRISENDA, DENISE A
22 East Mountain Road No
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-2-11
CITY OF BEACON
Beacon, NY 12508

17.-2-4
HAIGHT, VINCENT
HAIGHT, DONNA L
25 East Mountain Road N
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-40
HOLDAM, JAMES V
26 East Mountain Road N
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-45
IEBBA, NICOLA
IEBBA, ANGELA
23 Ryan’s Run
Pleasant Valley, NY 12569

17.-2-10
SZYPULA, RICHARD M
64 East Mountain Rd N
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-2-23
SZYPULA, RICHARD M
64 East Mountain Rd N
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-47
ERNEST LYONS LLC
3175 Rt9
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-2-3.2
MILLER, RAYMOND
MILLER, DONNA
14 Babbling Brook Ln
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-42
FRISENDA, ANTOINETTE
FRISENDA, CARL
FRISENDA, DENISE A. D.
18 East Mountain Road No
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.12-1-33
ERNSTING, NORMAN
KLEIN-CUCCHIARI, NINA
69 Horton Rd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.12-1-31
TUROFF, ALEXANDER
67 Horton Rd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-2-3.1
MILLER, RAYMOND
MILLER, DONNA
14 Babbling Brook Ln
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.12-1-32
TUROFF, ALEXANDER
67 Horton Rd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.12-1-14
CAMPBELL, PAUL
CAMPBELL, MADELYN
19 Mill Rd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-54
COUNTY OF PUTNAM
40 GleneidaAve
Cannel, NY 10512

17.-1-72.2
THOMSON, NANCY
5579 Old San Jose Rd
Solquel, CA 95073

7.-1-15
MILLER, RAYMOND
MILLER, DONNA
14 Babbling Brook Ln
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-72.2
THOMSON, NANCY
60 Old Albany Post Road N
Cold Spring NY 10516

17.-1-43
DOWNEY, LAWRENCE JR
184 Church St
Poughkeepsie, NY 12601

17.-1-37
ROESSLEIN, FRED
ROESSLEIN, CAROL
MOGAN, PATRICK
PO Box 33
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-77.1
TONER, MARTIN
388 East Mountain Rd S
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-44
3622 ROUTE 9 LLC
108 Hudson Pointe Dr
Poughkeepsie, NY 12601

17.-1-38
SWENSON, CAROL
50 East Mountain Road No
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-2-7
SWENSON, CAROL
50 East Mt Road No
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-2-6
MERANDY, DAVID E
15 Academy St
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-2-5
HORTON ROAD LLC
516 E 89th St
New York, NY 10128

17.-2-9
MOGAN, PATRICK
167 EsselbomeRd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

7.-1-14.-2
HIONIS, DORIS
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

7.-1-14.-4
WHEELER, PETER
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

7.-1-14.-9
WALSH, WILLIAM J
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

7.-1-14.-11
FUREY, GLADYS
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

7.-1-14.-18
RUDOLPH, BARBARA
P.O.Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

7.-1-14.-30
PATTERSON, ANGELINA
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

7.-1-14.-33
STENTON, BRUCE
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

7.-1-14.-40
LAIRD, JAMES
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

7.-1-14.-41
MARTIN, MARY
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

7.-1-14.-47
SARCONI, JOAN
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

17.-3-25
COHEN, JUDITH FAYE
407 East Mountain Rd S
Cold Spring NY 10516

17.-1-16
ROGOFF, LYNN
10 Leonard Steet #35W
New York, NY 10013

17.-1-19
COUNTY OF PUTNAM
40 Gleneida Ave
Carmel, NY 10512

17.-1-76.41
SITELINE INC
11 Black Bird Bay
Cold Spring, NY 10516

7.-1-14.-32
O’CONNELL, JOSEPHINE
P.O. Box 2010
4302 Albany Post Rd
Hyde Park NY 12538

17.-1-73
FLAHERTY, ROBERT & ANNETTT

PERCACCIOLO, ANTHONY &
JOAN
125 Perks Blvd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

7.-1-14.-1
RJB COMMUNITY MGT, SR
PO Box 306

Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-4
WHEELER, ESTELLE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
4302 Albany Post Rd
Red Hook, NY 12571
7.-1-14.-7
MARQUES, MARIA F
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-2
HIONIS, STEVE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-3
HUNTER, JIM
HUNTER, SUE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-5
MARSH, JOSEPH
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-6
LEONARD, GERALDINE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-8
CLAUDIO, LEO
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT

PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-9
BALDES-WALSH, GLICERIA
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-10
ENGELSBORN, MARIE T
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-11
FUREY, DONALD
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-12
SIMON, RONALD
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-13
KIRBY, GEORGIA
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-14
LUPINETTI, STANLEY E
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-15
DONOVAN, JAMES A
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-16
RAWLEIGH, JAMES
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-17
PELTON, CLARA
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-18
RUDOLPH, WAYNE J
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-19
FALCO, MARIANA
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-20
LEVANDOWSKI, JOHN
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-21
COPIT, FRANK
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-22
MASON, ARTHUR
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-23
RINALDI, ROSE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-24
MCCARTHY, RUTH
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-25

7.-1-14.-26

GALLAGHER, GEORGE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT

DIGMAN, LORRAINE A
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT

PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-28
BRANDT, SAM L
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-29

7.-1-14.-27
REYNOLDS, JUDITH E
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-30
PATTERSON, JAMES
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-31
LEVANDOWSKI, JOHN
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-32
O’CONNELL, ROBERT
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-33
STENTON, MIRIAM
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-34
MASLOSKY, ROBERT
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-35
DINGEE, TOM
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-36
CONNOLLY, MARY
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-37
SLAWSON, ROSEMARIE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-38
SCALPI, MARYANN
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-39
ANDERSON, AUDREY
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-40
LAIRD, JOAN E
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-41
MARTIN, LEONARD
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-42

7.-1-14.-43
GREENLAY, ELIZABETH
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-44
JOHNSON, DIANE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-45
TROIA, ANTHONY
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-46
KISH, PAMELA
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-47
SARCONI, BENJAMIN
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-48
LUCHETTA, JOSEPH
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

SAGE, CATHERINE A
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT

MULLIGAN, TIM
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT

PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-49
FREY, HENRY
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-50
MOORE, BARBARA
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-51
CASE, PAT
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-53
SERRADAS, MARIA
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-54
HECKEMEYER, MARIE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-57
KRANZ,DOROTHY &
RICHARD
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-59
JONES, PAMELA A
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-63
PIGNATELLO, GRACE
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-64
SCANGA, ADA
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-72
REQUA, JAMES
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-73
VON BERGEN, ROBERT
ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT
PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

7.-1-14.-65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, & 71
BROOKSIDE SENIOR CITIZEN PARK

ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT

PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

17.-1-59.21 & 22
LOWRY, GLENN D
LOWRY, SUSAN
15 W 53rd St Apt38A

New York, NY 10019

7.-1 -14.-52, 55, 56, 58, 60, 61, & 62
BROOKSIDE SENIOR CITIZEN PARK

ATTN: RJB COMMUNITY MGT

PO Box 306
Red Hook, NY 12571

17.-3-27
BILBERRY FARMS INC
45 Grove St Apt 4A
New York, NY 10014

17.-3-26
SAVAGE, PAUL
SAVAGE, FAY
175 Merriweather Rd
Grosse Pointe, MI 48236

17.-3-25
BUTENSKY, RICHARD
45 Grove St Apt 4A
New York, NY 10014

17.-3-24
GOLDMAN, HARVEY S
DINERMAN, ELLEN L
DINERMAN, RUTH
2129 North Grand Oaks Ave
Altadena, CA 91001

17.-3-23
WALSH, KEVIN P
WALSH, LINDA S
439 East Mountain Road So
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-3-22
PI-SUNYER, XAVIER
PI-SUNYER, PENELOPE W
800 West End Ave
New York, NY 10025

17.-3-21
SIZEMORE, JAMES G
SIZEMORE, NICOLE S
451 East Mountain Rd S
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-3-20
TEFF, DONALD R
PACHECO, JOSEPH
461 East Mountain Rd S
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-3-19
DERRY, JAMES R
DERRY, DOREEN B
473 East Mountain Road So
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-3-18
BOYD, DAVID L
481 East Mountain Rd S
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-50
PASSAFIUME, DOMINICK &
MARISA
SARLO, JOHN & MICHELE
835 Peekskill Hollow Rd
Putnam Valley, NY 10579

16.12-1-16
M.H.C.P. REALTY LLC
3504 Rt 9
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.12-1-17
M.H.C.P. REALTY LLC
3504 Rt 9
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.12-1-16
M.H.C.P. REALTY LLC
3504 Rt 9
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.12-1-27
RICKETTS, SEAN C
RICKETTS, MELISSA
34 Horton Ct
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.12-1-30
INDIVIGLIO, JOHN
17 Horton Rd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-17.1
CARLSON, PRUDENCE E
17 White St Apt 6B
New York, NY 10013

17.-1-18
STRAUSS, MICHAEL J
PO Box 9225
Scarborough, NY 10510

17.-1-20
MATHERS, CHRISTOPHER
HOMMES, VRENI AUKJEN
35 Esselbome Rd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-21
BASSIGNANI, HAROLD A
BASSIGNANI, DONNA
45 Esselbome Rd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-22
MITCHELL, GERALDINE T
154 Elwood Ave
Hawthorne, NY 10532

17.-1-26
HESS, CHARLES
MCGOWAN, KRISTINA
25 Stone Hill Rd
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.12-1-30
CANNILLAS, LANA
17 Horton ct
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.-1-25
TRIMBLE, SHIRLEY M
5 Old Albany Post Rd N
Cold Spring, NY 10516

16.-1-24
LYONS, NATHAN H
LYONS, ERNEST W
3175 Rt9
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-1-55.1
MANSUR, JANICE
HUSTIS, DONALD A
47 Pine St
Nelsonville, NY 10516

17.-1-55.2
COUNTY OF PUTNAM
40 Gleneida Ave
Carmel, NY 10512

17.-1-76.42
NOLEN, CHARLES A
RUPP, JOHANNA
362 East Mt Road So
Cold Spring, NY 10516

17.-3-28
SPITALE, CATHERINE
6662A Boca Pines Tri
Boca Raton, FL 33433

17.-3-29
DONZELLA, JOANN B
349 East Mountain Rd So
Cold Spring, NY 10516
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KEANEHBEANE

Main Office
445 Hamilton. Avenue
White Plains, NY 10601
Phone 914.946.4777
Fax 914.946.6868

RC.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Mid-Hudson Office
200 Westage Business Center
Fishkill, NY 12524
Phone 845.896.0120

January 3, 2018

RICHARD L. O’ROURKE
Principal Member
to' roucke@kblaw.com

Anthony Merante, Chairman
Philipstown Planning Board
238 Main Street
Cold Spring, New York 10516
Re:

Hudson Highland Reserve Response
to Comments of Joel Russell

Dear Chairman Merante and Planning Board Members:
As Counsel to Horton Road, LLC (“the Project Sponsor”) I write to respond to the
letter dated December 11, 2017 from Joel Russell, and his statements at the
December 14, 2017 Planning Board Meeting. Also enclosed is a response from the
Project Sponsor’s consultant, Stephen M. Gross, Hudson Highlands Environmental
Consulting.

At the outset, it is most remarkable Mr. Russell has attacked both the Town and the
Project Sponsor’s competence and integrity, and does so based on an incomplete
review of the record, and clearly without knowledge of the facts relevant to the four
year review engaged in by the Planning Board and its consultants. Mr. Russell claims
in his letter “I have been given many documents submitted by the applicant, the
Town’s consultants and the Land Trust to enable me to understand the proposal and
how it has evolved to its present state.” He further proposes an alternative that the

WWW.KBLAW.COM
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Planning Board issue a Positive Declaration, despite Mr. Russell misstating and
misunderstanding the genesis of this conservation subdivision and the procedure
followed, in addition to not having reviewed the complete Part III prepared and
submitted to the Planning Board.

This project began as an assemblage of four parcels of land, with a combined area of
155 acres. Early discussions with the Planning Board and others expressed concerns
that the project would fragment the forest, and that there were other areas deserving
of preservation. As a direct result and in response to these comments, the project
sponsor acquired an additional 50 acres of land, with the intention of protecting it,
and limiting the forest fragmentation that might otherwise occur. In addition, entry
road concerns at Route 9 were expressed. In response, the project sponsor acquired
an additional 4.5 acres of land so as to move the proposed road farther from Clove
Creek. The result of all of these acquisitions and the evolution of the plan as
proposed yields a subdivision plan that will preserve at least 74.9% of the land.

Mr. Russell claims that the plan as proposed is not consistent with the Conservation
Code requirements and the Open Space Development Laws of the Town. Mr.
Russell is wrong. Notwithstanding what he believes to be the intent of the zoning
law, that intention cannot override the codified provisions of the Town Code. Mr.
Russell states that the Planning Board also made a key procedural oversight when it
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adopted, without modification, the Project Sponsor’s map showing areas of high and
medium conservation value. Mr. Russell is unaware that the conservation analysis
map was developed in concert with and at the direction and by the Planning Board
more than two years ago. The Board may not reopen and review that decision unless
new facts are presented. No new facts have been discovered.

The Project Sponsor has submitted numerous letters, plans and other documents to
the Town over the past four years. It is hard to believe that Mr. Russell had enough
time in one week to thoroughly review all the material submitted by the Project
Sponsor and the Town’s consultants. We also believe Mr. Russell did not review any
of the Planning Board Minutes to understand the in depth discussions that have
taken place concerning this property and the proposed subdivision. The Planning
Board has issued exhaustive comments, such comments have resulted in plan
amendments over the past several years to better address the concerns raised. In
addition, the Project Sponsor has purchased the additional property as noted above
so as to increase the land that will be permanently preserved. Finally, the Project
Sponsor has filed a zone change petition with the Town Board to rezone industrial
land to residential. We suspect Mr. Russell is not aware of the Project Sponsor’s
substantial efforts and that may be reason for his misstatements of fact. We also
know Mr. Russell submitted his letter without reviewing the most up to date EAF,
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considering that the Project Sponsor submitted the final EAF to the Town on
December 7, 2017, which was not available to the public prior to Mr. Russell’s
December 11 letter. The Part III is the essence of environmental review pursuant to
SEQRA.

The Project Sponsor’s consultant Stephen Gross, has prepared the enclosed analysis
and rebuttal in response to Mr. Russell’s comments. In particular, Mr. Gross explains
and states with accuracy the review process which took place and refutes Mr.
Russell’s assertion that the Planning Board did not conduct “a proper conservation
analysis.” Tellingly, Mr. Russell omits or misstates precisely the analysis that was
done TA years after the submission of the sketch plan, the submission of which is
required by law. In other words, Mr. Russell states that the Planning Board and its
consultants, together with the Project Sponsor and its consultants, failed to follow the
zoning code and complete an analysis worthy of a true conservation subdivision.
Nothing could be further from the truth. That such is the case is further confirmed
by Mr. Russell’s failure to cite a single provision of the Code that was violated.
Instead, without the benefit of the entire record, without the benefit of a thorough
analysis of what transpired, he summarily concludes that the Town and its
consultants, and the Project Sponsor and its consultants, got it all wrong.
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The subdivision is private property zoned for development. It is not pubEc property
and the pubEc does not have the right to enter the property or use Ulmar Pond. The
Project Sponsor is doing everything it can to create a project that balances the goal of
designing a profitable subdivision and conserving as much environmentaEy sensitive
land as possible. For example, the 140 foot buffer around the lake is a compromise
to achieve both goals. Furthermore, in addition to the 140 foot buffer, there are
additional areas that will remain undeveloped around the pond. Altogether there are
over 17.3 acres of preserved land around the 5.8 acre pond. The Project Sponsor is
committed to rehabiEtating Ulmar Pond, which currently is in a distressed state.

The Project Sponsor, the Planning Board and aU of the consultants recognize and
respect that this is the first conservation subdivision in the Town of PhiEpstown,
What is important to understand, is that the Project Sponsor did precisely what is
required pursuant to the Code. It is the Code, not the intention of the drafter or
anyone else, that circumscribes and provides the route for a property owner to use his
or her property. The Project Sponsor submitted a sketch plan of the plat for
informal review to the Planning Board. Such submission was made pursuant to
Section 112-9 of the Town Code. The Project Sponsor was not aware that there was
an option to create a conservation subdivision until the Building Inspector
recommended applying for a conservation subdivision. It should be noted that
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conservation subdivisions are not discussed anywhere in Chapter 112 of the Town
Code which pertains to subdivisions and land development. Conservation
subdivisions are discussed only in the zoning code.

Once the Project Sponsor became aware of what a conservation subdivision is and
the standards for a conservation subdivision set forth in Section 175-20 of the Town
Code, the Project Sponsor submitted a conservation analysis with a proposed sketch
plan submission, precisely as required by the Zoning Code and the Town Code. Mr.
Russell’s comments that the development plan was submitted before the
conservation analysis are totally inaccurate. The Project Sponsor submitted a sketch
plan as outlined in Section 112-9 which provides that “the sketch plan should share
sufficient information to enable the Planning Board to make a general planning
review under the standards of these regulations. The sketch plan should show at least
the location of the plat in the neighborhood, a layout of lots and streets and existing
contours and intervals of 10 feet and the location of water courses, water bodies,
wetlands and other major natural features.” This is precisely what the Project
Sponsor did when it submitted the required sketch plan with the conservation
analysis. The Project Sponsor was then pushed by the Planning Board to show more
and more details in the sketch plan to answer the Board’s questions as part of its
review of the conservation analysis. Once the conservation analysis was approved,
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the Project Sponsor was able to then create a development plan for the Planning
Board’s review and approval. Thus, contrary to Mr. Russell’s statements that the plan
did not change as a result of the Conservation Analysis, it is clear from a review of
more than a dozen plans created for this project that the subdivision plan has
changed substantially in response to the results of the Conservation Analysis, and
over the course of the Planning Board’s review.

The Planning Board must follow the law as written. Compliance is based on the
Planning Board’s application of the literal provisions of the Code. The Project
Sponsor has designed the project thus far pursuant to the requirements of the law as
written and in response to the comments of the Planning Board and its consultants.

In sum, Mr. Russell is telling the Planning Board that they should start this whole
process over. Mr. Russell’s comments may be valuable for future conservation
subdivisions if the Town decides to amend the law to incorporate his
recommendations, but they are irrelevant at this time. The law restricts the rights of a
property owner. As such, they must be clear and the literal provisions apply. That is
precisely what the Project Sponsor has done, and the Planning Board has
implemented. Mr. Russell’s letter is a statement of opinion, not fact. Accordingly,
the Planning Board must follow the law as written and may not impose new
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procedures based on Mr, Russell’s comments and what he now thinks he should have
written because those procedures are not codified in the Town Code.

For the conservation subdivision concept to be successful, it must be a partnership
between those who want to develop land and those who want to preserve it. A
partnership is based on compromise and respect. Mr. Russell, by his comments, has
given short shrift to the time and effort of the Planning Board and the Project
Sponsor,

Very truly yours,

/

i/
Richard L. O'Rourke
RLO/sj
cc:
Ulises Liceaga
Glen Watson
Stephen Gross
Steven Gaba, Esq.
Graham Trelsted, AICP
Joel Russell, Attorney at Law

Hudson Highlands
En vironm en tai
Consulting
71 Colonial Avenue
Warwick, N.Y. 10990
www.HudsonHighlandsEnviro.com

(845)986-5350
FAX (845) 986-9492
E-mail highlandsl44@gmail.com

January 3, 2018
Richard L. O’Rourke
Keane & Beane, P.C.
445 Hamilton Avenue
White Plains, NY 10601
RE: Response to 12/11/2017 Joel Russell letter
Dear Rick:
I have reviewed the referenced letter from Joel Russell and would like to provide the
following observations and comments to aid in your review:

Page 1, paragraph 3
In explaining the purpose of his letter, Mr. Russell states: “This letter will focus on how
the process and outcome deviated from the provisions of the Zoning Law.” Indeed, for
the inaugural conservation subdivision, it is paramount that the process and outcome
comply with the provisions of the Zoning Code. In my opinion, our team has taken
great effort in making sure that this project has completely complied with all governing
legal provisions, which is why I found it alarming when the author of these very
provisions makes a statement that we instead deviated from these provisions in some
fashion. However, in reading what then follows, I find that Mr. Russell focuses instead
on how the proposal seems to deviate from what he had envisioned might happen, but
fails to cite any deviation from the actual legal provisions of the Zoning Code. While
the vision for the development of the property as expressed by Mr. Russell would
certainly be in compliance with the Zoning Code, so is the proposal that has been
submitted. The difference between the two visions is more a matter of design and
achieving the goals of the Project Sponsor, and not, as purported by Mr. Russell, any
deviation from the provisions of the Zoning Code.

Page 2, paragraph 2
Mr. Russell goes on to incorrectly state that we had not done “a proper conservation
analysis,” followed by, “4s I dug into the background and history of the project, I
realized that the applicant had not done a conservation analysis before submitting the
original plan in November 2014. That analysis was done 11
A years after the initial
submission of the plan. It apparently did not significantly affect the design of the
subdivision, which has changed very little between 2014 and today. Rather, it
appeared that the conservation analysis was done to justify the plan that had already
been prepared.”
This one paragraph is filled with several false statements. While I was not involved
with the project in 2014, my understanding is that the Project Sponsor met with the
Building Inspector when initially seeking to subdivide the property, which included the
intention to preserve some portion of the parcel. The Building Inspector suggested the
Project Sponsor consider developing the property as a conservation subdivision, but
provided no guidance beyond the requirements of a sketch plan submission. The
Conservation Analysis was not mentioned.
Subsequent to making the sketch plan submission, the Project Sponsor learned from
the Planning Board that a Conservation Analysis was also required. From that point,
the Project Sponsor took the steps to comply with all the conservation subdivision
provisions. It should, however, also be pointed out that, contrary to Mr. Russell’s
assertion, the Zoning Code does not require the Conservation Analysis be performed
prior to submitting the sketch plan, but rather that a Conservation Analysis be
submitted as “part of any sketch plan submission for a conservation subdivision.”
Once the sketch plan submission was converted to an application for a conservation
subdivision, the status of the application was simply incomplete until the Conservation
Analysis was completed and submitted as well.
I can also assure Mr. Russell that the Conservation Analysis was not “done to justify
the plan” I have built my personal reputation on delivering an honest analysis absent
of bias. I represent clients on projects I can ethically stand behind, and reject those
projects where I can’t. I can also attest to the integrity of the other members of the
team. Upon initiating my work, I asked Glenn Watson for a copy of the proposed
subdivision being considered by the Project Sponsor. Mr. Watson responded by telling
me to do my work without regard for any proposed layout, and that a layout would be
prepared following the conclusion of the Conservation Analysis.
In the course of that analysis, we identified several important environmental and
cultural features deserving of preservation including a large block of unfragmented
forest dominated by native vegetation, a significant bifurcated wetland/stream system,
the Clove Creek, an early nineteenth century barn, a good example of an intact 1930s
residence, an extant section of a late 18*" century/early 19th century roadway and
associated stone walls, a set of groundwater seeps on a west-facing slope, and Ulmar
Pond.
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The result of this analysis was the development of a layout that purposely and
permanently sets aside about 75% of the parcel and preserves ALL of the identified
features of significance, which differs significantly from the initial sketch plan. Previous
layouts that were considered pushed into the unfragmented forest, placed residential
units on the slope containing the seeps, directly impacted the bifurcated
wetland/stream system, and would have paved and widened the historic road,
obliterating the stone wall on one side. None of these conditions remain in the
proposed plan.
In addition, previous layouts would have adversely impacted
significant areas of steep slope, requiring massive cuts and fills. The current layout
also exceeds regulatory requirements and places very large buffers around all waterrelated resources, including the Clove Creek, Ulmar Pond, and the bifurcated
wetland/steam system. Given that the currently proposed plan differs dramatically
from the original pre-Conservation Analysis sketch plan, there is no basis to suggest
an appearance “that the conservation analysis was done to justify the plan that had
already been prepared.” Contrary to Mr. Russell’s assertions, the Conservation
Analysis that was conducted was absolutely proper, and it was judged to be so by the
Planning Board after a very extensive and thorough review over a period of years.

Page 2, paragraph 3
Mr. Russell writes further, “The substantive problem is that a conservation subdivision
should never result in development encircling an environmentally sensitive resource
such as a pond. I am aware that the applicant asserts that 100-foot buffers (plus an
additional 40-foot buffer on individual lots that the Town will have difficulty enforcing) is
sufficient to protect the pond. However, placing so many houses so close to a resource
area is not a way to protect that area. The basic idea of clustering development for
conservation purposes is to protect sensitive resources, not to encircle them. AKRF’s
June 4, 2016 memo to the Planning Board refers to a letter from Allied Biological that
states ‘It's likely that if the land around the pond is developed, the impairment could
intensify, which could lead to the collapse of one or more of the biological
communities.
Ulmar Pond is a manmade resource, created by damming up the stream that is part of
the bifurcated wetland/stream system. Once dammed as it is, it requires maintenance
in order to sustain it as a healthy waterbody. This maintenance has been lacking for
decades due the lack of any interest or incentive for previous property owners. The
pond is currently subject to algal blooms and eutrophic conditions, and left unchecked,
will cause it to eventually fill in through siltation and buildup of biomass. This is what
would occur under the current “natural” condition if no development occurs.
The proposed construction of homes around a portion (approximately 60%) of the
pond will not adversely impact the health of the pond. Mr. Russell takes the quote
from the Allied Biological report out of context. The quote was taken from a paragraph
that serves as a preamble to Allied’s bulleted recommendations. The quote in context
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reads, "In summary, the pond is currently slightly impaired from a water quality
standpoint, and several aquatic biota communities are out of balance. It's likely that if
the land around the pond is developed, the impairment could intensify, which could
lead to the collapse of one or more of the biological communities. Allied Biological
recommends the following programs and Best Management Practices to protect the
pond, and enhance its status (emphasis added) should it become the centerpiece of
a developed community." In other words, Allied is essentially saying that the pond is
already impaired, and development around the pond, without the recommended
BMPs, could exacerbate this impairment.
In that context, it's a fair
statement. However, it's neither fair nor accurate to take it out of context as Mr.
Russell did.
The Allied recommendations are almost entirely focused on pond management, such
as installing an aerator, introducing more emergent plant species around the edge of
the pond, and the like. Only one addresses development:
"If the surrounding land is developed, the design should emphasize protection and
enhancement of the pond. If housing units are to have septic systems, they should be
state of the art design, with proper setbacks (based on soil types), and maintained on
a regular basis. In addition, rainwater management systems (catch basins, porous
surfaces, rain gardens, etc.) should be employed to reduce erosion entering the
pond. An engineering firm with experience in the design of these structures should be
retained."
As noted previously, the Conservation Analysis, which included the limnology study,
was done absent any plans. The recommended BMPs regarding any generic
development
focused
on
onsite
septic
systems
and
stormwater
management. Unknown to Allied at that time was the fact that it would be proposed to
collect wastewater and deliver it to an absorption field far removed from the pond,
which completely removes this potential impact from Ulmar Pond, and is far superior to
even what Allied recommended for onsite septic systems. That leaves proposed
stormwater management measures, which again, weren’t available to Allied for their
assessment. This would include the preservation of a 140-foot undisturbed buffer.
Possibly most importantly however, the placement of homes overlooking the pond will
provide the interest and incentive to manage the pond that has been absent in the
preceding decades. The full limnology study provides detailed recommendations for
pond management that will leave the pond in much better condition than it is now,
even with the proposed homes nearby.

Page 2, paragraph 4
One sentence within this cited paragraph may illustrate a bias that seems to be
affecting Mr. Russell’s assessment. He writes, “Since the purpose of a conservation
subdivision is to preserve large tracts of environmentally sensitive land, the portion of
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the parcel that includes the pond and land draining directly into it should have been
shown as having the highest conservation value.” However, Mr. Russell’s emphasis
on the pond as having the highest conservation value is misplaced. As noted above,
Ulmar Pond is a manmade, not a natural feature. Prior to the construction of the dam,
the area occupied by the pond would have been part of the larger stream/wetland
system, which is an extremely important biologically diverse habitat within the parcel.
The construction of the dam actually created an impediment to the movement of
wildlife between the upper reaches of the stream system and other natural habitat to
the east, and Clove Creek to the west. While most wildlife will hopefully still make its
way around the dam, and the pond itself provides aquatic habitat, the natural habitat
that existed has been manipulated into a manmade pond that is inferior to what would
have been an unimpaired wetland/stream system, or to a natural pond, should one
have existed in this location.
As was previously noted, the pond will require ongoing maintenance for it to be
retained in a healthy state. Left alone, with or without development around it, the pond
would fill in through sedimentation and accumulation of biomass, and given enough
time, the dam itself would eventually succumb to the actions of freeze and thaw,
damage by root action and tree blowdown, and erosion. The natural wetland/stream
system upstream of the pond is essentially unimpaired, far more ecologically stable,
and of a higher conservation value than the pond. Similarly, the large tract of
unfragmented forest upstream of the pond possesses a higher conservation value, and
the proposed layout strives to preserve these two connected areas, as referenced by
Mr. Russell, as “a large tract of environmentally sensitive land”
This is not to say that the pond does not possess conservation value as well. It does,
and that is also reflected in the proposed layout. The pond will be maintained by the
proposed Homeowners Association. The required 100-foot buffer has been expanded
to 140 feet, and the pond itself, with its surrounding regulated 100-foot buffer, will be
part of the proposed conservation easement that is connected to the larger tract of
preserved land.

Page 3, paragraph 1
Mr. Russell describes what he considers is the Planning Board’s “key procedural
oversight” as being the adoption of the Conservation Values Map “without
modification”. He then endeavors to educate the Planning Board by quoting the
Philipstown Zoning Code where it says, “The final determination as to which land has
the most conservation value [...] shall be made by the Planning Board,” stating that
the Planning Board “may not have been aware that it had the option of revising the
Conservation Values Map.” Not having been present at the time, it appears Mr.
Russell may not be aware of the extraordinary amount of time that the Planning Board
and the Conservation Board expended in reviewing and studying both the
Conservation Analysis and the map in question, and that rather than there being any
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“procedural oversight”, the Board took its responsibility extremely seriously and fulfilled
the requirements of the Zoning Code as quoted by Mr. Russell.

Balance of Letter
Mr. Russell uses the balance of the letter to draw conclusions without providing a
basis, and to make recommendations to solve supposed procedural shortcomings that
do not exist. Twice he makes assertions of “procedural missteps” by the Planning
Board, but he “generously" excuses the Board for these “missteps,” stating that they
“are understandable given that this is the first time the Board has reviewed a
conservation subdivision.” In making these statements, it is plainly obvious that Mr.
Russell has not been around to witness what has been in actuality a painstakingly
deliberate, professional, drawn-out methodical process of review by the Planning
Board over a period of four years. He claims that the proposed plan “does not
adequately protect the resources that should be protected under the Town’s Zoning
Law” without providing any reasoned analysis of how the resources are left
unprotected. He claims that a new plan is the only way “to mitigate the impacts of this
proposal” without identifying any specific impacts that need to be mitigated. He urges
the Planning Board “to reject a proposed development that does not comply with the
Zoning Law” without citing any area in which the proposed plan actually fails to comply
with the Zoning Code.
To try to provide some measure of substantiation for his claims, Mr. Russell makes
reference to “the issues raised” by AKRF and Allied Biological, but the only issue
attributed to these entities anywhere in the letter are based on the flawed, out-of
context quote from an Allied Biological letter. At the same time, he also cites “issues
raised” by the Conservation Board and the Hudson Highlands Land Trust without
identifying what these issues may be.
I will conclude by again noting that Mr. Russell stated that the letter would “focus on
how the process and outcome deviated from the provisions of the Zoning Law.”
However, despite his many strongly-worded definitive proclamations throughout the
letter, Mr. Russell utterly fails to demonstrate any deviation from or non-compliance
with the Philipstown Zoning Code.
Respectfully submitted,

Stephen M. Gross
Principal, Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting

Page 6
Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting 71 Colonial Avenue, Warwick, NY10990 (845) 986-5350
www.HudsonHighlandsEnviro.com
E-mail highlandsl44@gmail.com

Town of Philipstown
238 Main Street
Cold Spring New York 10516

PLANNING BOARD
AMENDMENT of SITE PLAN
APPLICATION PACKAGE

Project Name Z ________ Minor Site Plan For SEJE Realty LLC_____________

Date:

feleohone

y i4-4oy-4'i ( f

January 4, 2018

Telpnhnm*

TM#

82.-7-14

Project Name:

Minor site plan for SEJE Realty, LLC________________________________________________

Project Description: Application seeks approval of an additional use, light industrial (steel fabrication),
while retaining of existing single family residential use, the existing off street parking and some of the existing
storage. Applicant also seeks to add a limited amount of outside storage as part of the light industrial use.
ZONING INFORMATION
175-7 Zoning District: HC_____
175-10 Proposed Use: Light industrial (Steel Fabrication)____________________________________________
Proposed Accessory Use(s): Steel Fabrication_____________________________________________
Off Street Parking & Outside Storage (continued)
S.F. Residential (continued)

Yes or No

175-7 Overlay Districts on the property:

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

No

175-18.1 Mobile Home Overlay District------------------------------------- (MHO)

No

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

No

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

No

175-16 Aquifer Overlay District-----------------------

Yes (regional)

(AQO)

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

No

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

Yes

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

No

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

No

175-37Protection Agricultural------------------------------------------------------

No
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TM#

82.-7-14

Project Name:

Minor Site Plan for SEJE Realty___________________________________________________

175-11 Density and Dimensional Regulations

Zoning District

HC

Required

Minimum front yard setback

Existing Proposed

Complies

Variance

-

-

-

-

25

80.2

n/a

Yes

n/a

35

81.3

n/a

Yes

n/a

Minimum side yard setback

15

151.1

n/a

Yes

n/a

Minimum side yard setback (2)

15

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Minimum side yard setback (3)

15

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Minimum rear yard setback

35

47.3

n/a

Yes

n/a

Maximum impervious surface coverage

60

52.5

n/a

Yes

n/a

Maximum height

40

23

n/a

Yes

n/a

n/a

Yes

n/a

Measured from the travel way Town Road
Measured from the travel way County/State

Maximum footprint non-residential structures

40,000

3,028

-

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

1. Pre-Application meeting decision and comments
2. Application
3. Proof of Ownership
4. Site Plan
5. A long-form Environmental Assessment Form or Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
6. An agricultural data statement as defined in §175-74, if required by §175-37C.
7. The Site Plan application fee, as established by the Town Board and any required escrow
deposit for review costs, as required by the Planning Board.
8. FEE:
$250.00
Received:________________
9.

Escrow: $5,000.00

Received:________________
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Town of Philipstown Town Code Chapter 175
ARTICLE IX SPECIAL PERMITS AND SITE PLAN REVIEW
§175-60 Purpose and Applicability
It is the policy of the Town of Philipstown to allow a variety of uses of land, provided that such uses do not
adversely affect neighboring properties, the natural environment, or the rural and historic character of the Town.
Many uses are therefore permitted only upon issuance of a Special Permit by the Planning Board, in order to
ensure that these uses are appropriate to their surroundings and consistent with the purposes of this Chapter. Some
uses are allowed by right, subject only to Site Plan approval (see Use Table in §175-10). Communication towers,
soil mines, and certain solar and wind energy facilities (see §175-30E (2)) require a Special Permit issued by the
Zoning Board of Appeals. Adult entertainment uses and uses not listed on the Use Table (if not prohibited by
§175-10C) require a Special Permit issued by the Town Board. In reviewing Special Permit applications, the
Town Board and Zoning Board of Appeals shall follow the procedures and standards established for the Planning
Board in this Article IX.
A.

Accessoiy uses or structures used in connection with a Special Permit or Site Plan use shall be subject to the
same approval requirements as the principal structure or use. Accessory structures used in connection with an
institutional use in the IC district are governed by the provisions in §175-101

B.

C. Minor and Major Projects
In order to tailor the scope of a project review to the scale of a project, applications are divided into two
categories, major and minor. In recognition of their lesser impact, minor projects involve simpler application
materials, a more streamlined review process, and less detailed findings requirements, while major projects
undergo a more detailed and rigorous review procedure because of their greater impact. The classification of
major and minor only applies to projects that require site plan or special permit review. This classification system
does not apply to development allowed by right without review by the Planning Board, Zoning Board of Appeals,
or Town Board.
1. A Minor Project is a Special Permit or Site Plan application for a project that does not exceed any of
the following thresholds (over a five-year period):
a. Construction of four multi-family dwelling units or a lodging facility with six bedrooms.
b. Construction of facilities or structures for a non-residential use covering 3,000 square feet of
building footprint.
c. Alteration of existing structures or expansion of such structures by 1,000 square feet.
d. Conversion of existing structures totaling 5,000 square feet to another use.
e. Alteration and active use of 10,000 square feet of land, with or without structures.
f. Construction of a structure that is 50 feet in height above average grade level (provided that it
otherwise complies with this Chapter or is the subject of an area variance).
2. A Major Project is a Special Permit or Site Plan application exceeding any of the Minor Project
thresholds.
D. In reviewing any project subject to special permit or site plan approval, the reviewing board should consider
—Putnam County Pathways: A Greenway Planning Program Linking Putnam’s Open Space, Historic, Cultural
and Economic Resources, |[ as amended from time to time, as a statement of land use policies, principles and
guides.
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175-62 A. PRE-APPLICATION MEETINGS
Before filing an application, a preliminary conference with the Zoning Administrative Officer and/or the Town
Planner is required to discuss the nature of the proposed use and to classify it as a major or minor project. If the
Zoning Administrative Officer classifies the project as a major project, a preliminary meeting with the Planning
Board is required to discuss the nature of the proposed use and to determine the information that will need to be
submitted in the site plan.

175-67 PROCEDURE FOR MINOR PROJECT SITE PLAN APPROVAL
The procedure for Minor Project Site Plan approval by the Planning Board shall be the same as prescribed in
§175-66 for Major Projects, except for the following:
A short-form Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) will normally be required. If the application is classified
as a "Type I” action under the State Environmental Quality Review Act, a long-form EAF shall be required. The
Planning Board, at its discretion, may require the long-form Environmental Assessment Form for any application
categorized as ’’unlisted" under SEQRA.
A.

B. A Minor Project application fee established by the Town Board shall be paid, and an escrow deposit may be
required to cover review costs at the discretion of the Planning Board.
C. A Minor Project Site Plan application shall contain the following information. For non-agricultural structures,
the Planning Board may request additional information listed in §175-65B if the Board deems it essential to
conduct an informed review. Minor Project Site Plan application materials may be prepared by a licensed
professional engineer, surveyor, architect, or landscape architect, but the Planning Board shall not require this
unless the services of such professionals are necessary to provide accurate information or are otherwise required
by law.
SITE PLAN CHECK LIST

_______ 1. A sketch of the parcel on a location map (e.g. a tax map) showing boundaries and dimensions of the
parcel and identifying contiguous properties that are within 200 feet of the proposed structure and any known
easements or rights-of-way and roadways.
_______ 2. Existing features of the site lying within 200 feet of the proposed structure, including land and water
areas, water or sewer systems, and the approximate location of all structures within 200 feet of the proposed
structures.
_______3. The proposed location and arrangements of structures and uses on the site, including means of ingress
and egress, parking, and circulation of traffic.
_______4. A sketch of any proposed structures (including signs), showing exterior dimensions and elevations of
front, side, and rear views; copies of available blueprints, plans, or drawings.
_______5. A concise description of the project describing the intended use of proposed structures (including signs)
and any changes in the existing topography and natural features.
_______6. The name and address of the applicant and any professional advisors, and the authorization of the
owner if the applicant is not the owner.
_______7. If the parcel contains a stream, wetland, or floodplain, a copy of the floodplain map and wetland map
that corresponds with the boundaries of the property.
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D. No public hearing is required for a Minor Project Site Plan. The Planning Board may, in its sole
discretion, hold a public hearing following the procedures in §175-66 F. If no public hearing is held, the
Planning Board shall give notice to the Putnam County Department of Planning and Development and to
farm operators as required in §175-62 E and F and render a decision within 45 days of its receipt of a
complete Site Plan application.
A minor project site plan shall be referred to the Conservation Board if it is located within the OSO,
WSO, SPO, or FPO Districts, or within a Visible Ridgeline No-Build Area or a Hillside Protection Area.
The Conservation Board shall have 20 days to report its recommendations to the Planning Board after
which time the Planning Board may act without receiving a recommendation. The Planning Board shall
take the Conservation Board’s recommendations into consideration and if it does not follow such
recommendations, it shall provide a written explanation of its reasons for not doing so.
In order to approve a minor project site plan, the Planning Board must find that the proposal
is generally consistent with the criteria in §175-65 D and will not adversely affect neighboring
properties.

175-65 D. Criteria

In reviewing Site Plans, the Planning Board shall ensure that the application complies with all applicable
provisions of this Chapter, including the environmental performance standards in §175-40. The Planning Board
shall also consider apply the criteria set forth below. The Planning Board may also refer for non-binding guidance
to the three-volume set of illustrated design guidelines published by the New York Planning Federation in 1994,
entitled Hamlet Design Guidelines, Building Form Guidelines, and Rural Design Guidelines. The Planning Board
may also refer to the —Design Handbook|| adopted by the Philipstown Planning Board as advisory guidelines for
the Route 9 Corridor as well as any other design guidelines that it adopts from time to time as non-binding
advisory material. In applying the criteria contained in this subsection and the reference documents above, the
Planning Board shall take into consideration the location, character, and context of proposed development and
adapt these criteria to the setting (e.g. rural, hamlet, institutional, suburban, industrial) as appropriate.
1. Layout and Design

_______ a. To the maximum extent practicable, development shall be located to preserve the natural features of
the site and to avoid wetland areas, steep slopes, significant wildlife habitats, and other areas of environmental
sensitivity. The placement and design of buildings and parking facilities shall take advantage of the site's
topography, existing vegetation, and other pertinent natural features. The Planning Board may require that an
applicant prepare a conservation analysis as described in §175-20A of this Chapter.
_______ b. All structures in the plan shall be integrated with each other and with adjacent structures and shall have
convenient access between adjacent uses. Structures shall, where practical, be laid out in the pattern of a
traditional hamlet.
_______ c. Except for retail and service businesses that require visibility, the visual impact of structures from
public roads shall be minimized through the use of vegetative screening, topography, and colors that blend with
the natural surroundings. Structures that are visible from public roads shall be compatible with each other and
with traditional structures in the surrounding area in architecture, design, massing, materials, proportion, texture,
color, and placement. Building components such as windows, roof lines and pitch, doors, eaves, and parapets
shall be compatible with historic structures in the Town. Vertical, double-hung windows and steeply pitched roofs
are encouraged but will not be required. Rooftop and ground level mechanical equipment shall be screened from
public view using materials harmonious with the building, or shall be located where they are not visible from any
public ways or other adjacent properties.
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_ d. Where appropriate, setbacks shall maintain and continue the existing setback pattern of surrounding
properties.
_______ e. The Planning Board shall encourage the creation of landscaped parks or squares easily accessible by
pedestrians.
_______ f. Trademarked architecture which identifies a specific company by building design features shall be
prohibited, unless the applicant can demonstrate that the design is compatible with the historic architecture of the
Town or the Building Form Guidelines.
_______g. Impacts on historic and cultural resources shall be minimized.
_______h. Newly installed utility service systems and service modifications necessitated by exterior alterations
shall be installed underground. When feasible, existing aboveground utility service systems shall be placed
underground.
_______i. Buildings shall have a finished exterior on all sides.
_______j. Metal buildings that are principal buildings (larger than a small storage building in an unobtrusive
location) shall be of color consistent with earth tones; shall have sufficient fenestration and trim to break
continuums of metal wall areas; and shall have brick, stone, wood trim or composite materials providing a similar
appearance, and features combined with the basic metal enclosure. A complete package of elevations shall
accompany any proposal for a metal building.
2. Landscaping and screening. Landscaping shall be provided and permanently maintained as follows:

_______ a. All areas of the lot not covered by buildings and other structures, outside storage and approved paving
shall be suitably landscaped with trees and/or shrubs, lawns or other suitable landscaping or shall be left as natural
terrain, if not disturbed by filling, grading or excavation.
_______b.In the HC and OC districts, a strip of land not less than 20 feet in width and located in the area required
for a building setback from a residence district boundary line, or all of such setback area on the lot if less than 20
feet in width, shall be left and maintained in its natural state if already wooded or shall be landscaped with
evergreen trees planted to grow into a dense evergreen buffer strip within five years.
_______c.In the M district, a strip of land not less than 30 feet in width and located in the area required for a
building setback from a residence district boundary line, or all of such setback area on the lot if less than 30 feet
in width, shall be left and maintained in its natural state if already wooded or shall be landscaped with evergreen
trees planted to grow into a dense evergreen buffer strip within five years.
_______d.Off-street parking and loading areas shall be provided with landscaped planting islands within or border
landscaping adjacent to such area in such a manner as to enhance the appearance of the area. Any parking area
accommodating 20 or more cars shall be provided with not less than one tree for each 20 cars or fraction thereof,
which trees shall be not less than three inches diameter at breast height and 10 feet in height.
_______e.Landscaping, including grading, provided in the area required for a building setback from the street line
or center line of U.S. Route 9 shall be of a type, size and height as to avoid obstruction of minimum sight lines
along the highway as well as from access driveways onto the highway, whether located on the lot or any other lot,
as specified by the State Department of Transportation.
_______f. All landscaping materials shall be of a type and/or species suitable for the location of the lot in the
Town and suitable for the soil conditions on the lot and shall be planted and maintained in accordance with good
landscaping practice. Landscaping shall be designed to facilitate conservation of the environment and preservation
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of community aesthetic character. This shall be accomplished through the use of native plant material and the
retention of existing natural vegetation, thereby reducing or eliminating the need for irrigation, pesticides,
herbicides, and fertilizers.
_______g. All landscaping, including growing materials, that are specified on an approved landscape plan for a
site shall be well maintained to carry out the intent of the landscape plan. Failure to maintain healthy landscaping
associated with a site plan approval will be a violation of said approval.
_______h. Trees, shrubs and other plant materials which die or are otherwise not in a condition to fulfill the
approved landscape plan shall be replaced in the next planting season by similar plant material.
______ i. Fences and walls used for landscaping and screening shall be made of natural materials such as wood,
stone or brick or otherwise effectively landscaped.
_______ j. Landscaping shall be an integral part of the entire project area and shall buffer the site from and/or
integrate the site with the surrounding area, as appropriate.
_______ k.Existing native tree stock eight or more inches in diameter at breast height shall be protected and
preserved to the extent possible to retain valuable community natural resources and promote energy conservation
by maximizing the cooling and shading effects of trees. The preservation of mature plant species, hedge rows,
wetlands, and woodlots shall be encouraged and included as a design element in the development of the site.
1. If deemed appropriate for the site by the Planning Board, shade trees at least six feet tall and two-inch
caliper shall be planted and maintained at 20- to 40-foot intervals along roads at a setback distance acceptable to
the Highway Superintendent.
3. Parking, Circulation, and Loading

_______ a. Roads, driveways, sidewalks, off-street parking, and loading space shall be safe, and shall encourage
pedestrian movement.
_______ b. Vehicular and pedestrian connections between adjacent sites shall be provided to encourage pedestrian
use and to minimize traffic entering existing roads. The construction of connected parking lots, service roads,
alleys, footpaths, bike paths, and new public streets to connect adjoining properties shall be required where
appropriate.
_______ c. Off-street parking and loading standards in §175-38 shall be satisfied.
_______d. Access from and egress to public highways shall be approved by the appropriate highway department,
including Town, County, and State.
_______e. All buildings shall be accessible by emergency vehicles.
_______ f. Parking spaces shall have wheel stops or curbs to prevent injury to trees and shrubs planted in
landscaped islands.
_______g. Bicycle parking spaces and racks shall be provided in an area that does not conflict with vehicular
traffic. Designated van/car pool parking, and other facilities for alternatives to single occupancy vehicle use shall
be provided wherever possible.
_______h. In developments where links to schools, churches, shopping areas, trails, greenbelts, and other public
facilities are feasible, or where a trail connection is recommended in the Comprehensive Plan or in a Town Open
Space Plan, a trail corridor shall be reserved on the approved Site Plan for this purpose.
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4. Reservation of Parkland

________ For any Site Plan containing residential units, the Planning Board may require the reservation of
parkland or payment of a recreation fee pursuant to Town Law, §274-a(6).
5. Outside Storage

Any areas for outside storage (including temporary storage of waste materials; storage and display of
merchandise, supplies, machinery and other materials; and outside manufacture, processing or assembling of
goods; but excluding areas for parking of registered motor vehicles in daily use) shall be shown on the site plan
and located and screened as follows:
_______ a. In the HC and OC districts, outside storage areas shall not extend into the area required for a building
setback from a street line or from the center line of U.S. Route 9, as determined under § 175-30(J), or from a
residential district boundary line. Outside storage shall be enclosed (except for necessary access drives) by
buildings and/or fences, walls, embankments or evergreen shrubs or trees so as to screen the storage area from
view from any other adjacent lot or any street. In no case shall the height of outside storage exceed the height of
the approved screening. Screening shall be of a density as to be at least 75% effective in screening such view, at
the time of occupancy, except that when evergreens are used, such height and density shall be achieved within
five years after establishment of the outside storage area.
_______ b. Outside storage on properties in the HC or OC districts shall not exceed 20% of the lot area located in
such district.
_ c. In the M District, outside storage areas shall not extend into the area required for a building setback
from a property line, or a residence district boundary line, and shall not exceed 15% of the lot area located in the
industrial M District.
6. Miscellaneous Standards

_______a. Buildings and other facilities shall be designed, located, and operated to avoid causing excessive noise
on a frequent or continuous basis.
b. Drainage of the site shall recharge ground water to the extent practicable. The peak rate of surface
water flowing off-site shall not increase above pre-development conditions and shall not adversely affect drainage
on adjacent properties or public roads.
_______c. Applicable requirements for proper disposal of construction and demolition waste shall be satisfied, and
any necessary permits or agreements for off-site disposal shall be obtained.
_______d. No materials shall be placed below the finished grade of a site other than utilities, sand, gravel, rocks,
and soil that are uncontaminated by any solid waste or hazardous materials. Materials that were previously
contaminated and have been reconditioned shall not be permitted under this Subsection (e), except that
decontaminated material may be used as a base for road or parking lot construction, provided that such
decontaminated material does not pollute groundwater or surface water.
_______e. Structures shall be located, constructed, and insulated to prevent on-site noise from interfering with the
use of adjacent properties. Similarly, buildings shall be situated to prevent off-site noise from intruding on new
development. Methods for blocking noise shall be used where appropriate, and shall include fencing, walls, and
natural buffers, such as berms and landscape planting with trees and large shrubs.
_______f. Lighting shall comply with the standards in §175-40L.
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ADJOINER’S LIST FOR
SEJE Realty, LLC

82.7-1-14

82.-2-3
COUNTY LINE EQUITIES, LLC
480 Furnace Dock Road
Cortlandt Manor, NY 105677-1-15

82.-2-4
TSAGARAKIS, PETER K.
221 South Riverside Ave
Croton on Hudson, NY

82.-2-5
PORTAS MANUEL, JR.
3266 Baker Street
Mohegan Lake, NY 10547

82.-2-16
BURRUANO, PATRICIA
99 Old Highland Tpke.
Garrison, NY 10524

82.-2-17
GAINES, JEREMIAH JAMEL
GAINES, BAHIYAH SAYYED
103 Old Highland Tpk.
Garrison, NY 10524

82.-2-18
TSAGARAKIS, PETER K.
221 South Riverside Ave
Croton on Hudson, NY 10520

82.7-1-1
BERG, JEAN
BERG, FRANK JR.
21 McIntosh Drive
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603

82.7-1-5
MANGAN, MICHALE
MANGAN, AUDREY
50 Route 403
Garrison, NY 10524

82.7- 1-7
ZAKLAD, RAFAEL
ZAKLAD, DALE
1050 Park Ave
New York, NY 10128

82.7-1-8
COOK, THADDEUS
COOK, SUSAN
782 Route 9D
Garrison, NY 10524

82.7-1-9
ABRAMS, LYDIA JOY
P.O. Box 34
Cold Spring, NY 10516

82.7- 1-13
SMITH, PEARL COOKE
ATTN: ED SPRINGER
134 Macintosh Trail
Griffin, GA 30223

82.7- 1-15
PEDIATRICS PC, GERGELY
34 Route 40
Garrison, NY 10524

82.8-1-1
FRIARS OF THE ATONEMENT
P.O. Box 300
Garrison, NY 10524

82.8- 1-2
HARNETT, GREGORY
GRAYMOOR VILLAGE
151 Old West Point Rd. East
Garrison, NY 10524

82.8- 1-3
COTIC MICHAEL S.
155 Old West Point Rd. East
Garrison, NY 10524

82.8-1-13
HARD, ROBERT
HARD, PANELA
1536 Route 6
Garrison, NY 10524

82.8-1-14
CARRIERA, MODESTO G
CARRIERA, MARIA
5 So. Garden Road
Granite Springs, NY 10527

82.-1-76
UNITED STATE OF AMERICA
15-0406
Washington, DC 20240

82.7-1-6
ZAKLAD, RAFAEL
ZAKLAD, DALE
1050 Park Ave
New York, NY 10128

82.-2-41.-1
FRIARS OF THE ATONEMENT
P.O. Box 300
Garrison, NY 10524

82.8-1-35
HARD, ROBERT
HARD, PANELA
1536 Route 6
Garrison, NY 10524

82.8-1-33
CLARK, CATHERINE ANN
1544 Route 9
Garrison, NY 10524

82.-2-2
DUBALL, MATTHEW R.
BARBER-DUBALL, COLLEN
22 Route 403
Garrison, NY 10524

RDR Equities, LLC
c/o CK Industries
1510 Route 9
Garrison, NY 10524
(914) 469-4177

January 2, 2018
Anthony Merante, Chairman
Philipstown Planning Board
Town Hall
238 Main Street
ColdSpring NY 10516
RE: Permission for SEJE Realty, LLC to Apply for Site Plan Approval
Dear Mr. Merante and Members of the Philipstown Planning Board:
SEJE Realty, LLC is contract vendee for the purchase of our property at 1510 Route 9 in
Garrison.
It is our hope that the Planning Board will issue the Site Plan Approval that will allow SEJE
Realty, LLC to establish its steel fabrication business on our property. We understand the SEJE
Realty, LLC has engaged Badey & Watson, Surveying & Engineering, P.C. to prepare the
applications and required site plan.
Please accept this letter as evidence of our permission for SEJE Realty, LLC and/or its authorized
representatives to make all applications and presentations necessary to obtain the Site Plan
Approval described above.
Thank you.
Yours truly,
RDR EQUITIES, LLC

Charles Kilmer, Member
cc:

Badey & Watson
SEJE Realty, LLC

U:\76-148B\WO_23887\Application Package\AM03JA17BP_Permtssion_for_SEJE_ to_Apply.docx

RONALD J. GAINER, P.E., PLLC
31 Baldwin Road, Patterson, NY 12563
Mailing Address: PO BOX 417, Pawling, NY 12564
office 845-878-6507
TO:

Town of Philipstown Planning Board

FROM:

Ronald J. Gainer, PE

SUBJ:

DATE:

cell 845-527-1432

December 8, 2017

Abdou/Lee’s Iron Works Site Plan; NYS Route 9

As provided in Section 175-66B of the Town Code a pre-application meeting was held December 1, 2017 at
Philipstown Town Hall. In attendance were the following:
Elias Abdou
Anthony Merante
Greg Wunner
Glenn Watson
Ron Gainer

Applicant/Lee's Iron Works
Planning Board Chairman
Code Enforcement Officer
Applicants Consultant
Town Engineer

The following matters were discussed:
Purpose of Application:
The property in questions is the current RDR Equities (truck repair) site along NYS Route 9. The applicant
proposes to change the use to an iron fabrication business.
The property lies along the east side of NYS Route 9, just north of the Route 403 intersection. The site has
been advertised for sale, and the former truck repair use has been terminated. The site also contains an
attached dwelling to the south of the commercial structure, which is occupied and would continue as
residential use. The property comprises 1.97+ acres; tax map no. 82.7-1-14. The total square footage of
the commercial building is approximately 3,100 sf. The adjacent residential apartment is approx. 1,300 sf.
The applicant presently operates "Lee's Iron Works" in Tarrytown, NY. He is proposing to expand his
business to also utilize this site for steel fabrication. Some interior and exterior modifications are
planned. The applicant indicates that there would not be any welding or painting outdoors, with little
noise expected from his operations. There would be limited storage of steel, on racks to be placed behind
the building along the existing retaining wall (generally out of site from NYS Route 9). No changes to site
access are planned.
The site has recently been cleaned up by the present owner, with much of the vehicles/storage trailers
removed from the property, although some still exist on the premises.
Zoning District Information:
The property is located in the Highway-Commercial ("HC") Zoning District.
Site Plan Review Required:
Per the Town of Philipstown "Use Table" contained in the Zoning Ordinance, Site Plan approval from the
Planning Board will be required as the project entails a change in use from the present "service business"
to "light industry".
C:\Users\Owner\Documents\Philipstown\Planning Board\Pre-Applications - MlSC\Abdou - Lees Iron Works\l2-08-17 Abdou-Lees Iron Works pre-appl
memo.doc

Town of Philipstown
December 8, 2017
Page 2
RE:

Abdou/Lee's Iron Works Site Plan; NYS Route 9

It appears that a Site Plan from 1976 exists in Town records. Therefore, an "Amended Site Plan"
application and associated fees will be required.
"Major/Minor" Classification:
Per the provisions of Section 175-6OC(1) of the Town Code, it would appear that the proposed activity
would not exceed the following threshold criteria (which would appear to be the only items that could
conceivably apply to the proposal, since only limited site improvements/land disturbances are planned):
•

Conversion of existing structures totaling 5,000 square feet to another use

•

Alteration and active use of 10,000 square feet of land, with or without structures.

Since the building conversion involves only 3,100 sf, and with only minor exterior changes (l.e.; outside
product storage) envisioned, the project would therefore be classified as a "Minor" project. It is noted
that a public hearing for "Minor" projects is discretionary, while they are mandatory for "Major" projects.
Waivers:
No waivers were identified by the applicant during the pre-application meeting.
Sensitive Environmental Areas/Overlay Districts:
This property falls within:
•

Annsville Creek traverses property frontage

•

Regional Aquifer Overlay District

•

Adjacent to Graymoor (on "Open Space Conservation District" mapping; no impacts expected)

Site Development issues:
The Site Plan drawings should specify the amount of impervious coverage, as well as any overall site
disturbance planned, to confirm what SWPPP requirements will apply.
Site Plan Fees: As described above, it is uncertain whether the full "Site Plan" fees, or if only "Amended Site Plan"
fees would apply. Based upon review of the Town's fee schedule, the following fees may potentially apply:
"Amended Site Plan, minor''

-

$250 + escrow

Public Hearing fee
Escrow

-

$250 (if one is held)
$5,000 (un-used monies returned to applicant)

It should be noted that the application fees and escrow deposit should be posted with separate checks.
Expected Referrals:
•

Town Conservation Board (Annsville Creek traverses the tract)

•

a courtesy referral to the Garrison Volunteer Fire Department was felt appropriate.

As the conclusion of these discussions, the pre-application meeting concluded.
c:

Greg Wunner, Code Enforcement Officer
Stephen Gaba, Esq.
Applicant (c/o Glenn Watson)
k

Ronald J. Gainer, P.E., PLLC

TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN
CODE ADMINISTRATOR
238 MAIN STREET
P.O. BOX 155
COLD SPRING, NY 10516

Greg Wunner, Code Enforcement Officer
(845)265-5202
(845)265-3929
(845) 265-2687 FAX

DATE: THegroS* 32, Ion

TO:

fr
.fers______________
ralAspriVi^,

REF:

__ IO57U

#4)g. f^M'TvCS t *-uc
l5)Q
6-g»vt'i6ttT»,

______________
|g>5^H

TAX MAP# gXT-i-i^

IN RESPONSE TO YOUR REQUEST FOR “NO VIOLATION LETTER” ON ABOVE MENTIONED
PROPERTY PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT AFTER REVIEWING PROPERTY RECORDS THERE
WERE NO VIOLATION NOTED.
SINCERELY

GREG WUNNER
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 - Project Information
Instructions for Completing

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

Part 1 - Project and Sponsor Information
Name of Action or Project:
Minor Site Plan Approval for SEJE Realty, LLC
Project Location (describe, and attach a location map):
1510 Route 9, Garrison, NY 10524
Brief Description of Proposed Action:
Application seeks approval of an additional use, light industrial (steel fabrication), while retaining of existing single family residential use, the
existing off street parking and some of the existing storage. Applicant also seeks to add a limited amount of outside storage as a part of the
light industrial use.

Name of Applicant or Sponsor:

Telephone: (914) 557-2868

SEJE Realty, LLC

E-Mail: elieabdou1@hotmail.com

Address:
19 Hanford Place
City/PO:
Tarrytown

State:
NY

Zip Code:
10591

1. Does the proposed action only involve the legislative adoption of a plan, local law, ordinance,
administrative rule, or regulation?
If Yes, attach a narrative description of the intent of the proposed action and the environmental resources that
may be affected in the municipality and proceed to Part 2. If no, continue to question 2.
2. Does the proposed action require a permit, approval or funding from any other governmental Agency?
If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit or approval:
Putnam County Planning Approval (239 Referral)
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?

1.970 acres
Zero acres
1.970 acres

4. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action.
□ Urban El Rural (non-agriculture) |~~l Industrial El Commercial
ElForest

El Agriculture

Q Aquatic

0Residential (suburban)

I71 Other (specify):

□Parkland
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NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

□

0

5.

NO

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

YES

NZA

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

0

□

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

NO

YES

0

□

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

NO

YES

✓
b. Are public transportation service(s) available at or near the site of the proposed action?
c. Are any pedestrian accommodations or bicycle routes available on or near site of the proposed action?

NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

0

□

Proposed action will continue to utilize existing well on premises.
11. Will the proposed action connect to existing wastewater utilities?

NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

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:
Existing building will be utilize. No additional construction is planed.

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

If No, describe method for providing wastewater treatment:
Proposed action will continue to utilize existing SSTS on premises.

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?
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

YES

b. Would the proposed action physically alter, or encroach into, any existing wetland or waterbody?
If Yes, identify the wetland or wateibody and extent of alterations in square feet or acres:_______________
Site is fully developed and indudes developed areas within 100 feet of the stream (Annsville Creek) that flows through the
property. However, there is no plan for any kind of new construction or activity within the 100 foot "buffer area or, for that
matter on site.

14. Identify the typical habitat types that occur on, or are likely to be found on the project site. Check all that apply:
□ Shoreline
□ Forest
□ Agricultural/grass lands
1~~1 Early mid-successional
El Wetland

□ Urban

El Suburban

15. Does the site of the proposed action contain any species of animal, or associated habitats, listed
by the State or Federal government as threatened or endangered?

Timber Rattlesnake, Norther...

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

NO

YES

□

0

NO

YES

l/l TT
17. Will the proposed action create storm water discharge, either from point or non-point sources?
IfYes,
a. Will storm water discharges flow to adjacent properties?
1 1 NO [~~lYES
b. Will storm water discharges be directed to established conveyance systems (runoff and storm drains)?
IfYes, briefly describe:
1 |NO | |YES

Proposed action is a change in use that will not require any physical disturbance or construction because the site is fully
developed.
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NO

YES

0

□

NO

YES

0

□

19. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the location of an active or closed
solid waste management facility?
If Yes, describe:
A portion of the adjoining Graymoor property contains a closed landfill. However, its location is over 1000 feet away and on
the opposite side of the mountain upon which the main building of the Graymoor community is constructed.

NO

YES

□

0

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

NO

YES

0

□

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:
Propposed Action is already fully developed

I AFFIRM THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE
Date: January 3,2018

Applicant/sponsor name: SEJE Realty
Signature: Surveyor for Applicant

PRINT FORM
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Wednesday, January 03, 2018 11:15AM

EAF Mapper Summaiy Report

Disclaimer: The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist
project sponsors and reviewing agencies in preparing an environmental
assessment form (EAF). Not atl questions asked in the EAF are
answered by the EAF Mapper. Additional information on any EAF
question can be obtained by consulting the EAF Workbooks. Although
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-to-date digital data available to
□EC, you may also need to contact local or other data sources in order
to obtain data not provided by the Mapper. Digital data is not a
substitute for agency determinations.
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Part 1 / Question 7 [Critical Environmental
Area]
Part 1 / Question 12a [National Register of
Historic Places]
Part 1 / Question 12b [Archeological Sites]

No

Part 1 / Question 13a [Wetlands or Other
Regulated Waterbodies]
Part 1 / Question 15 [Threatened or
Endangered Animal]
Part 1 / Question 15 [Threatened or
Endangered Animal - Name]
Part 1 / Question 16 [100 Year Flood Plain]

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

Part 1 / Question 20 [Remediation Site]

No

No
No

Timber Rattlesnake, Northern Long-eared Bat
No

Short Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report
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SEJE REALTY, LLC - WETLANDS

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, intermap, increment P Corp.,
GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS. NRCAN, Geo Base 1GN, Kedaater NL,
Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong),
ewiestopo, Mapmy India. © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the QIS
User Community
Author: GJW
Not a legal document
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Town of Philipstown
238 Main Street
Cold Spring New York 10516

PLANNING BOARD
SITE PLAN APPLICATION PACKAGE
MINOR PROJECT

Project Name?

-3o

Date:

_____________________

________

11281

Town of Philipstown
Planning Board
238 Main Street, PO Box 155
Cold Spring, NY 10516
Office (845) 265-

Fax (845) 265-2687

Application f 9r Planning Board
Special Use & Site Plan Approval
Date:

13-) UiQ

Project Name:

TM#
5

2.

‘I

A.

Fee Amount:____________

<>,

Io S'tie

Received:________________

Bond Amount:___________

Received:________________

Applicant:

Tenant:
________

Name_________________________________________________

_______________

Address_______________________________________________

Name
Address

AA

- a.1

________________________________________________________________

Street Address:

Telephone

1C

* 3°t %- So

Design Professional:

Telephone____________________________________________

Property Owner
Name

Address_____________________________ _______ __________

Address

Telephone_________________________

Telephone

CYv<Ux cAvA

\nC

___________________

AA -

TM#

lip -

Project Name:

S o

Project Description:

Qu

^ArMxj/y^c

________________
'~R ojyoOA

Ao

cA—

ZONING INFORMATION
175-7 Zoning District:

t~Vc.

175-10 Proposed Use:

Q

__________________________________________

Proposed Accessory Use(s):______________________________________________________

175-7 Overlay Districts on the property:

Yes or No

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

A to

175-18.1 Mobile Home Overlay District--------------------------------- (MHO)

M to

175-14 Cold Spring Reservoir Water Shed Overlay--------------------(WSO)
175-15 Scenic Protection Overlay------------------------------------------(SPO)

tri to

175-16 Aquifer Overlay District--------------------------------------------(AQO)
175-18 Open Space Conservation Overlay District---------------------- (OSO)
175-35 Within 100 foot buffer of Wetlands or Watercourse----------175-36 Steep Temin----------------------------------------------------------

Wto

175-36 Ridge Line Protection-----------------------------------------------175-37Protection Agricultural------------------------------------------------

No

TM#

.iu- i -

Project Name:

3 p g 9^ fixa ^A«-

____.

175-11 Density and Dimensional Regulations

Zoning District

C-

Required Existing Proposed

Complies

Variance

Minimum front yard setback
Measured from the travel way Town Road

as-

Measured from the travel way County/State

3^

Minimum side yard setback

IS"

Minimum side yard setback (2)
Minimum side yard setback (3)
Minimum rear yard setback

3S-

Maximum impervious surface coverage
Maximum height
Maximum footprint non-residential structures

4-o
J

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

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Pre-Application meeting decision and comments
Application
Proof of Ownership
Site Plan
A long-form Environmental Assessment Form or Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
An agricultural data statement as defined in § 175-74, if required by § 175-3 7C.
The Site Plan application fee, as established by the Town Board and any required escrow
deposit for review costs, as required by the Planning Board.
PRE:
9. Escrow: ____ _ ____ Received:______________
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Town of Philipstown Town Code Chapter 175
ARTICLE IX SPECIAL PERMITS AND SITE PLAN REVIEW
§175-60 Purpose and Applicability

A. It is the policy of the Town of Philipstown to allow a variety of uses of land, provided that such uses do not
adversely affect neighboring properties, the natural environment, or the rural and historic character of the Town.
Many uses are therefore permitted only upon issuance of a Special Permit by the Planning Board, in order to
ensure that these uses are appropriate to their surroundings and consistent with the purposes of this Chapter. Some
uses are allowed by right, subject only to Site Plan approval (see Use Table in §175-10). Communication towers,
soil mines, and certain solar and wind energy facilities (see §175-30E (2)) require a Special Permit issued by the
Zoning Board of Appeals. Adult entertainment uses and uses not listed on the Use Table (if not prohibited by
§175-1OC) require a Special Permit issued by the Town Board. In reviewing Special Permit applications, the
Town Board and Zoning Board of Appeals shall follow the procedures and standards established for the Planning
Board in this Article IX.
B. Accessory uses or structures used in connection with a Special Permit or Site Plan use shall be subject to the
same approval requirements as the principal structure or use. Accessory structures used in connection with an
institutional use in the IC district are governed by the provisions in § 175-10J,
C. Minor and Major Projects

In order to tailor the scope of a project review to the scale of a project, applications are divided into two
categories, major and minor. In recognition of their lesser impact, minor projects involve simpler application
materials, a more streamlined review process, and less detailed findings requirements, while major projects
undergo a more detailed and rigorous review procedure because of their greater impact. The classification of
major and minor only applies to projects that require site plan or special permit review. This classification system
does not apply to development allowed by right without review by the Planning Board, Zoning Board of Appeals,
or Town Board.
1. A Minor Project is a Special Permit or Site Plan application for a project that does not exceed any of
the following thresholds (over a five-year period):
a. Construction of four multi-family dwelling units or a lodging facility with six bedrooms.
b. Construction of facilities or structures for a non-residential use covering 3,000 square feet of
building footprint.
c. Alteration of existing structures or expansion of such structures by 1,000 square feet.
d. Conversion of existing structures totaling 5,000 square feet to another use.
e. Alteration and active use of 10,000 square feet of land, with or without structures.
f. Construction of a structure that is 50 feet in height above average grade level (provided that it
otherwise complies with this Chapter or is the subject of an area variance).
2. A Major Project is a Special Permit or Site Plan application exceeding any of the Minor Project
thresholds.
D. In reviewing any project subject to special permit or site plan approval, the reviewing board should consider

—Putnam Count)' Pathways: A Greenway Planning Program Linking Putnam’s Open Space, Historic, Cultural
and Economic Resources.)! as amended from time to time, as a statement of land use policies, principles and
gllltiCS.

5

D. No public hearing is required for a Minor Project Site Plan. The Planning Board may, in its sole
discretion, hold a public hearing following the procedures in §175-66 F. If no public hearing is held, the
Planning Board shall give notice to the Putnam County Department of Planning and Development and to
farm operators as required in §175-62 E and F and render a decision within 45 days of its receipt of a
complete Site Plan application.
A minor project site plan shall be referred to the Conservation Board if it is located within the OSO,
WSO, SPO, or FPO Districts, or within a Visible Ridgeline No-Build Area or a Hillside Protection Area.
The Conservation Board shall have 20 days to report its recommendations to the Planning Board after
which time the Planning Board may act without receiving a recommendation. The Planning Board shall
take the Conservation Board’s recommendations into consideration and if it does not follow such
recommendations, it shall provide a written explanation of its reasons for not doing so.
In order to approve a minor project site plan, the Planning Board must find that the proposal
is generally consistent with the criteria in §175-65 D and will not adversely affect neighboring
properties.

175-65 D. Criteria

In reviewing Site Plans, the Planning Board shall ensure that the application complies with all applicable
provisions of this Chapter, including the environmental performance standards in §175-40. The Planning Board
shall also consider apply the criteria set forth below. The Planning Board may also refer for non-binding guidance
to the three-volume set of illustrated design guidelines published by the New York Planning Federation in 1994,
entitled Hamlet Design Guidelines, Building Form Guidelines, and Rural Design Guidelines. The Planning Board
may also refer to the —Design Handbook)) adopted by the Philipstown Planning Board as advisory guidelines for
the Route 9 Corridor as well as any other design guidelines that it adopts from time to time as non-binding
advisory material. In applying the criteria contained in this subsection and the reference documents above, the
Planning Board shall take into consideration the location, character, and context of proposed development and
adapt these criteria to the setting (e.g. rural, hamlet, institutional, suburban, industrial) as appropriate.
1. Layout and Design

a. To the maximum extent practicable, development shall be located to preserve the natural features of
the site and to avoid wetland areas, steep slopes, significant wildlife habitats, and other areas of environmental
sensitivity. The placement and design of buildings and parking facilities shall take advantage of the site's
topography, existing vegetation, and other pertinent natural features. The Planning Board may require that an
applicant prepare a conservation analysis as described in §175-20A of this Chapter.
b. All structures in the plan shall be integrated with each other and with adjacent structures and shall have
convenient access between adjacent uses. Structures shall, where practical, be laid out in the pattern of a
traditional hamlet.
c. Except for retail and service businesses that require visibility, the visual impact of structures from
public roads shall be minimized through the use of vegetative screening, topography, and colors that blend with
the natural surroundings. Structures that are visible from public roads shall be compatible with each other and
with traditional structures in the surrounding area in architecture, design, massing, materials, proportion, texture,
snail be compatible with histone structures in the Town. Vertical, double-hung windows and steeply pitched roofs
are encouraged but will not be required. Rooftop and ground level mechanical equipment shall be screened from
public view using materials harmonious with the building, or shall be located where they are not visible from any
public ways or other adjacent properties.

7

/
d. Where appropriate, setbacks shah maintain and continue the existing setback pattern of surrounding
properties.
__ e. The Planning Board shall encourage the creation of landscaped parks or squares easily accessible by
pedestrians.
7
f Trademarked architecture which identifies a specific company by building design features shall be
prohibited, unless the applicant can demonstrate that the design is compatible with the historic architecture of the
Town or the Building Form Guidelines.
g. Impacts on historic and cultural resources shall be minimized.
/

h. Newly installed utility service systems and service modifications necessitated by exterior alterations

shall be installed underground. When feasible, existing aboveground utility service systems shall be placed
underground.
/ i. Buildings shall have a finished exterior on all sides.
/ j. Metal buildings that are principal buildings (larger than a small storage building in an unobtrusive
location) shall be of color consistent with earth tones; shall have sufficient fenestration and trim to break
continuums of metal wall areas; and shall have brick, stone, wood trim or composite materials providing a similar
appearance, and features combined with the basic metal enclosure. A complete package of elevations shall
accompany any proposal for a metal building.
2, Landscaping and screening. Landscaping shall be provided and permanently maintained as follows:

____ _ a. All areas of the lot not covered by buildings and other structures, outside storage and approved paving
shall be suitably landscaped with trees and/or shrubs, lawns or other suitable landscaping or shall be left as natural
terrain, if not disturbed by filling, grading or excavation.
____ b.In the HC and OC districts, a strip of land not less than 20 feet in width and located in the area required
for a building setback from a residence district boundary line, or all of such setback area on the lot if less than 20
feet in width, shall be left and maintained in its natural state if already wooded or shall be landscaped with
evergreen trees planted to grow into a dense evergreen buffer strip within five years.
______ c.In the M district, a strip of land not less than 30 feet in width and located in the area required for a
building setback from a residence district boundary line, or all of such setback area on the lot if less than 30 feet
in width, shall be left and maintained in its-natural state if already wooded or shall be landscaped with evergreen
trees planted to grow into a dense evergreen buffer strip within five years,
______ d. Off-street parking and loading areas shall be provided with landscaped planting islands within or border
landscaping adjacent to such area in such a maimer as to enhance the appearance of the area. Any parking area
accommodating 20 or more cars shall be provided with not less than one tree for each 20 cars or fraction thereof,
which trees shall be not less than three inches diameter at breast height and 10 feet in height.
e.Landscaping, including grading, provided in the area required for a building setback from the street line
or center line of U.S. Route 9 shall be of a type, size and height as to avoid obstruction of minimum sight lines
---- ----- n-u.-,i.--- ....
i.,/ ~.......
v-,
as specified by the State Department of Transportation.
______ f. All landscaping materials shall be of a type and/or species suitable for the location of the lot in the
Town and suitable for the soil conditions on the lot and shall be planted and maintained in accordance with good
landscaping practice. Landscaping shall be designed to facilitate conservation of the environment and preservation
8

of community aesthetic character. This shall be accomplished through the use of native plant material and the
retention of existing natural vegetation, thereby reducing or eliminating the need for irrigation, pesticides,
herbicides, and fertilizers.
___ g. All landscaping, including growing materials, that are specified on an approved landscape plan for a
site shall be well maintained to carry out the intent of the landscape plan. Failure to maintain healthy landscaping
associated with a site plan approval will be a violation of said approval.
______ h. Trees, shrubs and other plant materials which die or are otherwise not in a condition to fulfill the
approved landscape plan shall be replaced in the next planting season by similar plant material,
_____ i. Fences and walls used for landscaping and screening shall be made of natural materials such as wood,
stone or brick or otherwise effectively landscaped.
___ j. Landscaping shall be an integral part of the entire project area and shall buffer the site from and/or
integrate the site with the surrounding area, as appropriate.
______ k.Existing native tree stock eight or more inches in diameter at breast height shall be protected and
preserved to the extent possible to retain valuable community natural resources and promote energy conservation
by maximizing the cooling and shading effects of trees. The preservation of mature plant species, hedge rows,
wetlands, and woodlots shall be encouraged and included as a design element in the development of the site.
_____ 1. If deemed appropriate for the site by the Planning Board, shade trees at least six feet tall and two-inch
caliper shall be planted and maintained at 20- to 40-foot intervals along roads at a setback distance acceptable to
the Highway Superintendent.
3. Parking, Circulation, and Loading

X a. Roads, driveways, sidewalks, off-street parking, and loading space shall be safe, and shall encourage
pedestrian movement.
b. Vehicular and pedestrian connections between adjacent sites shall be provided to encourage pedestrian
use and to minimize traffic entering existing roads. The construction of connected parking lots, service roads,
alleys, footpaths, bike paths, and new public streets to connect adjoining properties shall be required where
appropriate.
c. Off-street parking and loading standards in §175-38 shall be satisfied.
/

d. Access from and egress to public highways shall be approved by the appropriate highway department,

including Town, County, and State.
e. All buildings shall be accessible by emergency vehicles.
/
f. Parking spaces shall have wheel stops or curbs to prevent injury to trees and shrubs planted in
landscaped islands.
g. Bicycle parking spaces and racks shall be provided in an area that does not conflict with vehicular
traffic. Designated van/car pool parking, and other facilities for alternatives to sinele occupancy vehicle use shall

h. In developments where links to schools, churches, shopping areas, trails, greenbelts, and other public
facilities are feasible, or where a trail connection is recommended in the Comprehensive Plan or in a Town Open
Space Plan, a trail corridor shall be reserved on the approved Site Plan for this purpose.
9

philipstown
Town
238 Main St,

Planning Board

of

Philipstown

P.O, Box 155

Cold Spring, N.Y, 10516
(314) 265-3329
Guy D. Cockburn

Donald F. McNally,
Chairman
Robert S. Bryan,
Planning Consultant

Alfred Husni
Ralph Montgomery

RECORD OF DECISION

Thomas Rigney
George Dahl
Resolution PB //j/J-89
5/25./89

Subject;

Submission:
~

The Orloffs (Brad, Karen, Dale and Marilyn Orloff) Applicant and Owner —
Application (30 April 1989) for Approval of Site Plan pertaining to
1.953 acres of land in the Business B-2 District (TM 35, Block 01, Parcel
23.1 and 23.2) on the east side of U. S. Route //9 where an existing
building, long known as "Dew Drop Inn”, Is proposed to be changed in use
to an antique center, enlarged with a second story and provided with ad
ditional parking and other site improvements, In part using an adjacent
lot owned by the applicant and containing an existing dwelling.in the
process of renovation for dwelling purposes.
a.

Statement of Use of Brad Orloff, 2 pages, dated November A, 1988,
signed by Brad Orloff.

b.

Short Environmental Assessment Form (2 pages), dated May 1, 1989,
prepared by Glennon J.' Watson, L.S.

c.

Copy of deeds from SMG Development Corp, to the Orloffs and from
Frederick D. Brown to Brad, Karen and Dale Orloff.

d.

’’Site Plan for Brad Orloff
Sheet 1 of 1, dated October 26,
1988, prepared by Badey & Watson, Surveying and Engineering, P.C.

e.

"Addition to a Building of Mr. Brad Orloff, Rt. 9, Philipstown,
prepared by Besharat & Celentano, Architectural Engineers —

)

A-l:
A-2:

Findingsi

(elevations and first floor plan), undated
(elevations and second floor plan), undated

f,

"Plan Supporting the Application of Brad Orloff for a Highway Work
Permit (Driveway) on U, S. Route 9
dated October 26, 1988, pre
pared by Badey & Watson.

1.

A previous application for site plan approval for the project was
disapproved by the Planning Board on October 27, 1988 and a subse
quent application was disapproved on January 12, 1989 because of
noncompliance with a street line zoning setback requirement.

2.

The application disapproved January 12, 1989 and the current appli
cation include significant modifications in the site plan with spe
cial reference to the following:
a.

existing uncontrolled vehicular access to Route #9 is replaced by
a single controlled or curbed driveway access point at the south
end of the property;

Philipstown Plan. Bd.
(Resolution - Orloff)

,

-

May 25, 1989

b,

off-street parking spaces and the access driveway are to be
located to the rear of the commercial building and the house;

c.

a curb is to be installed along U. S. Route //9 to eliminate the
current front access to the property, and the front is to be

d;

the proposed parking has the setback from Route //9 required by
the Zoning Law.

3.

The proposal presents a significant property improvement, and the
driveway access, and other work in the U. S. Route //9 right-of-way
will be subject to permit from NY-DOt.

4.

The FEMA mapped flood hazard area along Clove Creek covers a portion
of the lot but that portion is not proposed to be filled or graded,
or otherwise used.

5.

The existing commercial building lacks the required setback from the
Route #9 right-of-way and is proposed to be enlarged with a second
story contrary to Par. 54.2 of the Zoning Law, but subsequent to the
January 12, 1989 disapproval, variance for the second story enlargement has b.een granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals (April 3, 1989)

6.

The site plan submission is subject to referral to the Putnam County
Planning Board in accordance with § 239-tn of the GENERAL MUNICIPAL
LAW.

7.

The proposal is in substantial compliance with the Zoning Law and
constitutes a workable site layout.

8.

Under the criteria of the State Environmental Quality Review law,
action on the Application will not have a significant effect on the
environment.

1
Action;

-2-

Application and Site Plan approved subject to the following;
1.

approval becomes effective upon receipt of a favorable report from
the Putnam County Planning Board under § 239-m of the GENERAL MUNI
CIPAL LAW or expiration of the time for such referral without a
report.

2.

provisions for soil erosion and sediment control consisting of hay
bales and sediment basins shall be installed prior to commencement
of site excavation and grading and building construction.

30

prior to approval of an Application for Certificate of Occupancy
authorizing commencement of construction, the applicant shall pre
sent the following:
a,

copy of the NY-DOT work permit authorizing the driveway
construction as shown on the Site Plan; and

Philipstown -Plan. Bd,
(Resolution
Orloff)

b.

May 25, 1989

■3-

presentation of a cash bond in the amount of $3,500, in
form acceptable to the Town Attorney, to guaranty install
ation, maintenance and completion of control measures.

Adopted at a meeting of the Philipstown Planning Board on

X5'

PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD

1989.

Philipstown Planning Board
Town
236 Main St.

of

Philipstown

P.O. Box 155

Cold Spring, N.Y. 10516

(914) 265-3329

Guy D. Cockburn
Alfred Husni

Donald F. McNally.
Chairman
Robert S, Bryan,

Ralph Montgomery

. inning Consultant

Deborah Parise
Thomas Rigney
George Dahl

RECORD OF DECISION

Resolution PB
1/12/89
Subject:

Submission:

Brad.Orloff, Applicant, SMG Development Corp, by Charles H. Place,
Owner — Application for Approval of Site Plan pertaining to a 1.953
acre* parcel of land in the Business B--2 District (TM 35, Block 01,
Parcel 23) on the east side of U. S. Route #9 where an existing build
ing, long known as "Dew Drop Inn", is proposed to be changed in use to
an antique center, enlarged with a second story and provided with addi
tional parking and other site improvements, in part using an adjacent
lot owned by the applicant and containing an existing dwelling.
a.

Statement of Use of Brad Orloff, 2 pages, dated November 4, 1988,
signed by Brad Orloff.

b.

Short Environmental Assessment Form (2 pages), dated November 4,
1988, prepared by Glennon J. Watson, L.S.

c.

"Site Plan for Brad Orloff ...", Sheet 1 of 1, dated October 26,
1988, prepared by Badey & Watson, Surveying and Engineering, P.C.

d.

"Addition to a Building of Mr. Brad Orloff, Rt. 9, Philipstown,
N.Y.", prepared by Besharat & Celentano, Architectural Engineers —
A-l:
A-2:

Findings:

-89

(elevations and first floor plan), undated
(elevations and second floor plan), undated

e.

"Plan Supporting the Application of Brad Orloff for a Highway Work
Permit (Driveway) on U. S. Route 9
dated October 26, 1988,
prepared by Badey & Watson.

f.

Letter of December 19, 1988 from Samuel Ginsburg, Ginsburg Develop
ment Corp., to Donald McNally, Chairman, Philipstown Planning Board,

1.

A previous application for site plan approval for the project was
disapproved by the Planning Board on October 27, 1988.
Cu-xiU- ctppA.itaLlUU

SAgllxiiuOuj.ZxCci.Lxui.id x.

site plan with special reference to the following:
a.
u

existing uncontrolled vehicular access to Route #9 is replaced
by a single controlled or curbed driveway access point at the
south end of the property;

Philipstown Plan.
■

Bel.

-2-

January 12,

1989

(Resolution ~ Orloff)

Action:

b.

off-street parking spaces and the access driveway are to be
located to the rear of the commercial building and the house;

c.

a curb is to be installed along U. S. Route #9 to eliminate
the current front access to the property, and the front is to
Ko
„ ,7 . 1
.. ...... ,5
- ... .'■(

d.

the proposed parking has the setback from Route //9 required by
the Zoning Law.

3.

The proposal presents a significant property improvement, and the
driveway access, and other work in the U. S. Route #9 right-of-way
will be subject to permit from NY-DOT.

4.

The FEMA mapped flood hazard area along Clove Creek covers a portion
of the lot but that portion is not proposed to be filled or graded,
or otherwise used.

5.

The existing commercial building lacks the required setback from
the Route #9 right-of-way and is proposed to be enlarged with a
second story contrary to Par. 54.2 of the Zoning Law.

6.

The site plan submission is subject to referral to the Putnam County
Planning Board in accordance with § 239-m of the GENERAL MUNICIPAL
LAW.

7.

Except as noted in Finding #5, the proposal is in substantial com
pliance with the Zoning Law and constitutes a workable site layout.

8.

Under the criteria of the State Environmental Quality Review law,
action on the Application will not have a significant effect on the
environment.

Application and Site Plan disapproved for noncompliance with the Zoning
Law - Town of Philipstown, which action does not preclude resubmission
if variance of Par. 54.2 requirements is sought from and granted by the
Zoning Board of Appeals.

Adopted at a meeting of the Philipstown Planning Board on January 12, 1989.

PHILIPSTOWN PLANNING BOARD
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Donald F. 'McNally , cWirmarp^

Louise Giardina, Secretary

Michael C Bartolotti County Clerk
Putnam County Office Building
40 Gleneida Avenue Room 100
Carmel, New York 10512
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BARGAIN AND SALE PEED
THIS INDENTURES, made as of March 28, 2017 among Brad Orloff,
Karen Orloff and Marilyn Orloff, surviving joint tenant, who held title with Dale
Orloff (deceased), residing at 3056 Route 9, Cold Spring, New York 10516, (collectively
Hereinafter referred to as ;tGraniors;i), anct riuason smxcaires me, residing at 1949
Route 9, Garrison, New York 10524 (collectively hereinafter referred to as "Grantee").
WITNESSETH, that Grantor, in consideration of Ten ($10.00) Dollars and other
valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, do
hereby grant and release unto Grantees and the heirs, executors, administrators, legal
representatives, successors and assigns of Grantees forever,
ALL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land situate, lying and being located at
3052 Route 9 which is a commercial structure, Cold Spring, New York 10516,
Town of Philipstown, County of Putnam and State of New York bearing grid
#27.16.1-27, and is more particularly bounded and described in annexed
Schedule A.
TOGETHER with all right, title and interest, if any, of Grantors in and to
any streets and roads abutting the above described premises to the center
lines thereof,
TOGETHER with the appurtenances and all the estate and rights of
Grantors in and to said premises,
TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the premises herein granted unto Grantees and the
heirs, executors, administrators, legal representatives, successors and assigns of
Grantees forever.
Grantors are the owners of said premises. Said premises are not located in
an agricultural district.
Grantors covenant that Grantors have not done or suffered anything
wherebv said eternises have been encumbered in any way wL^evep except as set ArPh
herein.
Grantors, in compliance with Section 13 of the Lien Law, covenant that
Grantors will receive the consideration for this conveyance and will hold the right to
receive such consideration as a trust fund to be applied first for the purpose of paying

the cost of the improvement before using any part of the total of the same for any other
purpose.
Being and intended to be the same premises as to an undivided one half
interest conveyed into Brad Orloff and Karen Orloff by Deed dated 2/1/1989 and
recorded in the Putnam County Clerlds Office on 3/1/89 in Liber 1049 on page 275 and
as to an undivided one half interest conveyed into Dale Orloff and Marilyn Orloff by
deed dated 9/25/12 and recorded 10/29/12 in the Putnam County Clerk's Office in Liber
1908 page 239.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF Grantors have duly executed tltis-ddeJas of the date
first above written.

/

QfradJDrloff
LLVA2
MarilymOrloff by Brad Orloff, As Agent
'j

// (} df /I
J
I

Karen Orloff
STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF DUTCHESS

> J

)
)SS.:

On March 28, 2017, before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said
State, personally appeared, Brad Orloff and Karen Orloff, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individuals whose names
are subscribed to the within instrument (deed) and acknowledged to me that they
executed the same in their capacities, and that by their signatures on the instrument, the
individuals, or the persons upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
>
/ w

; Notary Public

-

Notary Public. State of New York
No. 02GE5073558
Qualified in Dutchess County
Commission Expires 03/03/ /G

SCHEDULE A
Description of Property
prepared for
HUDSON STRUCTURES, INC.
(Orloff to Hudson Structures, Inc.)
ALL that certain parcel of land situate in the Town of Philipstown, County of Putnam, and State
of New York that was heretofore conveyed by Frederic D. Brown to Brad Orloff, Karen
Orloff, Dale Orloff and Marilyn Orloff (hereinafter Orloff) by that certain deed dated February
1, 1989, and recorded in the Putnam County Clerk’s Liber 1049 of deeds at page 275 that is
bounded and described as follows:

BEGINNING at the point on the easterly line of U.S, Route 9 that is distant
N 33°33’31" W 51.33 feet
measured northwesterly along the said easterly line of U.S. Route 9 from another point thereon
where it is intersected by the line dividing lands formerly of SMG Development Corp, and now
or formerly of Allsave Development LLC, on the north from lands formerly of Victor Hills, Inc.
and now or formerly of Griffin’s Landscaping Corporation, on the south.

THENCE from the said point of beginning northwesterly along the said easterly line of U.S.
Route 9,
N 33°33'3 IH W 154.45 feet, and
N 32°58[ 18" W 67.95 feet,
to a point at the line of lands formerly of SMG Development Corp, and now or formerly of said
Orloff. Thence along the said lands formerly of SMG Development Corp, and now or formerly
of Orloff
N 73°30’00" E 78.55 feet,
to a point now designated “Point A”, which point is the point of beginning of the “Easement for
Parking’’ hereinafter described. Thence continuing along the said lands formerly of SMG
Development Corp, and now or formerly of Orloff
N 73°30'00" E I 33.77 feet,
to a point at the line of lands formerly of Carrie, formerly of Ardent, formerly of Mauer and
now or formerly of Marden Holdings Corp. Thence along the said Marden Holdings Corp,
lands
File No. 77-1 10
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Orloff to Hudson Structures, Inc.

BEGINNING at the point on the easterly line of U.S. Route 9 that is distant
N 33°33’31" W 98.33 feet
measured northwesterly along the said easterly line of U.S. Route 9 from another point thereon
where it is intersected by the line dividing other lands formerly o' SMC Dsve'op^ent Corp,
and now or formerly of Allsave Development LLC, on the north from lands formerly of Victor
Hills, Inc. and now or formerly of Griffin’s Landscaping Corporation, on the south.

THENCE from the said point of beginning northwesterly along the said easterly line of U.S.
Route 9
N 33°33'3 I" W 29.09 feet,
to a point. Thence through the lands hereinabove described the following, first on a non
tangent curve to the left, the center of which bears N37° I8'OO”W, the central angle of which is
55°39’00", the radius of which is 30.00 feet for 29.14 feet, and then
N Ol^'OO" W 39.00 feet, and
N 10°25'00" W 81.61 feet,
to the aforementioned “Point A”, a point on the northerly line of the lands hereinabove
described, (the line dividing the lands hereinabove described, on the south, from lands formerly
of SMG Development Corp, and now or formerly of said Orloff, on the north). Thence along
the northerly line of the lands hereinabove described
N 73°30'00" E 25.14 feet,
to a point. Thence once again through the lands hereinabove described, first
S IO°25IOOM E 85.90 feet, and
S 02°57’00" E 42.99 feet
and then on a tangent curve to the right, the central angle of which is 52°14'42", the radius of
which is 60.00 feet for 54.71 feet to the point or place of beginning of this easement area.

SUBJECT TO THE EASEMENT FOR DRAINAGE appropriated by the State of New York by its
Notice of Appropriation dated July 30, 1991 and recorded in the Putnam County Clerk’s Liber
1131 of deeds at page 45 over that portion of the lands hereinabove described that is bounded
and described as follows.

BEGINNING at the point on the easterly line of U.S. Route 9 that is distant
N 33°33r3 I” W 98.33 feet

File U:\77-l 10B\Descriptions\HS21 MR 17BD_SouthParcel.docx
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Orloff to Hudson Structures, Inc.

measured northwesterly along the said easterly line of U.S. Route 9 from another point thereon
where it is intersected by the line dividing other lands formerly of SMG Development Corp,
and now or formerly of Allsave Development LLC, on the north from lands formerly of Victor
Hills, Inc. and now or formerly of Griffin’s Landscaping Corporation, on the south.

'i'ncNCc from tne saia point of beginning northwesterly atong the said easterly line of U.S.
Route 9
N 33°33’3 I” W 29.09 feet,
to a point. Thence through the lands hereinabove described, the following courses
S 77°00,00” E 55.85 feet,
N 32°00'00" E 50.73 feet,
S 58°00’00” E 20.00 feet,
S 32°00’00" W 65.00 feet, and
N 77°00’00" W 49.00 feet,
to the point or place of beginning of this easement area.

N.B. - The meridian (North Point) used in the foregoing description is True North at 74°20,00"
West Longitude. This note should remain with this description in any instrument to which it
may become a part.
Prepared by

BADEY & WATSON
Surveying & Engineering, P. C.
3063 Route 9
Cold Spring, New York 10516
(845) 265-9217 (voice)
(845) 265-4428 (fax)
(877) 3.141593
ww w. h a < i ’-Wa rso n.com

H1LL-N-DALE ABSTRACTERS, INC.
20 SCOTCHTOWN AVENUE
P.O. BOX 547
GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924
(p/is) ? Q/i-5110
FAX (845) 294-9581

File U:\77-U0B\Descriptions\HS2IMRI7BD_SouthParcel.docx
Created: March 22, 2017
Last Revised: March 22, 2017
Printed: March 22, 2017

BARGAIN AND SALE DEEP
dated March 28, 2017
from
Brad Orloff, Karen Orloff and Marilyn Orloff as surviving tenant, Grantor(s)
to
Hudson Structures Inc, Grantee (s)

Grid
Town
County
Please record and return to:
Ned Kopald, Esq.
189 Main Street
Highland Falls, NY 10928

:
:
:

#27.16/1/27
Philipstown
Putnam
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BARGAIN AND SALE DEED WITHOUT CONVENANTS
THIS INDENTURE, made on July 31,2003 between Die Educational Alliance, Inc., a
New York not-for-profit corporation, previously known as The Educational Alliance, having its
principal offico at 197 East Broadway, New York, New York 10003, and The Young Men’s and
Young Women’s Hebrew Association, a New York not-for-profit corporation, previously known
as The Young Men’s Hebrew Association, having its principal office at 1395 Lexington Avenue,
New York, New York 10128, (“Grantors”) and Surprise Lake Camp, a New York not-for-profit
corporation, having its principal place of business at 307 Seventh Avenue, Suite 900, New York,
New York 10001 (“Grantee”).
WITNESSETH, that Grantors in consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars ($10.00) lawful
money of the United States and other good and valuable consideration received from the
Grantee, do hereby grant and release unto the Grantee, its successors and assigns forever,
ALL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land, with the buildings and improvements
thereon erected, situate, lying and being in the Town of Philipstown, County of Putnam and State
of New York, and described on Schedule A annexed hereto, said premises being and intended to
be the same premises conveyed to the Grantors by deeds recorded in Liber 91 Cp. 14, Liber 106
Cp. Ill and Liber 104 Cp. 82.
TOGETHER with all rights, title and interest, if any, of the Grantors in and to any
streets and roads abutting the above described premises to the center lines thereof, and any strips
or gores of land,
TOGETHER with the appurtenances and all the estate and rights of the Grantors in and
to said premises,
TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the premises herern granted unto the Grantee its successors
and assigns forever.
AND the Grantors, in compliance with Section 13 of the Lien Law, covenant that
the Grantors will receive the consideration for this conveyance and will hold the right to
receive such consideration as a trust fund to be applied first for the purpose of paying the
cost of the improvement and will apply the same first to tire payment of the cost of the
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SCHEDULE A ALL that certain piece or parcel of land, situate, lying and being In the Town of Philipstown, the County of Putnam and
State of New York and bounded and described as follows:
BEGINNING at a birch tree and running west to a heap of stones at the comer of Me Kusel Dewint and Milton Smith and
miming aouthwest to a oodar tree and heap of stones near the oomer of tho galloway fena;
THENCE south twenty-seven degrees east eighteen chains fifty links to the north side of the parcel;
THENCE along said parcel, around the upper end to a maple tree marked;
THENCE along said parcel south thirty degrees forty-five minutes west five chains to a stone in the Vanwick farm now
owned by the said estate;
THENCE south thirty and one quarter degrees west ten chains to a large chestnut tree;
THENCE north thirty and three quarter degrees east five chains;
THENCE south thirty degrees thirty minutes east eight chains;
THENCE along the lands of Caleb Hustis Estate;
THENCE by two chains to a stake and stone;
THENCE north twenty-one and one quarter degrees east nineteen chains and twenty-seven links to a large chestnut tree
marked;
THENCE north twenty-two and one quarter degrees east four chains and seventy-five links;
THENCE thirty-eight degrees east four chains and forty links to the place of BEGINNING.
Said premises being and intended to be the same premises conveyed to a Grantor by deeds recorded in Liber 91 cp 14.

UT/au/Ui)
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a t r that certain lot or farm of land sJtuata, lying and being iu the town of Philipstown, Putnam County and State of New
York, and bounded and described ai follow*:

BEGINNING at a cheftnut tree marked;
RUNNING THENCE south fifty-six and one-half dogreo# west twenty five chain* to a birch stump and stones around it;
THENCE south forty-three and throe quarters degrees east four chains and twenty six links;
THENCE south twonty-ono and one quarter degrees oast four chains seventy-three links to a chestnut stump near the side
of a road leading to Breakneck;
THENCE south twenty degrees east nineteen chains twenty eight links to a heap of stones;
THENCE south twenty-two and one-half degrees east seven chains to an old hickory blown down;
THENCE south seventy-four end three quarter degrees east seven chains thirty links to a stake and stones being Leonard
Ferris’ north east corner; also Alex Hustis Northwest corner,
THENCE south seventy and one-half degrees east seven chains seventy links to a maple tree with stones around being
Alex Hustis’ northeast comer;
THENCE south sixty-five degrees east four chains seventy-five links to an old oak stump;
THENCE north eighteen degrees east five chains ninety links;
THENCE north eight-one degrees east five chains;
THENCE north sixty eight degrees east three chains;
THENCE north sixly-two and one-half degrees east three chains ten links to a maple tree in the end of the wail;
THENCE north sixty-seven and three quarter degrees east eight chains fifty links to Isaac Hustis’ comer;
THENCE south eighty-two and three quarter degrees east five chains to old chestnut stump;
THENCE north thirty-one and one-half degrees west fourteen chains fifty-seven links to a rock oak tree marked;
THENCE south sixty-six and one-half degrees west one chain eighteen links to a black oak tree marked;
THENCE north twenty-nine and one-half degrees west twenty-nine chains, ninety-eight links passing near a chestnut tree
by a road to the point and place of BEGINNING.
Said premises being and intended to be the same premises conveyed to the Grantors by deeds recorded in Liber 106 cp
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1C17 iiU, 212 4<ti

NY NAT1UNAL

LIBER

1631

lg| IHJ4/OO4

PAGE 363

Parcel Ct
ALL that lot, piece or parcel of land with tha buildings and improvements thereon erected, situate, lying and being in the
town of Philipstown, Putnam County, New York, bounded and described u follows;
BEGINNING at a hickory tree marked, and thence along what was formerly Mead’s line north 37 degrees 15 minutes
west 2746 feet;
THENCE north 43 degrees 30 minutes oast 1584 feet;
THENCE north 44 degrees 30 minute east 1716 feet it or near the comer of what was formerly the Martin Garrison Farm;
THENCE along the line of that farm as it formerly was, south 27 degrees east 1221 feet to the north side of the pond
known as Surprise Lake;
THENCE along said north side of said pond south, 55 degrees 30 minutes west 580 foot;
THENCE further along the north side of said pond, south 30 degrees 26 minutes west 783 feet;
THENCE further along the north side of said pond south 12 degrees 10 minutes west 116 feet;
THENCE along the south side of said pond south 70 degrees east, 114 feet,
THENCE further along the south side of said pond, north 65 degrees east 812 feet to the northeast comer of the land
conveyed by Walter Clark to martin Adams, Seward Jayoox and L- Willard Jaycox;
THENCE from said pond and for a portion of the distance along the northeasterly line of the land conveyed by the said
Walter Clark to Martin Adams, Seward Jaycox and L. Willard Jaycox, south 30 degrees 30 minutes east, 600 feet;
THENCE north 30 degrees 45 minutes east, 330 feet;
THENCE south 30 degrees 30 minutes east, 1470 feet to a corner of what was formerly known as the PeUon Earm;
THENCE south 71 degrees 45 minutes east 503 feet;
THENCE south

46 degrees 30 minutes west 1980 feet,

THENCE south 13 degrees east 1023 feet
THENCE south 76 degrees southwest 410 feet
THENCE north 80 degrees 30 minutes west 825 feet
THENCE on a course of North 34 degrees 30 minutes west 1030 feet to the southwest corner of the lands conveyed by
Floyd Wanser and wife to Caleh Hustis to the point or place of BEGINNING.
EXCEPTING and reserving therefrom that portion of such premises as where heretofore conveyed by Walter Clark to
Martin Adams, Seward Jaycox and L. Willard Jaycox, by deed dated September 9, 1903, and recorded in the office of th e
Clerk of Putnam County in Liber 91 of deeds, page 209, on September 14* 1903 said conveyance being a parcel of 15 0
feet by 133 feet.
Said premises being and intended to be the same premises conveyed to the Grantors by deeds recorded in Liber 104 cp 82.

LIBER

1631

PAGE 366

Also collectively described os follows:
ferlmelor Description of Earceh A. B and C baud on Survey made by Badov & Wfitaon Surveying sad Earintorhig,
C,r, ttottd Marsh 21 im flix

ALL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land together with the buildings and improvements thereon erected, situate, lying and
being at Lake Surprise, in tho Town of Philipstown, County of Putnam and State of New York, bounded and described us
follows:
BEGINNING at a point in the center line of Lake Surprise Road, a Town Road, presumed to be 33 feet wide, which point
occupies coordinates position North 534216.32 East 606842.17 of the New York State Coordinate System, East Zono
(NAD1927), hereinafter delineated as “NYCS.EZ”; which point Is also the southwesterly comer of land now or formerly Hustis
and which point is also distant 432.83 feet in a course of South 37 degrees 16 minutes 36 seconds East from a pipe found in
stone pile and land formerly of Carola Novoting as same is shown on “Special Survey of Property of Carola Novoting,..” filed in
the Putnam County Clerk's Office on October 30, 1991, as Map No. 2525 said land now or formerly of Morris by Liber 1431 of
Deeds at page 137;
RUNNING THENCE through Lake Surprise Road and along land now or formerly Hustis and land now or formerly of Oraham
by Liber 1321 of Deeds at page 224 and land now or formerly Kollman by Liber 470 of Deeds at page 149 on a course of South
37 degrees 16 minutes 36 seconds East, 1974.08 feet to a point;
THENCE still along land now or formerly Kollman by Liber 470 of Deeds at page 149, on a course of North 56 degrees 47
minutes 00 seconds East, 76.85 feet to land now or formerly Salee and Lupoid by Liber 1442 of Deeds at page 219;
THENCE the following three (3) courses and distances along said land now or formerly Salee and Lupoid:
1.

South 39 degrees 56 minutes 57 seconds East, 91.56 feet;

2.

South 40 degrees 32 minutes 19 seconds East, 71.12 feet;

3.

South 32 degrees 50 minutes 34 seconds East, 33.17 feet to land now or formerly Kalhaus by Liber 1463 of Deeds at
page 465;

THENCE along said land now or formerly Kalhaus the following three (3) courses and distances:
1.

South 39 degrees 58 minutes 10 seconds East, 104.27 feet to a pipe found;

2.

South 39 degrees 43 minutes 10 seconds East, 99.64 feet to a pipe found;

3.

South 41 degrees 17 minutes 10 seconds East, 501.84 feet to the center line of Lake Surprise Road;

THENCE South 16 degrees 39 minutes 10 seconds East along the center line of Lake Surprise Road, 30.49 feet to a pipe found
on range, which point occupies coordinate position North 532317.05 East 608433.46 of NYCS,EZ and also being the northerly
line of “Open Development Area and Subdivision Plat... Section One of Deer Hollow...” filed in the Putnam County Clerk’s
Office on January 30, 1984, as Map No. 1952;
THENCE the following fifteen (15) courses and distances along the northerly and westerly lines of said last mentioned Plat:
1.

South 81 degrees 40 minutes 18 seconds West, 437.65 feet to a stone pile found;

2.

South 54 degrees 00 minutes 23 seconds West, 335.11 feet to a stone wall;
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3.

South 50 degrees 58 miuulos 10 seconds West, generally along said stone wail, 50.31 foet;

4.

South 54 degrees 51 minutes 16 sooonds West, still generally along said stone wall, 106.95 feet;

5.

South 54 degrees 56 minutes 09 sooonds West, still generally along said stone wall 100.23 feet to an “X” cut found in
said stone wall;

6.

South 09 degrees 46 minutes 21 seconds West, still generally along said stone wall, 109.49 feet;

7.

South 26 degrees 30 minutes 22 seconds West, still generally along said stone wall, 15.25 feet;

8.

South 05 degrees 14 minutes 03 seconds West, still generally along said stone wall, 29.85 feet;

9.

South 09 degrees 04 minutes 31 seconds West, still generally along said stone wall, 63.81 feet;

10.

South 09 degrees 52 minutes 58 seconds West, still generally along said stone wall, 164.15 feet;

11.

South 09 degrees 00 minutes 00 seconds West, still generally along said stone wall 59.63 feet;

12.

South 11 degrees 39 minutes 58 seconds West, still generally along said stone wall, 56.62 feet;

13.

South 11 degrees 05 minutes 53 seconds West, 825.76 feet to a 24 inch wide (as of March 28, 2001) Maple Tree;

14.

South 66 degrees 24 minutes 15 seconds West, 498.61 fost to a 16 inch wide (as of March 28, 2001) Tulip Tree and
Stone Pile found;

15.

South 10 degrees 38 minutes 54 seconds West, 378.72 feet to a stone pile found and formerly of Mosher, formerly
Hustis, now or formerly The Open Space Institute by Liber 1215 of Deeds at page 348;

THENCE along said land now or formerly The Open Space Institute South 84 degrees 41 minutes 02 seconds West, 282.40 feet
to a stone pile found;
THENCE North 72 degrees 55 minutes 49 seconds West 775.19 feet;
THENCE South 31 degrees 36 minutes 13 seconds West 1863.59 feet;
THENCE South 20 degrees 08 minutes 18 seconds East 1034.85 feet to land formerly Mead, formerly Emeny, formerly
Moshier, formerly Williams now or formerly lands of the People of the State of New York by Liber 681 of Deeds of page 1014
and by Liber 674 of Deeds at page 794 said land being part of Hudson Highland State Park;
THENCE the following two (2) courses and distances along said lands now or formerly of the People of the State of New York
(Hudson Highland State Park):
1.

South 66 degrees 08 minutes 12 seconds West, 414.22 feet to a point;

2,

North 87 degrees 05 minutes 37 seconds West, part of the distance through a Swamp Area and across a stream, 822.02
feet to a monument found, which point occupies coordinate position North 527550,13 East 603905.43 of NYCS,EZ to
other lands formerly Mead now or formerly of the People of the State of New York (Hudson Highland State Park) by
Liber 672 of Deeds at page 500;
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THENCE the following icven (7) courses and distances along said land now or formerly of the People of the State of New York
(Hudson Highland State Park):
1■

North 27 degrees 54 minutes 40 seconds West, 708.30 feet to a monument found;

2.

North 27 degrees 59 minutes 40 sooonds West, 640.00 foet to a monument found;

3.

North 43 degrees 17 minutes 15 seconds West, generally along the centerline of a stone wall, 457.50 feet to a monument
found;

4.

North 43 degrees 22 minutes 37 seconds West, partially still generally along the centerline of a stone wall and partially
generally along the south face of the stone wall near line, 434.43 feet to a monument found;

5.

North 43 degree* 19 minutes 36 seconds West, still generally along tho south face of the stone wall near line, 469.08 foet
to a point in the centerline of Lake Surprise Road;

6.

North 43 degrees 22 minutes 27 seconds West, 446.23 feet to a monument found;

7.

North 43 degrees 22 minutes 10 seconds West, 754,63 feet to land formerly Wiltsio, formerly Forman and other lands
now or formerly of the People of the State of New York (Hudson Highland State Park) by Liber 6410 of Deeds at page
1, which point occupies coordinate position North 530604.10 East 601514.90 of NYCS.EZ;

THENCE tho following two (2) courses and distances along said land now or formerly of the People of the State of New York
(Hudson Highland State Park):
1.

North 33 degrees 31 minutes 40 seconds East, 1580.40 feet to a point;

2.

North 46 degrees 43 minutes 50 seconds East, 1702.49 feet to a point;

THENCE South 75 degrees 57 minutes 34 seconds East 252.01 feet to a point;
THENCE North 73 degrees 59 minutes 00 seconds East 333.10 feet to a point;
THENCE North 66 degrees 48 minutes 57 seconds East 264.11 feet to a pipe found in a stone pile and other lands now or
formerly Morris by Liber 1431 of Deeds at page 137 and shown on “Special Survey of Property of Carola Novoting..?* filed in
the Putnam County Clerk's Office on October 30,1991 as Map No. 2525;
THENCE the following two (2) courses and distances along said land now or formerly of Morris:
1.

South 15 degrees 01 minutes 00 seconds East, 161.27 feet to a pipe found in stone pile;

2.

North 47 degrees 24 minutes 32 seconds East, 1640.79 feet to the first above mentioned pipe found in stone pile and
land now or formerly Hustis;

THENCE South 37 degrees 16 minutes 36 seconds East along land now or formerly Hustis 432.83 feet to the centerline of Lake
SurpnsedRoad to the point or place of BEGINNING.
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But spccifrcully excluding the following (parcels C-l and C2):

to.d.C-1 fo/g lax Pargti JSfl* 27;lslh

ALL that certain lot, traot or parcel of land situate, lying and being in the Town of Philipstown, in the County of Putnam and
Stato of New York, bounded and described as follows:
BEGINNING at high water mark on the southerly side of Lake Surprise at the easterly line of the property formerly owned by
Sigmund Stem and now owned by the Educational Alliance and The Young Men’s Hebrew Association; and
RUNNING from thence southeasterly and parallel with the westerly line of the lands of Educational Alliance and The Young
Men's Hebrew Association, 133 foot;
THENCE northeasterly and parallel with the southerly shore of the lake 100 feet to the southwesterly comer of a lot of land now
or formerly owned by Martin Adams;
THENCE northerly to the southerly side of said Lake Surprise to a point on said shore distant 80 feet eastwardly from the place
of beginning;
THENCE westwardly along the shore of said Lake 80 feet to the place of BEGINNING.
fagd C-2 fp/o Tax Parcel Nq, 27-1-1);

ALL that certain lot, tract or parcel of land situate, lying and being in the Town of Philipstown, in the County nf Putnam and
State of New York, bounded and described as follows:
BEGINNING at high water mark on the southerly side of Lake Surprise at the westerly line of the lrinds of Educational Alliance;
and
RUNNING THENCE southwesterly along the shore of said lake 50 feet;
THENCE easterly parallel with the westerly line of said “Alliance” 133 feet;
THENCE northeasterly and parallel with the said southerly shore of said lake 50 feet to the westerly line of the said “Alliance”;
THENCE northwesterly along the westerly line of said “Alliance” 133 feet to the southerly shore of said Lake and the place of
BEGINNING; also
ALL that certain lot, tract or parcel of land situate, lying and being in the Town of Philipstown, in the County of Putnam, N.Y,,
bounded and described as follows;
BEGINNING at high water mark on the southerly side of Lake Surprise at the northwesterly comer of a lot of land heretofore
conveyed to and now owned by Martin Adams;
THENCE running southeasterly along the westerly line of said lot of land now owned by Martin Adams and parallel with the
westerly line of the lands of the Educational Alliance 133 feet;
THENCE northwestwardly to the southerly shore of said Lake Surprise to a point distant westwardly on said shore 20 feet from
the place of beginning;
THENCE eastwardly along the southerly shore of said lake 20 feet to the point of beginning;
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improvement before using any part of the total of the same for any other purpose.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantors have duly executed this deed the day and
year first above written.
The Educational -XilT

By,
riltUM 4
The Young Men’s and Young
Women’s Hebrew Association
By:
STATE OF NEW YORK )

COUNTY OF

C&i.PSFe.'A-'

&

) ss:
)

On the 2L day of '"v-N in the year ) :i>S before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared ft ,'t IU.J A. NUof, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed
the same in his/her capacity, and that by his/her signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individuaf-eeted, executed the
instrument.
f\

STATE OF NEW YORK

)
) ss:

COUNTY QFz/>ir 'U'rf- )

Notary
3
°“T>w^'&‘wVortt .
Term Expires Docemb.HS.'w <?3t><

On the // day of 'J\
in the year ^'4 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared
personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed
the same in his/her capacity, and that by his/her signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.

Notary Public

Bargain and Sale Deed w/o Converauit W;\3758\02W003280.WPD 1

S^PHEI* ’ ft TURK
Notary p-JUT, Slsie of New York
No. 31 — 525722
Quanted in New York County
/
Commission Expires March 7, 200__ C

INSITE

ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C.

December 22, 2017

Town of Philipstown Conservation Board
238 Main Street, PO Box 155
Cold Spring, NY 10516
RE: Surprise Lake Camp
Lake Surprise Road
Tax Map #27.-1-11
Dear Chairman and Members of the Board:
Enclosed please find ten (10 copies) of the following items:
•

Wetland Permit Application Package Major Project, dated December 22, 2017

•

Full Environmental Assessment Form, dated November 30, 2017.

•

Drawing Set, 11 sheets, dated November 30, 2017.

•

Wetland Permit Narrative, dated December 22, 2017.

•

CD containing PDFs of Submission.

Also enclosed is the Application fee / escrow deposit check in the amount of $1,500.00 ($500.00
for the application fee and $1,000.00 for the escrow deposit).
Surprise Lake Camp owns a 465-acre parcel at the western end of Lake Surprise Road. The
Hudson Highlands State Park surrounds the property on the north, west and south. Surprise Lake Camp
is a not-for-profit sleepaway camp that also hosts year-round programs onsite. Located in the center of
camp is Lake Surprise, and the main camp facilities including main building, swimming pool, and playing
fields.
To improve camper safety, preserve the quality of Surprise Lake, minimize current erosion and dust
issues and improve the aesthetic quality and recreation function for campers and offseason users, a
series of site improvements are being proposed. No building construction or expansion of use is
proposed.
The project strictly consists of site improvements to accomplish the above objectives and is
currently before the Planning Board for Amended Site Plan approval. The project scope consists of the
following components:
1.

Lower Access Road - Widen the existing Item 4 lower access road to accommodate two-way
traffic and construct a turnaround behind the existing main building. This will allow traffic to be
redirected away from the front of the main building which is a primary pedestrian area.

2.

Lakeside Area (The area between the front of the existing main building and Surprise Lake):
a.

b.

Driveway Access - The existing Item 4 driveway that leads to the front of the building is
steep in slope and experiences ongoing erosion. The steeper portions of this access
driveway are proposed to be paved.
Visitor Parking Area - A separate visitor parking area is proposed along the existing
driveway. The visitor parking area will allow visiting vehicles to be separated from the

3 Garrett Place, Carmel, New York 10512 (845) 225-9690 Fax (845) 225-9717
www. insite-eng. com
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December 26, 2017

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

areas the campers use. Currently the visitor parking and pedestrian areas are comingled
and present a safety issue for campers.

3.

c.

Existing Parking Area improvements - The existing parking area is currently a main
gathering space for the campers and the visitor parking area. By creating the visitor
parking area adjacent but separated from the existing parking area, separate spaces for
parking and pedestrians can be created.

d.

Walking Trail / Seating Area along Lakeside - The existing steep slope between the
parking area and Lake Surprise is overgrown with invasive species. There is also no
direct connection between the existing main building and lawn area adjacent to the lake
side. It is proposed to create a new walking path to the existing lake side lawn area.
Seating will be provided along the walking path as this also serves as an area for morning
meetings.

e.

Stormwater Improvements - Surprise Lake Camp is committed to preserving the health
of Lake Surprise. Part of this project will be constructing stormwater treatment practices
to capture and treat runoff currently flowing into the lake untreated.

Lakeside drainage improvements - The topography of the existing lawn area adjacent to lake
side is undulating and does not property drain leading to mud and wet areas where campers
play. It is proposed to regrade the existing lawn area to promote proper drainage. No new
lawn areas are being created, this improvement is limited to regrading the existing lawn area.

The proposed regulated activities to be conducted within the 100’ wetland buffer include: regrading
the lakeside lawn area to improve drainage; removal of invasive species and part of the lakeside lawn
area for installation of a stormwater management practice for treatment of upslope runoff which is
currently eroding the adjacent slope; removal of invasive species, regrade, stabilize and improve the
eroded slope with plantings, retaining walls/seat walls and provide an accessible pathway and steps to
establish stabilized pedestrian connections to the lakeside lawn area. Refer to the Wetland Permit
Narrative for additional information.
Although only a fraction of the work is proposed within the 100’ wetland buffer, much of the
proposed work outside the wetland buffer will provide benefit to the wetland and the lake and will mitigate
existing impacts to the lake.
We look forward to introducing you to the project at the January 9th meeting. If a site walk is to be
conducted by the Board prior to the meeting, please let us know.
If you have any questions or comments regarding this information, please do not hesitate to contact
our office.
Very truly yours,
INSITE ENGINEERING, SURVEYING^ LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C.

By:
ScdftW. Blakely, R.L.A.
Senior Principal Land

Architect

SWB/RDW/dlm
cc:

B. Solmsen (with enclosures)
Town of Pound Ridge Planning Board (w/out plans)
Insite Fite No. 17166.100

Z:\E\17166100\Correspondence\2017\12262017cb.doc
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TOWN OF PHILIPSTOWN

238 Main Street

PUTNAM COUNTY, NEW YORK

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

APPUCATIQN.EQR 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 #__________________________

Received by.
Date

Permitting Authority

__________________________
__________________________

Fee

_____ Conservation Board

__________________________

_____ Wetlands Inspector

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

1. Owner Name:
Address:

StHTG
rASuOXcRJbCj

Telephone:

Q.1

NU

LOOcil

31

If Corporation, give names of officers:

Mailing Address:_____________________________________________________________________

.

2. Name of Agent
{Applicant must be owner of the land. The Application may be managed an authorized agent ofsuch
person.}
Mailing Address: ________________:____________________________________________

Telephone: ________ ________
3.

;

.

..._________________________________________

Location of Proposed Activity:

iSVRPRtSE.

UMgE OftfOP, 383 LftK& SUPPOSE PoflQ

3T ~I-|J

Tax Map#:

Acreage of Controlled Area Affected: .

4COSRP)

Square footage of soil disturbed by the entire project

^HOtOOQ S. f~.—

_

4. Type of ActMty: (See list of regulated activities)
Regrade lakeside lawn area to improve drainage; removal of invasive species / part of lawn area for installation
of stormwater management practice for treatment of upslope runoff which is currently eroding the adjacent slope;
remove invasive species and regrade, stabilize and improve the eroded slope with plantings, retaining walls/seat walls
and provide an accessible pathway and steps to establish stabilized pedestrian connections to the lakeside lawn area - a
portion of which will be conducted within the 100" wetland buffer of the town regulated wetland.

5. Other permits) 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.BA
OP PVtUlfSTZuKs

Plfta&Hfc

________________________________

HNSDEC-fSP-O-tS-OQ'X CcOSWE

6.

a.

Each copy of this application shal be accompanied by:

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

b. A completed short form environmental assessment form {includedin the application fokteh
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 she;
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.)

Date:

21 December’2017

Signature of Applicant

P) -

«-

r2J'

INSITE

7i/J

ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, PC.

WETLAND PERMIT NARRATIVE
For
Surprise Lake Camp
Town of Philipstown, New York
December 22,2017

Prepared By
Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.
3 Garrett Place
Carmel, New York 105
17166 Wetland Permit Narrative.doc

Insite Engineering, Surveying, and Landscape Architecture, P C

Wetland Permit Narrative - Surprise Lake Camp Amended Site Plan
As required by the Wetland Permit Application, this narrative provides a written outline of the
proposed activity, along with a construction scenario including the estimated quantities of excavated Z fill
material required and the total square footage of disturbance.
Surprise Lake Gamp owns a 465-acre parcel at the western end of Lake Surprise Road. The Hudson
Highlands State Park surrounds the property on the north, west and south. Surprise Lake Camp is a notfor-profit sleepaway camp that also hosts year-round programs onsite. Located in the center of camp is
Lake Surprise, and the main camp facilities including main building, swimming pool, and playing fields.
Surprise Lake Camp is proposing a series of site improvements throughout the camp as part of its
ongoing effort to maintain the camp. No new buildings are proposed to be constructed, nor is any building
addition proposed. Further this application is not proposing any improvements that would increase the
volume of campers using the site.
The site improvements associated with the Amended Site Plan application are being proposed to
improve camper safety, preserve the quality of Surprise Lake, minimize current erosion and dust issues
and improve the aesthetic quality and recreation function for campers and offseason users. No building
construction or expansion of use is proposed.
In total, the project is proposing approximately 2.5 acres of disturbance in two separate areas, the
Lower Access Road and the Lakeside Area, with only 0.4 ± acres of wetland buffer disturbance in the
lakeside area. The only wetlands within the project locale are located around the outside perimeter of the
Lake and exist as a high meadow area. No disturbance is proposed to any wetlands. The existing
wetland control area (buffer area) is developed predominately as lawn. The following is a summary of all
of the proposed project components. Currently an application is pending before the Philipstown Planning
Board for the following improvements. The following list has been marked to indicate which
improvements are located in the control area and are the subject of the Wetland Permit
1.

Lower Access Road - No Disturbance Proposed to Wetland or 100’ Controlled Area.

Widen the existing Item 4 lower access road to accommodate two-way traffic and construct a
turnaround behind the existing main building. This will allow traffic to be redirected away from
the front of the main building which is a primary pedestrian area.
2.

Lakeside Area (The area between the front of the existing main building and Surprise Lake):
a.

Driveway Access - No Disturbance Proposed to Wetland or 100’ Controlled Area.
The existing Item 4 driveway that leads to the front of the building is steep in slope and
experiences ongoing erosion. The steeper portions of this access driveway are proposed
to be paved.

b.

Visitor Parking Area - No Disturbance Proposed to Wetland or 100’ Controlled
Area. A separate visitor parking area is proposed along the existing driveway. The visitor
parking area will allow visiting vehicles to be separated from the areas the campers
use. Currently the visitor parking and pedestrian areas are comingled and present a
safety issue for campers.

c.

Existing Parking Area improvements - No Disturbance Proposed to Wetland or
100’ Controlled Area. The existing parking area is currently a main gathering space for
the campers and the visitor parking area. By creating the visitor parking area adjacent
but separated from the existing parking area, separate spaces for parking and
pedestrians can be created.

d.

Walking Trail / Seating Area along Lakeside - Approximately 2,850 s.f of Wetland
Controlled Area Disturbance is Proposed. The existing steep slope between the
parking area and Lake Surprise is overgrown with invasive species and has undergone
erosion in the past. There is also no direct connection between the existing main building
and lawn area adjacent to the lake side. It is proposed to create a new walking path to
the existing lake side lawn area. Seating will be provided along the walking path as this
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Wetland Permit Narrative - Surprise Lake Camp Amended Site Plan
also serves as an area for morning meetings. The wetland controlled area extends over
this portion of the site, but is disconnected from the wetland by existing lawn area. It is
anticipated the earthwork will be essentially balanced and select fill material for the
retaining wall will be imported to construct the proposed walls.
e.

3.

Stormwater Improvements - Approximately 3,250 s.f. of Wetland Controlled Area
Disturbance is Proposed. Surprise Lake Camp is committed to preserving the health of
Lake Surprise. Part of this project will be constructing stormwater treatment practices to
capture and treat runoff currently flowing into the lake untreated. For this portion of the
project the existing area surrounding the gazebo which consists partly of lawn and partly
of overgrown invasive plants will be reclaimed as a stormwater management practice.
The provision of this stormwater management practice will result in treatment of parking
areas that currently discharge to the lake untreated.

Lakeside drainage improvements - Approximately 10,300 s.f. of Wetland Controlled Area
Disturbance is Proposed. The topography of the existing lawn area adjacent to lake side is
undulating and does not properly drain leading to mud and wet areas where campers play. It is
proposed to regrade the existing lawn area to promote proper drainage. No new lawn areas are
being created, this improvement is limited to regrading the existing lawn area. Topsoil is
anticipated to be imported to complete the fine grading but no mass earthwork is envisioned in
this area.

In summary, the proposed regulated activities to be conducted within the 100' wetland buffer
include: regrading the lakeside lawn area to improve drainage; removal of invasive species and part of
the lakeside lawn area for installation of a stormwater management practice for treatment of upslope
runoff which is currently eroding the adjacent slope; removal of invasive species, regrade, stabilize and
improve the eroded slope with plantings, retaining walls/seat walls and provide an
Although only a fraction of the work is proposed within the 100' wetland buffer, much of the proposed
work outside the wetland buffer will provide benefit to the wetland and the lake and will mitigate existing
impacts to the lake. As part of the mitigation, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan witt be prepared
outlining the treatment of impervious surfaces currently discharging directly to the lake without treatment.
Based on the above and pursuant to Chapter 93-8, Criteria for Approval, this application:
1.

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

2.

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

3.

Will not result in the degrading or pollution of waters.

4.

Will not increase the potential for flooding.

5.

Will provide for control of pollution, erosion, siltation and sedimentation during and after
conducting the activity.

6.

No practicable alternative location is available.

7.

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

8.

The activity alleviates a hazard to the public health or safety.
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FullEnvironmentalAssessment Form
Part 1 - Project and Setting
Instructions for Completing Part 1
Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor. Responses become part of the application for approval or funding,
are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.
Complete Part 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; indicate whether missing information does not exist,
or is not reasonably available to the sponsor, and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to
update or fully develop that information.
Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A ft B. hi Sections C, D ft E, most items contain an initial question that
must be answered either “Yes” or “No”. If foe answer to foe initial question is “Yes”, complete foe sub-questions that follow. If foe
answer to the initial question is “No”, proceed to foe next question. Section F allows foe project sponsor to identify and attach any
additional information. Section G requires foe name and signature offoe project sponsor to verify that foe information contained in
Part 1 is accurate and complete.
A Project and Sponsor Information
Name ofAction or Project:
Surprise Lake Camp Lakeside Improvements
Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map):
382 Late Surprise Road. Cold Spring, Putnam County, NY
Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need):
Various site improvements are proposed to improve vehicle / pedestrian safety and circulation. Stormwater improvements to preserve late queSty are abo
proposed.

Ptease Note: Surprise Late Camp is approximately 485 acres. AppnoomaMy 3.3 acres of foe overal site b wtete the protect area This EAF focuses on
the 3.3 acres related to the prefect area.

Name of Applicant/Sponsor:

Telephone: 212-024-3131

Suprise Late Camp c/o Bradley Sofcnsen

E-Mail:

Address:

g^^ Avenue>

City/PO: ^Yortt

zipCodc; 10001

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

Telephone:
E-Mail:

Address:

City/PO:

State:

Property Owner (if not same as sponsor):

Telephone:

Same As Sponsor

E-Mail:

Zip Code:

Address:
City/PO:

State:
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Zip Code:

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

a. City Council, Town Board,

If Yes: Identify Agency and Approvals)

Application Date

Required

(Actual or projected)

DYesBJNo

or Village Board of Trustees
b. City, Town or Village

EYesONo

Pkummg Board or Commission
c. City Council, Town or

OYesEHo

PhfBpstown Planning Board- Amended SRe Plan
Approval

11/30/2017

Phitipstowi Conservation Board- Wetland Permit

12/2017

NYSDEC Coverage under GP-0-15001

03/2018

Village Zoning Board of Appeals
d. Other local agencies

OVesENo

e. County agencies

CJYesBNo

£ Regional agencies

OYesENo

g. State agencies

EYesONo

h. Federal agencies

OYesENo

i. Coastal Resources.
L Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or die waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway?
ii. Is die project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program?
iit Is the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Aiea?

OYesENo
□ YesdNo
OYesENo

C. Planning and Zoning
CL Planning and zoning actions.
Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of apian, local law, ordinance, rule or regulation be the

OYesENo

only approvals) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?
•

If Yes, complete sections C,F and G.

•

If No, proceed to question C2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part 1

C2. Adopted land use plans.
a. Do any municipally- adopted (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site

EYesONo

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

EYesONo

would be located? The Comp Plan Rxficates the site is an institutional use and has recommendations tor institutional uses In Goal 1) a)vi and R 2.8
b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway

EYesONo

Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan;
or other?)
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
Coid Surina Reservoir Water Shed Overlay. Scenic Protection Overiav. Open Soac© Conservation Overiav District

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan,
or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan?
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
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QYesENo

C3. Zoning
a.

Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or ordinance.

H YesQNo

If Yes, what is the zoning classification^) including any applicable overlay district?
Reservoir Water Shed Overlay, Scenic Protection Overlay, Open Space Conservation

Institutional Conservation (Zoning Classification), Cold Si
Overlay District

b.

HYesQNo

Is die use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit?

□Yes0No
c. Fs a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action?
IfYes,
i. What is the proposed new zoning for the ate?__________________________________________________________________ ________ _
C.4. Existing community services.
a. In what school district is the project site located?

Haldane Central School District____________________________________ ______ __________

b. What police or other public protection forces serve foe project site?

OoM Spdng.f?cltce Pewrlmenl__________________________________________
c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site?
North HtaWandsHre

<L What parks serve the project site?

D. Project Details
D.l. Proposed and Potential Development
a.

What is foe general nature of foe proposed action (e^, residential, industrial, commercial, recreational; if mixed, include all
components)? Pedestrian /Vehicle Circulation, Recreational, Stonnwefeerfovotion control improvements

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

____________ 33 acres
____________ 33 acres
___________ 465 acres

or controlled by foe applicant or project sponsor?
c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use?

□ YesBDNo

i. IfYes, what is foe approximate percentage of foe proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., acres, miles, housing units,
Units:______________________
square foet)? %______________________
d. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision?

□YesQSNo

IfYes,
i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial; if mixed, specify types)
it. Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed?

CJYes QNo

Hi. Number of lots proposed? _________
rv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes? Minimum___________ Maximum____________
e. Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases?

QYesKlNo

z. IfNo, anticipated period of construction:

_____ months

iL IfYes:

•

Total number of phases anticipated

______

•

Anticipated commencement date of phase 1 (including demolition)

_____ month______ year

•

Anticipated completion date of final phase

_____ month

•

Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies where progress of one phase may
determine timing or duration of future phases:_______________________________________________________________________
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year

f. Does the project include new residential uses?
If Yes, show numbers of units proposed.
One Family
Two Family
Initial Phase
At completion
of all phases

____________

•

,

ClYesBlNo
Three Family

Multiple Family (four or more)

•

_____________

__________________________

.________ _

_____________

__________________________

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

QYesHNo

IfYes,
i. Total number of structures _____________
ii Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure:_________height;_________width; and_______ length
Hi. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled:_________________________square feet
h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impoundment of any

(ZlYesDNo

liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage?
IfYes,
i Purpose of the impoundment: stormwater treatment___________________ _____________________________________________ _______
ii If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water:
C3 Ground water Q Surface water streams 0Other specify:
stormwater_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____
iii If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source.
iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment
Volume:__________ 0.02 million gallons; surface area:_________ 0.1± acres
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure:
______ 11t height;
220 length
vi Construction method/materials for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete):

Earth
1X2. Project Operations
a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining, or dredging, during construction, operations, or bofo?

£]Yes|2|No

(Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or foundations where all excavated
materials will remain onsite)
IfYes:
i .What is the purpose of foe excavation or dredging?............................................................................................... .............. ........................___
ii How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from foe she?
•

Volume (specify tons or cubic yards):_________________________________________________

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

□YesQNo

iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials?
If ves. describe.
v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated?
vi What is foe maximum area to be worked at any onetime?

acres
acres

vii What would be foe maximum depth of excavation or dredging?
viii Will foe excavation require blasting?

feet
QYesQNo

ix Summarize site reclamation goals and plan:

b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size o£ or encroachment

QYesj^jNo

into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area?
IfYes;
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic
description):___________________________________________________
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it. Describe how the proposed action would affect that waterbody or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, placement of structures, or
alteration of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres:

□YesQNo

in. Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments?
IfYes, describe:________ •__________ ______________________________
/v, Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation?

□YesdNo

IfYes:
•
acres of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed:___________________________
•

expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion:________

•

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

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

c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water?
IfYes:
£ Total anticipated water usage/demand per day:
iL Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply?

□YesEho
gallons/day
□YesEJfo

IfYes:
•

Name of district or service area:

•

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

□YesdNo

•

Is the project site in the existing district?

□YesdNo

•

Is expansion of the district needed?

□YesdNo

•

Do existing lines serve the project site?

□YesdNo
OYesDfo

ni. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project?
IfYes:
•

Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project _
Source(s) of supply for the rfistrict
dYesdNo

iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the proj ect site?
It Yes:
•

Applicant/sponsor for new district________________________________________________

•

Proposed source(s) of supply for new district_________________________________________

Date application submitted or anticipated:
v. If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project
vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity:

gallons/minute.
dYesENo

d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes?

IfYes:
i Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day:
gallons/day
iL Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, describe alt components and
approximate volumes or proportions of each): _________________________________________________________ _________

HL Will foe proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities?
IfYes:
•

Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used:__ _____________________

•

Name of district

dYesdNo

Does foe existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project?

dYesdNo

Is foe project site in the existing district?

dYesdNo

Is expansion of foe district needed?

dYesdNo
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•

Do existing sewer lines serve the project site?

□Yes □No

•

Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project?

□YesCNo

IfYes:
•

Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project:

□YesONo

tv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the project site?
IfYes:
•

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

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

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

e.

Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoff either from new point

HYesDNo

sources (he. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point
source (i.e. sheet flow) during construction or post construction?
IfYes:

i How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel?
10.000 Square feet or

0-2 acres (impervious surface)

______Square feet or
466 acres (pared size)
ii Describe types of new point sources. Two point sources »om new stormwater management practices wH be created._________________
iii Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (Le. on-site stormwater maD^ementfedtify/structures, adjacent properties,
groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)?
Stormwater from exfeHhg and new impervious surfaces wl be dtected tea btowtenMon Wter and water euaty swala.

•

If to surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands: Late Surprise___________________________________ ________

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

0YesDNo

f.

ElYesDNo

Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel

BlYesONo

combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations?
IfYes, identify:
i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles)
Construction equipment, delivery vehfctes____________________________________________________________________________

ii Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushes)
No stationary sources of air emissions are anticipated during construction.______________________________________________

iii Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric generation)
No sources of air emissions wiH be included during operation_______________________________ ________ ____________

g.

____

Will any air emission sources named in D2.f (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit,

□Yes0No

or Federal Glean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit?
IfYes:
i Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet
ambient air qualify standards for all or some parts of the year)
ii. In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, foe project will generate:
____________ Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
____________ Tons/year (short tons) of Nitrous Oxide (N2O)
____________ Tons/year (short tons) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
_____________Tons/year (short tons) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF$)
Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of Hydroflourocarbons (HFCs)
Tons/year (short tons) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)
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□YesONo

h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants,
landfills, composting facilities)?

□Yes0No

IfYes:
L Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric): 2_______________________________________________________ ________...
ii. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., combustion to generate heat or
electricity, flaring):_________ ._______________ __ _________________________________________________________ ,,
L Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes, such as

[]Yes0No

quarry or landfill operations?
IfYes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust):

j.

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

QYes0No

new demand for transportation facilities or services?
IfYes:
i. When is the peak traffic expected (Check all that apply):
□ Morning
□ Randomly between hours of___________ to__________.

Q Evening

QWeekend

ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of semitrailer truck trips/day:_________________________
iri Parking spaces;
Existing_______________
Proposed____________
Net increase/decrease______________
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking?
QYesQNo
v. If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change in existing access, describe:

vi. Are public/private transportation services) or facilities available within 16 nrile of the proposed site?
vii Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use ofhybrid, electric

QYesQNo
QYesQNo

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

QYesQNo

pedestrian or bicycle routed?

k.

Will the proposed action (for commercial or hxhistrial projects only) generate new or additional demand

QYe^No"

for energy?
IfYes:
i Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action:_________________________________ ___ ________
iL Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or
other):
nf. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation?
1. Hours of operation. Answer all items which apply.
l During Construction:

□YesQNo

H. During Operations:

•

Monday - Friday:______ 7:30 am to &00 pm

•

Monday - Friday:

•

Saturday:_______________________________

•

Saturday:_________ Seasonal f Site is Summer Camp

•

Sunday:________________________________

•

Sunday:__________ Seasonal I Site is Summer Camp

•

Holidays:______________________________

•

Holidays:_________ Seasonal / Site is Summer Camp
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Seasonal/Site is Summer Camp

m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction,

0 YesQNo

operation, or both?
Ifyes:
i. Provide details including sources, time of day and duration:
Noise to be generated by tvoical construction eouioment and machtoes tor construction.
ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or screen?

□ Yes0No

Describe:
n„ Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? .

0Yes0No

Ifyes:
I Describe source(s), location^), height of fixtures), dtrection/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures:

u. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen?

ClYesQNo

Describe:

a Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day?

OYes0No

If Yes, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest
occupied structures:

p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (combined capacity of over 1,100 gallons)

OYesEJNo

or chemical products 185 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground storage?
IfYes:
i Produces) to be stored
ii. Vohimefs)
per unit time
HL Generally describe proposed storage facilities:

month, year)

q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (to, hobiddes,

□ Yes 0No

insecticides) during construction or operation?
IfYes:
L Describe proposed treatments):

ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices?
r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal
of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)?
IfYes:
L Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility:
•

Construction:

1 to 2 tons per

Per Week (unit of time)

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

Construction: Not Applicable

•

Operation:

Not Applicable

iii. Proposed disposal methodsZtodltties for solid waste generated on-site:
•

Construction: On site dumpster managed by contractor.

•

Operation:

Not Applicable
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□ Yes ONo

0 Yes ONo

s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility?

Q Yes 0 No

IfYes:
L Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting, landfill, or
other disposal activities):_______________ _______________________________________________________________ _
iL Anticipated rate of disposal/processing:
♦

_________Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or

•
_________Tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment
iiL If landfill, anticipated site life:______________ •_____________________ years
t Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous

tjYes0No

waste?
IfYes:
L Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility:____ _________________________

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

iiL Specify amount to be handled or generated_____ tons/month
rv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents:_______________________________

O

ON

v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing oflsite hazardous waste facility?
ygs
o
IfYes: provide name and location of facility:______________ ______________________ __________________________________________
IfNo: describe proposed management of my hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility:

& Site and Setting of Proposed Action
E.L Land nm on and mrronnding the project site
a. Existing bad uses.
i Check all uses that occur on, aborning and near the project site.
□ Urban
□ hxhistrial
□ Commercial □ Residential (suburban)
0 Forest

□ Agriculture □ Aquatic

0 Rural (non-form)

0 Other (specifo):RecraaUori^ummerCan«>

iL Ifmix of uses, generally describe:

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project she.
Land use or

Current

Covertype

Acreage

Acreage After
Project Completion

Change
(Acres+/-)

t.3

+0.2

•

Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious
surfaces

1.1

•

Forested

0

•

Meadows, grasslands or bnishlaods (nonagricultural, including abandoned agricultural)

0

•

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

•

0

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

0

•

Wetlands (freshwater or tidal)

0

•

Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill)

•

Other
Describe: Lawn

0

22

—
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2.0

-0.2

c. Is the project site presently used by members of die community for public recreation?

O Yes0No

i IfYes: explain:
d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed

□ Yes0No

day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site?
IfYes,
i Identify Facilities:

e. Does the project site contain an existing dam?

0Yes0No

IfYes:
i Dimensions of the dam and impoundment
•

Dam height

feet

•

Dam length:

feet

•

Surface area:

•

Volume impounded:

acres
gallons OR acre-feet

8. Dam’s existing hazard classification:
iii. Provide date and summarize results of last inspection:

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility,

0YesEJNo

or does the project rite adjoin property which is now, car was at one times, used as a solid waste management facility?
IfYes:
L Has the facility been formally closed?
«

0 YesQ No

Ifyes, cite souroes/documeotation:

ii Describe the location of the project rite relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management fiaciKty:

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

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the rite, or does the project she adjoin

0Yes0No

property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose ofhazardous waste?
IfYes:
i Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred:

h. Potential contamination history. Has there been a reported spill at the proposed project rite, or have any

0YesEJ No

remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed rite?
IfYes:
f Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site
Remediation database? Check all that apply:
0 Yes - Spills Incidents database
0 Yes - Environmental Site Remediation database
0 Neither database

0YesQNo

Provide DEC ID nuraberfsV.
Provide DEC ID numbeifs):

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

iii. Is foe project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database?
If ves, provide DEC ID numbers):
/v. Ifyes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status of site(s):
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0 YesClNo

v. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses?

D YesdNo

•

If yes, DEC site ID number:

•

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

•

Describe any use limitations:

•
•

Describe any engineering controls:
Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place?

•

Explain:

□ YesQNo

EX Natural Resources On or Near Project Site
a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site?

>4 feet

b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site?

□ YesQNo

IfYes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings?
c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site:

%

Charlton Fine Sandy Loam

51 %

Udorthents

28%

Charlton Loam

19 %

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

>4 feet

e. Drainage status of project site soils:Q Well Drained:

% of site

0 Moderately Well Drained:

97 % of site

B Poorly Drained

3 % of site

£ Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: B 0-10%:
0 10-15%:
B 15% or greater

10 % of site
71 % of site
19 % of site

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

t]Yes0No

If Yes, describe:

h. Surface water features.
1 Does any portion ofthe project she contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers,
ponds or lakes)?
iL Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site?

QYesBNo
BYesQNo

If Yes to either i or «, continue. IfNo, skip to EXi.
iiL Are any of tile wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project she regulated by any federal,

HYesCZNo

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

Streams:

•

Lakes or Ponds: Name La*® Surprise

Name 862-68,862-66

Classification B, A(T)
ClassificationPUBHL

•
Wetlands:
Name Riverine
Approximate Size 0,02 Acres
•
Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC)
v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation ofNYS water quality-impaired
DYestTfrln
waterbodies?
If yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired:

L Is the project site in a designated Floodway?

DYesQNo

j. Is tiie project site in the 100 year Floodplain?

QYesENo

k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain?

QYesBNo

L Is the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifer?
IfYes:

L Name of aquifer:
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QYesBNo

m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site:
Typical animate located in forested
conditions such as deer, squirrels, eta
n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community?

QYesQNo

IfYes:
i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designation):
Oak-Tulip Tree forest, Appalachian Oak-Hickory Forest, Red Cedar Rocky Summit
it Sourcefs) of description or evaluation:
iii Extent of communhy/habhat:
•
Currently:

2768A 2334.0,86.0

a,cres

•

Following completion of project as proposed:

acres

•

Gain or loss (indicate + or-):

acres

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

p. Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of

LlYesBNo

special concern?

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing?

0Ye$ONo

Ifyes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use:
AHhouah hunting fe oermtted at t» adbeent Hudson Htttend. camp b eHher unoccupied at Kme and located hr enouoh awwftam hu*w area.

E3. Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site
a. Is the project site, or any portion of k, located in a designated ^ricuttural district certified pursuant to
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304?
If Yes, provide county plus district name/mnnber:

□Yes0Nd

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present?

QYes0No

t If Yes: acreagefs) on project rite?
it Sourcefs) of soil ratingfs):
c. Does the project site contain all or part ofi or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National
Natural Landmark?
IfYcs:
r. Nature of the natural landmark:

1H Biological Community

DYesE^o

□ Geological Feature

ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area?
IfYes:
I CEA name:
ii. Basis for designation:
iii. Designating agency and date:
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C]Yes0No

e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district

0 YesQNo

which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on, the
State or National Register of Historic Piaces?
IfYes:
L Nature of historic/archaeological resource: □Archaeological Site
HHistoric Building or District
h. Name: Valhatta Highlands Historic District (VHHD)______________________________________________________________________________ ___
HL Brief description of attributes on which listing is based:
Property is adjacent to VHHD. Valhalla Highlands is recreational second home communities btrift in the 20th Century

f. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for

nYes(2]No

archaeological sites on die NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory?
g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on die project site?

ClYesCjNo

IfYes:
i. Describe possible resource(s):________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Basis for identification: _____________________________________________________________________________________________
h Is the project site within fives miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local

0YesQNo

scenic or aesthetic resource?
IfYes:
i Identify resource: NYg-Hudson Htghtands Scenic area, Town of Phttpstown Scenic Protection Overlay Dtetrtct______________________________

iL Nature ofi or basis for, designation (e.g,, established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway,
etc.): StatePgk______________________________________________________________________________________________________
iiL Distance between project and resource:_____________________ 0,2 miles.
L Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers

QYesElNo

Program 6 NYCRR666?
IfYes:
L Identify the name ofthe river and its designation:_______________________________________________________________________
iL Is die activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6NYCRR Part 666?

QYesQNo

F. Additional Inferaaatian
Attach any additional hrfonaation which may be needed to clarify your project
Ifyou have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those impacts plus any
measures which you propose to avoid or minimize diem.

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

PRINT FORM
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EAF Mapper Summary Report

Disclaimer: The EAF Mapper» a screening tool intended to assist
project sponsors and reviewing agencies In preparing an environmeniaJ
assessment form (EAF). Not al question* asked in the EAF are
answered fay the EAF Mapper. AdtWondl information on any EAF
question can be obtained fay consulting the EAF Vferitoofcs. ANhough
As EAF Mapper provides the n»st up^Htafcdtftal dataaralafale to
DEC, you may also need to contact locSI or other data sources in order
to obtain data not prodded fay toe Mapper. Digtai data fe not a
substitute tor agency detanribwtion*.

!BJ.i [Coastal or Waterfront Area]

No

BIS (Local Waterfront Revitefeation Area)

No

C.2.b. [Special Planning District)

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

E.1.h (DEC SpBs or Remedtetion Site
Potential Contamination History]

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

•E.l.h.i [DEC SpNs or Remediation Site jUsted]___________ ____________

■Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
jYforkbook.___________________________________ _____________
* Digital mapping data are noTavailable or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
.‘Workbook

|E.l.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site Environmental Site Remediation Database]
’E.I.hJii [Within 2,000’of DEC Remediation

|stel______________________
E.2.g [Unique Geologic Features]

[No

i__
tNo

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

[No

*E.£h.ii [Surface Water Features]

|Yes

j E.2.h Jii [Surface Water Features]

1Yes - Digital mapping information on local and federal wetlands and

.......

—

...........

^waterbodies is known to be incomplete. Refer to EAF Workbook.
iE.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies]
j E.2.L [Floodway]
[E2j7(io6 Year Floodplain] "
:Eilt POO YeafRoodp^f"
■EL2.I. [Aquifers]
E.2.n. [Natural Communities]
E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Name]

^No
'No

x..__
Ino
iNo
^Yes

Oak-Tulip free Forest Appalachian Oak-Hickory Forest Red Cedar Rodey
j Summit

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report

(E.2.n.i [Natural Communities-Acres]

(2768.0,2334.0,86.0

; E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species} jYes
:E 2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals]

fNo

jE.3.a. [AgriculturalDistrict]

JNo

j E.3.c. (National Natural Landmark]

j No

iE.3.d [Critical Environmental Area]

iNo

j E.3.e. [National Register of Historic Places] jYes - Digital mapping data for archaeological site boundaries are not
i_______ ________________ _____
^available.Refer to EAF Workbook.
~
____
_
(E.3.e.ii [National Register of Historic Places - jValhalla Highlands Historic District
jName]
_____________ __________ ;.....................................
E.3.f. [Archeological Sites]
jNo
~~
E.3.i. [Designated River Corridor]

Tno~

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report
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